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Abstract

The purpose of the present study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the CSULB’s Orientation and Events Planning Workshop. Two primary evaluation questions are posed: 1. Is the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop completing the goals as outlined in the orientation PowerPoint? 2. Are students using these programs and services outlined in the Orientation Workshop? The participants consisted of a convenience sampling of students who attended the workshop during the last two semesters, as well as advisors currently involved with the program. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected through an observation and three surveys. Analysis of the data shows that all but one of the goals from the orientation are successfully completed by students, and that students are using the programs and services. Recommendations are provided to address minor weaknesses that were discovered, but overall the program appears to be generally effective.

Orientation and Events Planning Workshop Program Evaluation

Context of the Evaluation

The Student Life and Development (SLD) Office at California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) is a resource that connects students with various ways to become involved on campus. The stated mission of SLD is "to develop and implement out-of-classroom programs and services that educate CSULB students about ethical leadership, cultural awareness and positive social change" (http://www.csulb.edu/ divisions/students/sld/about/). The SLD Office includes a strong and diverse population of student organizations, of which 266 are currently active. There are a number of categories under which these organizations may fall, including cultural, religious, political, and community service. One of the main benefits of having student organizations on campus is to give students an opportunity to become actively involved in their educational experience, which according to Astin (1984) is a crucial component in building a foundation for academic success. Holding events is one of the ways that these organizations draw in new members and give students the chance to become more engaged and connected both socially and academically.

In order to plan events, each organization must remain active by participating annually in several informational sessions, one of which is the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop. It provides organization leaders with information on such topics as how to plan and schedule activities for their group. Completion of the attendance requirement for the Orientation allows the organizations to reserve space on campus for these events. This particular workshop was developed to help meet several of the goals of the SLD Office. These goals include registering active student organizations in order to authorize university scheduling/publicity privileges for officers and committee chairpersons, consulting with student organization officers and assisting them with program planning, organization development and personal leadership development, supervising and supporting major student events, approving use of university grounds and facilities for student events and programs, and administering the CSULB Regulations for Campus Activities, Student Organizations and the Campus Community. 

There are a number of key stakeholders of this program. The primary consumers include the students who attend the workshop. These are the individuals who are most directly affected by the effectiveness of the program. The practitioners include the SLD staff members who are involved in the implementation of the workshop, as well as the SLD and faculty advisors who help guide students through the event planning process when necessary. The primary administrator of the workshop is the SLD director, who is responsible for overseeing the program. The relevant policy maker is the CSULB Dean of Students, in that all SLD programs are the ultimate responsibility of the Dean's office. Finally, secondary consumers of the workshop include the campus community at large, since all members of the CSULB community can benefit from the events held on campus.  

The purpose of the present study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop and gauge how well this workshop achieves its goals. The program has not previously been evaluated. Program leaders requested a formative evaluation to help them understand how useful the program is in its current state and then decide if changes need to be made to the workshop. It is important for the workshop to be effective because student organizations hold many events throughout the year and they must have the necessary information in order to proceed correctly in planning and conducting these events. Therefore, the main focus of this evaluation is to measure how much knowledge the students are able to retain from the SLD Orientation Workshop.   

Several studies have shown that there are several necessary elements in an effective workshop, regardless of the subject matter being taught. Researchers agree that planning is crucial. According to Duquette and Boo (1986) there are three tasks that must be completed in the planning stage: determining goals and objectives, choosing activities that will accomplish those objectives, and creating an agenda or blueprint. They state that identifying the audience and assessing their needs will help to guide in this planning, as the goals and design of the workshop should relate directly to the participants’ specific needs. 

Another element that is widely agreed upon in terms of its contribution to the overall effectiveness of a workshop is the incorporation of some type of activity or hands-on experience (Andrews, 1997). Workshops should not resemble lectures, but should instead be participatory events in which everyone has a chance to become involved (Duquette & Boo, 1986). According to Ward and Levine (1971), when new information is encountered in an active way, there is a higher probability that genuine learning will occur. They also inform us that when both active and passive methods are used in a workshop, the active section should always come first because that facilitates student engagement. This notion of active learning is supported by the principles of situated learning and the constructivist paradigm (Monaghan & Columbaro, 2009). Situation learning says that learning is a social activity by nature and is best implemented through a specific framework. The constructivist paradigm says that learning must be actively constructed in order to interpret information.   

Many informational workshops and seminars make an effort to integrate a variety of activities. Different people have different learning styles, so it can be helpful to accommodate these by involving reading, listening, and hands-on tasks. Using a variety of approaches can also help keep the participants interested and focused on what is being presented (Robinson, 1981). Renninger (2009) found that having a high level of interest in the topic being studied can be an important tool for learning and retention of information. One way to facilitate interest is by implementing a process-oriented pedagogy (Reason & Marshall, 2001). Students should be assisted in exploring themes or content that relate to their own lives, as well as, in learning how to scrutinize those themes through a personal process of inquiry (Renninger, 2009). Another way is through careful consideration of the design of "texts, task, exhibits and activities" involved in any teaching endeavor (Renninger, 2009). Some other suggestions from the research include being realistic in the amount of material covered, paying attention to the physical surroundings in which the workshop will take place (Ward & Levine, 1971), and incorporating liveliness and humor in the proceedings to keep participants attentive (Goddard, 1990). Santangelo and Tomlinson (2009) found that positive learning outcomes are promoted through a "student-centered, learning-oriented epistemology" that involves "interactive, engaging, and collaborative instruction," while a "teacher-centered, transmission-oriented epistemology inhibits learning."

Extensive planning, identifying the audience and its needs, stimulating interest, incorporating a variety of activities, and utilizing a more modern pedagogy are all important components to keep in mind when evaluating a workshop. While a workshop may prove to be effective without all of these pieces, it may be useful to consider them when it comes to possible recommendations or adjustments to be made in the future. 

Focus of the Evaluation

Every year, one representative from each organization must complete the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop.  The individual whom the student organization selects to represent them must first register online or in the SLD Office for one of the workshops, which are offered several times each semester. On the day of each workshop, the Student Life Coordinator meets with the attendees and spends approximately forty-five minutes going through a PowerPoint slide presentation which covers the basic information that student organizations need to host an event on or off campus. 

This presentation states that the goals of the workshop are to orient students to the roles and responsibilities of SLD and faculty/staff advisors, provide a basic understanding of the Program Regulation Clearance (PRC) process, orient students to campus scheduling and posting regulations, and orient students to SLD programs and services. It goes on to give specific information on these and other relevant topics. Afterward, attendees are given pamphlets containing information that pertains to various campus regulations. At the end of the presentation, each student turns in a slip of paper that includes his or her name, organization name, and contact information.  No student organization can schedule an event until this orientation has been completed.  If there are no scheduled orientation dates left, the student can go to the SLD Office to get the literature required and take a written exam. 

As mentioned previously, the purpose of this study is to measure how effectively the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop is achieving it's stated goals.  For this study, an acceptable “passing” rate is defined as 70% of the total respondents correctly answering each individual question (i.e. 70% of students will respond to Question # 1 correctly, 70% of students will respond to Question # 2 correctly, etc.).  This is used as our baseline because at institutions of higher education, 70% is also considered the lowest acceptable passing rate. 

For this study the evaluation questions are: 

1. Is the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop completing the goals as outlined in the orientation PowerPoint? 

a. Is the program orienting students to the roles & responsibilities of SLD Advisors? 

b. Is the program providing a basic understanding of PRC’s? 

i. Students recognize the three characteristics of the PRC process 

ii. Students know where to go to find the PRC process form 

c. Is the program orienting students to campus scheduling and posting regulations?

d. Students can distinguish between regulations for

i. Minor Events 

ii. Major Events 

iii. University Scheduling Deadlines 

iv. University Posting Regulations

e. Is the program orienting students to SLD programs & services?

i.  Students can distinguish between SLD programs and services and non-SLD programs and services 

2. Are students using these programs and services outlined in the Orientation Workshop? 

Evaluation Plan and Procedures

This evaluation was conducted using a survey approach. This design is useful in describing the trends in a group over time (such as how the students’ knowledge about topics in the orientation workshop changed from point of reception to point of recollection), especially when evaluating the success or effectiveness of a program. The advantages of this design are its economical and time-sensitive implementation, useful to a group of graduate students limited to performing an evaluation during the course of one semester. Additionally, the use of surveys allowed the group to collect both quantitative data (i.e. Likert-scale responses) and qualitative data (i.e. responses to open-ended questions).  There are two main limitations of this design. First, a lack of flexibility in responses, were partially controlled for by including open-ended questions on the advisors' surveys. The second, representation of the overall population, was addressed by extending the survey to students from workshops prior to this semester. 

The population we used consisted of students that had attended the program at any time during the last two semesters, as well as, advisors and other administrators that are currently involved with the SLD program. Convenience sampling was used when gathering information from the students. For confidentiality reasons, our evaluation team was not granted access to students’ direct contact information and had to rely on one of the SLD administrators sending out the surveys. The total population of advisors and other administrators were used for their survey portion. 

During the divergent stage of the evaluation, both an observation was conducted and a survey was distributed. Two members of the evaluation team attended a program workshop in order to understand the experience first-hand and thus gain a greater insight into the program. The evaluators noted that the workshop was primarily lecture-based, with little being required of the attendees in terms of active participation. The approximately nineteen students in attendance were spread throughout the room, and many chose to sit toward the back. The PowerPoint presentation was given by SLD’s Student Life Coordinator, followed by a brief question and answer period. Some students took notes during the presentation, while others merely observed. Most attendees left immediately after the presentation without asking questions. 

The questions on the first survey (Appendix A) were generated in order to create as broad a view of the impact of the program as possible. It was 11-items, with nine Likert-scale questions (five options ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree) and two open-ended questions. The survey included statements such as “Overall, this orientation was very helpful and informative" and “All of my questions about event planning were answered during this orientation." It was offered to the entire group of students attending the workshop of the evaluators' first observation immediately following its conclusion. 

The second survey (Appendix B) was created as a post-test measure of the program and was used during the convergent stage of the evaluation. It was developed in response to the results from the first survey. The first survey provided qualitative results, however it did not have enough quantitative data to clearly answer our evaluation questions or to show whether the goals of the workshop were being met.  This survey was a 10-item, multiple-choice document; some items were "choose one" and some were "select all that apply.” This survey included questions such as “Which of the following are parts of the Program Regulation Clearance (PRC) process?” and “What does the list below describe?” It was offered to all of the students who have attended a workshop in the last two semesters, also on a volunteer basis. The purpose of this survey was to assess student retention of knowledge about the information presented in the workshop. 

The third survey (Appendix C) was sent to the SLD advisors. It was six items, with five open-ended questions and one Likert-scale question (10 options ranging from ineffective to effective). Some of the questions were “What are the most common issues students bring to you revolving around topics covered in the workshop?” and “Please rate your perception of the workshops’ effectiveness.” The purpose of this survey was to help triangulate the evaluation data. Responses from the advisors will help shed light on how students are using the information received from the workshop and will help shed more light on the relationship between the workshop and student knowledge. 

Analysis

There were 14 responses for the first survey. The results were compiled using a simple analysis. 86% of students said they agreed or strongly agreed that the orientation was helpful and informative.  100% of students agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the four main objectives of the program. 93% of students stated they agreed or strongly agreed that they feel adequately prepared to share the information from the session with a friend, all of their questions were answered, they know where to go in the future if they have questions about planning an event, and they feel the PowerPoint aspect of the workshop was an effective way of communicating the information. One student suggested the workshop could be improved by “go[ing] a little slower on some slides [which would allow students] to take notes.” Another student said, “it’s perfect” as is. 

The second and third survey were distributed through SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com), a program which automatically tracks and tallies responses. The second survey had 55 respondents with a 100% completion rate. 75% of students correctly identified which type of advisor belonged to the description in the first item. 83.3%, 75.9% and 75.9% of the students correctly identified the three components of the PRC process. One student chose an incorrect answer and one student skipped the question. 96.3% of students correctly identified who can issue a PRC. While 96.3% and 98.2%, respectively, of respondents correctly identified the definition of a University Student Union (USU) minor event and major event, there was a high level of variability in answers regarding processes for reserving or holding events. 70.4% identified the USU minor event process correctly, while 72.7% correctly identified the process for reserving non-USU events. 70.9% of students could identify University Scheduling Deadlines. 83.3% knew the protocol for University Posting Regulations. The variability of accurate responses regarding which services are included in SLD programming range drastically: 90.6% for the Leadership Academy; 73.6% for the Lois J. Swanson Leadership Resource Center; 58.5% for the Student Resource Centers; 47.2% for Student Travel; to only 32.1% for American Indian Student Services and 22.6% for Partners for Success. 

The third survey had six responses with a 100% completion rate. Four advisors stated they were very familiar with the workshop, one was fairly familiar, and one was somewhat familiar. When asked what goals of the workshop they would change or remove, three advisors said they would not change anything. Two had suggestions: one would remove "‘Orient students to SLD Programs and Services,’” while the other "would add something about honoring deadlines." One advisor skipped this question. Each advisor found that students approach them regarding different issues pertaining to the topics covered in the workshop. One said the “how to" of reservations is the biggest issue of 80% of the students who come for help. Another sees students on a weekly basis who are struggling with where to find programming information. The third advisor has students who visit a few times per semester with questions about the PRC process. One felt that, although students only come to them once in a while, the workshop "seems to be too much information at once for them." Another found scheduling regulations were the most common daily topic for their students. The last advisor had numerous questions from students throughout the semester, including food, flyer content, use of their own supplies and how to put together an outdoor event. On a scale of 1 – 10 (1 = Workshop is ineffective, 10 = Workshop is effective), three advisors chose 5 as an answer, one chose 6, and two chose 8. None of the six advisors had additional comments to make. 

Interpretation of Evaluation Findings

The results from the first survey completed by students directly after finishing the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop show that most students found the orientation to be helpful. All students reported an understanding of the four main goals of the program. A majority of the students felt they would be able to reiterate what they had learned from the orientation with others. The majority also agreed that they knew where to find information they need, had all of their questions answered, and felt the presentation was successful in its current form. The suggestion to move slower through the presentation was made by one student. The general consensus from the first survey was that the program was helpful and efficient in its current format. The congruence of answers to this survey are most likely due to the fact that the survey was administered directly after the workshop. If a post-test was given to the same group of students a year later there would be higher probability of less congruence. A post-test would also help to confirm how effective the current format of the workshop is.

The results of the second survey also showed positive results for students understanding and retention of the information the workshop provides. The highest rate of understanding was shown in regards to the issuing of PRCs and the difference between USU minor events and USU major events. Three areas of the survey provided borderline results that almost did not meet our stated criteria of acceptable (70%) which included the process of holding Minor Events, Non-USU events, and University Scheduling. However, with one exception, all survey questions received the same “acceptable” percentages. The one exception was the question regarding services offered by Student Life and Development, which provided an array of answers both correct and incorrect.

The fluctuations in percentages of correct and incorrect answers can most likely be attributed to the time passed since the student had initially attended the workshop. Students who attended the workshop recently would be more likely to retain information than students who attended the workshop earlier in the school year. Differences in answers could also be attributed to the level of involvement of the student and their organization. A student organization that is very active is more likely to be familiar with rules, regulations, and processes involved with SLD and vice versa.  Therefore, it could be said that a student organization who is very active on campus and planning events, is using the information that they gained during the workshop and through their personal experience to answer the survey questions correctly.

The results of the third survey showed that the majority of advisors were very familiar with the orientation program. Only two advisors felt they were only fairly or somewhat familiar with the program. The majority of advisors felt the program did not need to be changed except for two dissenting opinions. Most advisors mentioned multiple students needing their help over the course of the year for various reasons. Student questions most often involved making reservations, locating program information, and the PRC process. These results contradict the findings of the first survey. This is most likely due to the time schedule under which the first survey was administered. The results from the second survey confirm that some students were still uncertain about the areas the advisors receive the most questions on thus backing the responses of the advisors. There also appears to be inconsistency between advisor’s answers to specific questions regarding the program and their overall opinion of the effectiveness of the program.

The results of our three surveys provide significant insight for answering our evaluation questions. The first evaluation question asks if the workshop is completing its goals as outlined in the orientation's PowerPoint. The first goal of the workshop is to orient the students to the roles of SLD advisors. Based on the answers from the two student surveys the workshop does appear to accomplish this goal. The next goal, to provide students with a basic understanding of PRCs, was also accomplished. Our results show that students do recognize the three characteristics of the PRC process and that students do know where to go to access the PRC form. We received mixed results regarding the third goal of the workshop, which is to orient students to campus scheduling and posting regulations. The students were successful at identifying the process for holding major events and understanding posting regulations. The students showed difficulty in understanding the process for holding minor events and remembering campus scheduling deadlines. The last goal was to orient students to SLD programs and services which proved to be most challenging for the students. Out of six SLD programs listed on the survey, students were only able to successfully identify the Leadership Academy and Swanson Leadership Center.  The inability to accomplish the last goal could revolve around the underutilization of these services by the students that took the surveys.

Our second evaluation question regarding the actual use of the knowledge imparted through the workshop was shown to be successful through pre-existing data collected from SLD. With approximately 962 PRCs/events being used and implemented this year alone, it is clear that students are using the information provided through the workshop. This is also backed through the responses of the third survey given to SLD advisors which show that students are coming to their advisors for assistance with PRCs and programmatic concerns.

Recommendations

The two evaluators that attended the workshop agree that the presentation is highly informative. However, they felt a more interactive format would help to engage the students in the proceedings. This could help the students stay more attentive (Goddard, 1990 ; Robinson, 1981) which would increase the likelihood that students would continue to remember the information. These perceptions are supported by the information in the literature review. Ward and Levine (1971) found higher levels of interaction in workshops lead to higher levels of information retained. One suggestion is to form groups based on the different sections of the workshop where students would be required to use their newly acquired knowledge to plan a variety of mock events encompassing the aspects of the presentation. They would present their event to the larger group so the students can see how each process is different. This supports the hands-on and participatory qualities recommended by the research (Andrews, 1997; Duquette & Boo, 1986; Monaghan & Columbaro, 2009; Santangelo & Tomlinson, 2009).  Furthermore, active participation in the workshop could assist students in recalling the information imparted to them when they are really filling out a PRC or doing something covered in the workshop.
    
The area of lowest retention was SLD programs and services. It may be beneficial to place more emphasis on these areas and their services. A broader knowledge of these areas would help students remember what options are available when planning events or needing resources. This could be achieved by incorporating an activity involving the different areas which would also help with the interactive component mentioned above.  In addition, it may be beneficial for each of the six services offered by SLD to take a poll of its users to determine how the students discovered that particular program in the first place.  This would assist in better answering the second evaluation question proposed earlier.
    
Scheduling regulations and deadlines were another area of low retention. A separate handout or calendar with clearly stated deadlines explaining these processes would be helpful. It may also be helpful to send reminders via email or mail before deadlines are approaching.     
As previously mentioned, advisors rating of overall effectiveness was low. A meeting with all advisors in specific regards to this program might be helpful in assessing why their overall rating of the program’s effectiveness was low while also creating an avenue for the advisors to give feedback for ongoing program improvement. It could also help to have more advisors involved in the planning and actual implementation of the workshop. Because each advisor oversees different categories of student organizations they might be able to provide specific suggestions for dealing with those populations.


It may also be beneficial to try and organize the workshops according to the different categories of student organizations. This responds to Duquette and Boo's (1986) finding that the design of the workshop should relate directly to the participants’ specific needs, as well as Renninger (2009) and Reason and Marshall's (2009) findings that the higher level of interest, the greater the depth of learning. This would help the workshop to have a clear focus and would allow the advisor running the workshop to address specific concerns their particular population might have as well as provide a chance to incorporate the other SLD advisors as suggested above. 

Conclusion


The results of our evaluation suggest that every goal set by SLD for the Orientation and Events Planning Workshop, with the exception of one, are met successfully per our criteria. Areas of great success include the student’s knowledge of the definitions of minor and major USU events as well as where to locate a PRC form. While the students are familiar with the differences between the two types of events they are not as familiar with the rules and regulations of planning and implementing such events. The evaluation also showed that students do not fully retain knowledge regarding the different programs and services provided through SLD. 


The workshop itself appears to be largely successful at accomplishing its goals. Pre-existing data also provides evidence that the information being disseminated at the workshops is actually being used by the student organizations involved with SLD. It is our opinion that with some new interactive and focused approaches, students would benefit when planning and running both minor and major events on and off campus, which in turn would further the success of the workshop and its main goals. 
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Appendix A

Orientation and event planning workshop

February 16, 2010

Please fill out your name and email/phone # if you are willing to be contacted with follow-up questions. Your help is greatly appreciated. 

Name: ​​​​_______________________________________________________________________________
Email: _________________________________________ Phone: _______________________________
Student organization: _____________________________ Position: ______________________________
Please place a check next to your answer for the following questions:n workship










































































































  
1) Overall, this orientation was very helpful and informative.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

2) I understand the Program Regulation Clearance (PRC) process. 


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

3) I understand the campus publicity/posting regulations.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

4) I understand the deadlines and eligibility criteria. 


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree
5) I understand the differences between what my Student Life advisor can help me with and what my faculty/staff advisor can help me with.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

6) I understand the differences between the event scheduling processes for major and minor events.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

7) I understand the event scheduling processes for non-University Student Union events. 


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

8) I feel adequately prepared to share the information from today’s session with the other members of my student organization.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

9) All of my questions about event planning were answered during this orientation.


__ Strongly agree


__ Agree


__ Neither agree nor disagree


__ Disagree


__ Strongly disagree

In what ways do you think this orientation could be improved? Please describe. 
If you would like to explain certain answers or provide other feedback, please do so here. 

Appendix B
Hello Student Leader,

Thank for taking the time to take this survey. Our focus is to assess how familiar you are with the information that was presented at SLD's Orientation & Event Planning Certification Workshop. Please respond to each of the following 10 questions and submit this survey by Friday, April 30, 2010.
1. Who do these responsibilities below describe?

-Clarify program goals and objectives

-Plan your event and establish timelines

-Generate ideas to publicize your event

-Generate ideas to recruit and retain members

-Help with budgeting and ASI

-Understand the University regulations and policies

-Build your leadership and organizational skills

-Generate ideas to solve problems

-Get connected to referrals and resources
Faculty/Staff Advisor OR SLD Advisor

2. Which of the following are parts of the Program Regulation Clearance (PRC) process?

(Select all that apply)
A process of planning, advising, and approval.

A way to sign-up for the Writing Proficiency Exam.

A tool used to assist the student event planner in planning their event.

Official contract between the student event planner and the University.
3. With whom do you have to meet to be issued a PRC?

(Select all that apply)

President Alexander

Faculty advisor

SLD advisor

CSULB website

Student Organization President
4. What type of event does the following describe?

-An event with a capacity of 50 or under

-An event scheduled only in the USU 202, 204, 205A, 205B, 205C (not 205ABC together), 303, 304, 305, 306, and 307.

-An event free and open to the public

-An event serving Group One Foods

-An event not exceeding 4 hours
USU major event

USU minor event

Non-USU event

University Scheduling Deadlines

University Posting Regulations

5. Which of the following describes the process for reserving a minor event in the USU?
Show up to the room you want to use without a reservation.

Proceed directly to the University Student Union - Conference and Events Center (USU-CEC) to tentatively reserve facility.

The students will then meet with their SLD Advisor for further program advisement.

SLD Advisors sign the USU-CEC Reservation Confirmation form for final approval of the event.
6. The list below describes the process for what activity?

-Events scheduled in USU Ballrooms, Terraces, Plaza, Pool, Lawns, Soroptimist House, Auditorium or Games Area

-Events exceeding 4 hours

-Events serving Group Two or Three Foods

-Can go to USU-CEC to request a 3-day courtesy hold on the venue

-Student must reserve venue with PRC
USU major event

USU minor event

Non-USU event

University Scheduling Deadlines

University Posting Regulations

7. Which of the following describes the process for reserving non-USU venues such as: the Dance Theater, Gyms and Athletic Fields, Pyramid, The Pointe, Carpenter Performing Arts

Center, or the University Theater?
Reserve location with President Alexander

Check availability of the venue

Meet with your SLD Advisor for a PRC

Officially reserve the venue with a PRC

Meet with your SLD Advisor for final approval on the PRC
8. What does the list below describe?

-Events may not be scheduled during final exam period.

-Events such as major, concerts, speakers, conferences must – have final approval on the PRC 4 weeks prior to the event date.

-Workshops, seminars, events being catered, hot food sales, student filming must have final

approval on the PRC – 2 weeks prior to the event date.

-General meetings, bake sales, information tables – must be reserved 5 business days prior.
USU major event

USU minor event

Non-USU event

University Scheduling Deadlines

University Posting Regulations

9. What does the list below describe?

-Event must be advised, scheduled, confirmed and approved prior to the release of any program publicity

-All publicity must state the sponsoring organization, name, title of event, date, time, location and contact information for the event

-All publicity material may be posted no more than 7 school days prior to the event and must be removed no later than 3 days following the event
USU major event

USU minor event

Non-USU event

University Scheduling Deadlines

University Posting Regulations

10. Which of the following are SLD Programs and services?

(select all that apply)

Lois J. Swanson Leadership Resource Center

Leadership Academy

Student Access to Science (SAS)

American Indian Student Services

Partners for Success

Prebaccalaureate Advising Services (PAS)

Student Resource Centers

Student Travel

Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS)

Appendix C
Hello SLD Advisors,

We are students from a CSULB class doing an evaluation of the SLD Orientation & Events Planning Workshop and we need your input. Please take the time to respond to the following questions.
Thank you,

Your Student Evaluation Team

1. How familiar are you with the content of the SLD Orientation and Event Planning Workshop?

2. Here are the stated goals of the workshop:

-Orient students to the roles and responsibilities of Student Life & Development (SLD) and

Faculty/Staff Advisors.

-Provide basic understanding of the Program Regulation Clearance (PRC) process.

-Orient students to campus scheduling and publicity/posting regulations.

-Orient students to SLD programs and services.
Are there any you would add or take away?

3. What are the most common issues students bring to your revolving around topics covered

in the workshop?

4. How often do students come to you regarding any of the aforementioned topics?

5. Please rate your perception of the workshops effectiveness:

1 = Workshop is ineffective

10 = Workshop is effective

6. Please list any additional comments:

