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Executive Summary
The University of British Columbia (UBC) is developing a Green Building Plan to manage future
academic and residential building projects on campus. Numerous tasks are underway to
support the Green Building Plan’s development and deliver improved building projects.
Currently, campus building projects often have significant performance gaps between design
and operation. UBC however, does not have a rigorous process to define these gaps and to
disseminate lessons learned for future building projects. Post occupancy evaluation (POE) has
been suggested as a potential tool that can provide a systematic and rigorous way to
understand building performance and communicate project successes and failures.

POE is a building performance assessment process completed after the building has been
occupied for a period. It combines typical performance indices (ex. energy consumption) with
occupant indoor environmental quality (IEQ) satisfaction levels to form a holistic building
performance evaluation. POE results can help identify current problems and inform solutions
within the building studied. POE can also provide valuable information to improve future design
projects.

This project examined if POE was a suitable tool for UBC to support the Green Building Plan’s
objective to communicate lessons learned between building projects. A potential POE process
for use in UBC Core buildings was created based on best practices. The POE process was then
piloted in the Robert H Lee Alumni Centre (Alumni Centre).

The pilot study indicated that the POE process is relatively simple to implement and requires
minimal resources. The Occupant IEQ Survey was easy for respondents to use and required
minimal effort, while still providing data on a diverse range of topics. Even with somewhat
limited survey respondents (N=41), the POE summary report provided a comprehensive
building performance summary.

The pilot study results indicate that POE is a suitable tool for understanding actual building
performance. Additionally, with widespread use POE will become a useful tool for capturing
project lessons and informing future campus building projects. POE is recommended for
implementation at UBC. Moving forward work should focus on adjusting and improving the POE
template and execution process, as well as confirming program logistics and ownership.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Project Background

The University of British Columbia (UBC) is developing a Green Building Plan in support of the
campus’ 20 year sustainability strategy (Campus + Community Planning, n.d. a). The plan will
guide all future academic and residential building projects on campus towards a net positive
design focused on human and ecological wellbeing (Campus + Community Planning, n.d. a).
Stakeholder workshops held in January 2017 helped develop a task list to support the Green
Building Plan (Campus + Community Planning, n.d. a). One workshop sub action was to
investigate using Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE) to help disseminate lessons learned from
campus building projects.

The University of British Columbia’s (UBC’s) core buildings generated 71% of UBC Vancouver’s
total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 2016 (White & Einarson, 2017). UBC core buildings
undergo LEED certification, but are insufficiently studied after occupancy. A high level POE is
included in the Board 4 report delivered to UBC’s board of governors, but this report does not
provide sufficient information to understand the actual building performance.

1.2 Project Purpose

Post occupancy evaluation (POE) is a method for evaluating building performance after
construction is completed and the building is occupied (Tookaloo & Smith, 2015). POE focuses
not only on operating resource consumption, but also on occupant satisfaction (Tookaloo &
Smith, 2015). Additionally, POE offers a way to compare design with actual performance and in
doing so help better inform future building design work (Gocer, Hua, & Gocer, 2015). Despite
the myriad benefits, POEs are infrequently conducted by building stakeholders (Newsham,
Mancini, & Birt, 2009).

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) is a North American green building
program that targets improving building sustainability (Newsham, Mancini, & Birt, 2009). POEs
offer a method for LEED certified building owners and operators to gauge actual building
performance versus the predicted performance. This information can be used to help assess
how effective LEED certification is at lowering resource consumption and improving occupant
satisfaction (Newsham, Mancini, & Birt, 2009).

LEED Gold certification is mandatory at UBC for all new or heavily renovated core buildings
(UBC Sustainability, n.d.). LEED certified buildings are delivering energy savings over
conventional designs (Turner & Frankel, 2008). However, for more than 50% of LEED buildings,
the energy savings vary more than 25% from the predicted design values (Turner & Frankel,
2008). UBC has noted similar variability between actual and predicted energy consumption in
campus buildings. Often this discrepancy is caused by a poor accounting of socio technical
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factors within the energy model (Summerfield, Oreszczyn, Pathan, & Hong, 2009). Socio
technical factors are the interactions between the occupants and the building and its services
(Summerfield, Oreszczyn, Pathan, & Hong, 2009).

This project aims to use POE to understand performance gaps between actual and predicted
metrics, as well as to assess the building holistically and understand how the space is
appreciated. The POE can then be used as a communication tool to help disseminate lessons
learned and to improve future building design.

1.3 Project Objectives

This project will create a systematic method for POEs in core campus buildings to support the
Green Building Plan. This will include developing a POE template for core buildings based on
best practices. The POE template will then be piloted at the Robert H Lee Alumni Centre
(Alumni Centre) at UBC’s Vancouver campus. The project is focussed on answering the
following questions:

1. Is Post Occupancy Evaluation a suitable tool for disseminating actual building
performance?

2. What are current best practices for POEs?
3. What might a POE process look like at UBC?

2 Post-­‐Occupancy Evaluation Overview
POEs systematically assess building performance against various criteria (Preiser, Rabinowitz, &
White, 2015). In practice, POE is typically used to support one of the following goals:

• Benchmarking
• Evaluating building design approach
• Problem investigation (Palmer, 2009)

POE results also provide various benefits over the short, medium, and long term, which are
denoted in Figure 2 1 below.
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Background research was conducted before preparing the POE template. This included an
interview with Ghazal Ebrahimi, a PhD candidate at UBC’s Institute for Resources, Environment
and Sustainability. Additionally, existing POEs were referenced to understand typical process
and reporting structure. This included the iiSBE 2014 study of UBC’s CIRS Building (Chu, et al.,
2014) and the UBC Social Ecological Economic Development Studies (SEEDS) Student Report
POE of UBC’s Aquatic Ecosystem Research Laboratory (Tan, Lei, & Winardi, 2012). Other key
references are the Post Occupancy Evaluation for Multi Unit Residential Buildings Guide for
Administrators (Open Green Building Society, 2016) and the Centre for the Built Environment,
specifically David Lehrer’s LEED Post Occupancy Evaluation: Taking Responsibility for the
Occupants presentation slides (2006).

The POE template was prepared based on the background research. This included a summary
report template, a building performance index table template, and a building occupant survey.
The survey covers ten different indoor environmental quality (IEQ) topics, which are listed
below.

1. Overall Satisfaction
2. Social Environment
3. Layout
4. Thermal Comfort
5. Air Quality
6. Lighting
7. Acoustics
8. Cleanliness and Maintenance
9. Furniture
10. Technology

These topics, and the questions supporting them, represent a compilation of best practice IEQ
topics (ex. thermal comfort, lighting, acoustics), as well as items from UBC Infrastructure
Development’s Informal Learning Spaces studies and social environment considerations.

The social environment topic is an important inclusion to ensure the POE aligns with UBC’s
Green Building Plan’s holistic themes, which are concerned with more than technical building
performance (Campus + Community Planning, n.d. b). The social environment questions are
however, a novel inclusion within a building occupant survey. This topic was developed through
collaboration with project mentors and Fiona Jones, a Special Projects Researcher at HCMA
Architecture + Design. Additionally, this topic was informed by reviewing the WELL Community
Standard Pilot (International WELL Building Institute, 2017a), Gehl Studio’s Public Life Diversity
Toolkit (Gehl Studio SF, 2015), and Colantonio and Dixon’s report on Measuring Socially
Sustainable Urban Regeneration in Europe (2009). Interestingly, both the WELL Community
Standard (International WELL Building Institute, 2017a) and WELL Building Standard require
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noted in Section 3.1. The average survey completion time was 8 minutes and 22 seconds, with a
range from 2 minutes 50 seconds to 57 minutes and 13 seconds. The survey managed to
capture a large amount of data on a wide range of topics in a relatively short period of time.

Full historical energy and water consumption data were available on SkySpark for the Alumni
Centre. This enabled complete building performance index calculations. Aside from UBC Alumni
staff numbers, no information on building occupancy was available, which limited both the POE
performance and the occupant survey analysis.

6 Discussion

6.1 Indicative Level POE

The pilot POE demonstrated that an indicative level POE can be useful to gather comprehensive
building operations data. Energy and water data is readily available and easy to incorporate into
the POE. The occupant survey was simple to use, while covering a wide range of topics.

The limited resources available, in terms of both time and experience, for survey marketing and
gathering, limited the total number of responses. Additionally, external factors, such as
graduation week, poster regulations in the building, and waits for unexpected approvals
impacted the number of building occupant IEQ survey respondents.

The Alumni Centre Operations Manager indicated that some staff found some of the
demographic questions clunky. Particularly when asked first if they work in the building and
then asked how many hours a day they spend in the building. The survey logic could be
adjusted for better flow for the various respondent types.

The Alumni Centre POE summary report (see Appendix C) is somewhat unwieldy to navigate.
The report is primarily statistical analysis from the occupancy survey, presented with bar charts.
The reporting method could likely be integrated into an online database, perhaps similar in
structure to SkySpark, to allow users to better focus on items of interest and to compare results
between buildings, which will help disseminate lessons learned.

There is much more data analysis that can be performed with the occupant survey, but due to
project time constraints this was not possible. Additional analysis would provide more clarity
and insight in understanding building performance.

6.2 Integrated Project Design

Integrated Project Delivery (IPD) is a building project delivery method focussed on collaboration
to optimize the whole project (The American Institute of Architects, California Council [AIACC],
2014). IPD projects are characterized by having the following items for all key participants:

• Continuous project involvement
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• Aligned business interests by sharing risks and rewards
• Joint project control
• Interlocking or multi party agreements
• Limited liability (AIACC, 2014)

Figure 6 1 below highlights the IPD approach.

Figure 6 1: IPD Project Essentials (AIACC, 2014)

A high level comparison between the traditional design process and an IPD project is given in
Figure 6 2 below. This figure clearly shows IPD’s collaborative approach with almost all key
team members contributing to the Conceptualization phase.
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Figure 6 2: IPD versus Traditional Design Process (AIACC, 2014)

IPD projects have been found to offer statistically significant improvements over traditional
project methods over a range of considerations, including:

• Quality
• Schedule
• Project changes
• Communication
• Environmental impacts
• Finances (El Asmar, Hanna, & Loh, 2013)

IPD projects result in better quality buildings without increasing financial expenditures (El
Asmar, Hanna, & Loh, 2013). Additionally, stakeholders, especially project owners, report
significant satisfaction with the IPD approach (Cheng, Allison, Dossick, & Monson, 2015).

POE, with its emphasis on feedback (Bordass & Leaman, 2005) and continuous improvement
(Waltz, Gouvin, & Forth, n.d.) provides a good compliment to the IPD approach. Shifting
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Appendix A Building Occupant IEQ Survey
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Page	23
Thank	You!

Are	there	any	other	comments	you	wou d	 ke	to	share	about	your	exper ence	w th	the	Robert	H	Lee	A umn 	Centre?

Type	here
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Appendix C Alumni Centre Post-­‐Occupancy Evaluation
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The heat recovery ventilators provide heating and cooling for the rest of the building. HRV-1 
services the basement, Level 1 and Level 2 (except Rooms 221 and 223). HRV-2 services Level 3. 

The fan coils are located in ceiling spaces throughout the building and are fed from HRV-1 and 
HRV-2. FC-31 and FC-32 provide cooling to the electrical room. 

Hot water for heating and for domestic hot water is supplied from a connection to UBC’s 
Academic District Energy System (ADES). Cold water for cooling is supplied by a temporary, 
rental chiller. A new permanent chiller will be installed and commissioned soon. 

The condensing boilers are natural gas fired and provide back-up heat to both the heat 
exchange system supplying the domestic hot water system and the building heating system. 

The building thermostats can be adjusted by the occupants between 19oC and 23oC. The 
average temperature set point is 21.8oC. 

2.2 Electrical 

An emergency generator supplies power to smoke exhaust fans and make-up air door 
operators. Emergency lighting is serviced by the campus Uninterruptable Power Supply. 

2.3 Lighting 

Sound and motion sensitivity sensors control the lights. The atrium is equipped with LED 
Lighting, which minimizes light changes in this difficult to access area. 

2.4 Building Management System 

The building systems are all operated and controlled through the Building Management System. 

2.5 Architectural 

The windows are equipped with vertical stripes to reduce bird collisions. 

2.6 Renovation / Retrofit Summary 

An air to water heat pump (ASHP-1) originally supplied hot water for heating and cold water for 
cooling. ASHP-1 functioned adequately for heating loads, but failed at providing chilled water 
for cooling. As a result, ASHP-1 was decommissioned. The building was connected to the ADES 
on June 26, 2017 to hot water for heating loads. A temporary, rental chiller was installed to 
provide for the cooling loads.  

3 Findings 

3.1 Energy 

Energy consumption was obtained for the entire building lifetime through October 2017. The 
Alumni Centre started reporting the ADES hot water consumption in September 2017. 
Therefore, there is not sufficient data yet to include the ADES in the energy analysis. The 
building performance analysis only considers the two-year period between September 1, 2015 
and August 31, 2017. The energy usage over this period is summarized below. 
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Figure 3-1: Building Occupant Survey Respondent Ages (N=41) 

Figure 3-2: Building Occupant Survey Respondent Role (N=41) 

44% of the survey respondents work in the Alumni Centre, 37% full-time staff and 7% part-time 
staff. Figure 3-3 below further breaks down where these Alumni Centre employees work. 
Thirteen Alumni UBC staff responded, which is a 37% response rate for this group. 
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3.3.1 Overall Impressions 

The figures below highlight how the building occupant survey respondents use the space. 

Figure 3-5: Frequency of Visitation (N=41) 

Figure 3-6: Typical Visit Length (N=41) 
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Figure 3-7: Typical Activity within Space (N=41) 

Figure 3-8: Most Frequently Used Space (N=41) 

The overall building satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-9 below. The respondents who 
reported some level of dissatisfaction attributed this to the physical environment (ex. 
temperature, air quality, lighting, noise, cleanliness). 
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Figure 3-12: Building Layout Satisfaction (N=41) 

The factors contributing to dissatisfactory responses are summarized in Figure 3-13 below. 
NOTE: Respondents could choose as many responses as applied. 

Figure 3-13: Factors Contributing to Layout Dissatisfaction (N=5) 
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Most respondents (78%) could not or did not know if they could control the temperature of the 
space. For the 22% indicating they have control, Figure 3-14 below shows how frequently they 
do control the temperature with a variety of instruments (The remaining responses were ‘Not 
Applicable’, which are not shown in the figure below). 
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Figure 3-18: Factors Contributing to Temperature Dissatisfaction (N=13) 

3.3.5 Air Quality 

The building air quality satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-19 below. 

Figure 3-19: Building Air Quality Satisfaction (N=41) 
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The factors contributing to dissatisfactory responses are summarized in Figure 3-20 below. 
NOTE: Respondents could choose as many responses as applied. 

Figure 3-20: Factors Contributing to Air Quality Dissatisfaction (N=5) 

3.3.6 Lighting 

Figure 3-21 below indicates the types of lighting controls accessible to the respondent. 

Figure 3-21: Available Lighting Controls (N=41) 
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Figure 3-23: Factors Contributing to Lighting Dissatisfaction (N=9) 

3.3.7 Acoustics 

The building acoustics satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-24 below. 

Figure 3-24: Building Acoustic Satisfaction (N=41) 
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The factors contributing to dissatisfactory responses are summarized in Figure 3-25 below. 
NOTE: Respondents could choose as many responses as applied. 

Figure 3-25: Factors Contributing to Acoustic Dissatisfaction (N=7) 

3.3.8 Cleanliness & Maintenance 

The building cleanliness and maintenance satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-26 below. 
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3.3.9 Furnishings 

The building furnishings satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-28 below. 

Figure 3-28: Building Furnishings Satisfaction (N=41) 

The factors contributing to dissatisfactory responses are summarized in Figure 3-29 below. 
NOTE: Respondents could choose as many responses as applied. 

Figure 3-29: Factors Contributing to Furnishings Dissatisfaction (N=6) 

3.3.10 Technology 

The building technology satisfaction levels are given in Figure 3-30 below. 
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Figure 3-30: Building Technology Satisfaction (N=41) 

The factors contributing to dissatisfactory responses are summarized in Figure 3-31 below. 
NOTE: Respondents could choose as many responses as applied. 

Figure 3-31: Factors Contributing to Technology Dissatisfaction (N=2) 
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The Alumni Centre’s LEED Submission documentation was prepared assuming an occupancy of 
57 full-time equivalents and 189 transients. 

3.5 Building Service Log 

The Alumni Centre Service Log was provided by the Facilities Manager. The log provides an 
unbiased account of the actual service needs the building has incurred. The log compiles all 
service calls that have occurred since January 2016. A total of 424 service requests have been 
made over that period. Figure 3-32 below shows the breakdown by request type.  

The two most frequent request types unfortunately do not have clearly described request types 
(Other Maintenance Request – 48%, and Temperature Adjustment – 13%). Other Maintenance 
Requests comprises a very broad range of items, from HVAC equipment malfunctions, to soap 
dispensers falling off the wall. The 73 Customer-Funded Orange Zone items are excluded from 
Figure 3-32. These are requests funded by external customers, for example film production 
companies filming in the building, and are not considered service requests. The full list of 
service requests, showing request type and description, is given in Appendix C  
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Figure 3-32: Alumni Centre Service Log Summary (N=351) 
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3.6 Additional Items 

There are some additional items to highlight for the Alumni Centre based on discussions with 
the Facilities Manager. These are briefly discussed below. 

The air to water heat pump (ASHP-1) failure is the only major concern the building has had. The 
equipment was gutted and all parts replaced to try to get it functioning. The equipment was 
sourced from an Italian company and all the manuals were written in Italian. The language 
barrier also made service calls difficult.  

The main floor Alumni UBC office is equipped with a large sliding door. The door is very heavy 
and difficult to open. It has also frequently come off its rails. The initial handle provided with 
the door was a flush style and did not provide sufficient leverage to open the heavy door. The 
door was retrofitted with a handle-style pull. 

The gas fireplace located in the main floor lounge emitted a gas odour last year. The fireplace 
was disassembled and the supplier replaced a part fixing the problem. Gas odour however, was 
noted in late October 2017 as well, which the facilities team fixed. The exhaust piping design is 
believed to somewhat contribute to the odours. 

4 Recommendations 

There is an overall high level of indoor environmental satisfaction with the Robert H Lee Alumni 
Centre. Therefore, a more detailed POE is not recommended. Additionally, as there are no 
specific areas that have low satisfaction ratings, no specific field measurements (ex. lumen 
level, carbon dioxide concentration) are recommended. 

Energy consumption in the Alumni Centre is significantly higher than the predicted model. An 
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Level 1 
audit is recommended. The audit will provide more detailed insights into the discrepancy seen 
between actual and predicted energy usage. 

According to the LEED Submission documentation (EA credit 5), all nine different end use items 
are metered. If sub-meters are available, the energy audit should compile this sub-metering 
information and see which specific end use items do not match their predicted energy 
consumption. 

The building hours of operation provided by the operations manager do not match with the 
HVAC schedule provided by the facilities manager. The energy model used for the LEED 
Submission assumed Model National Energy Code for Buildings (MNECB) Schedule A occupancy 
for office space and MNECB Schedule C for all other spaces. A difference between the modelled 
operating schedule and the actual operating schedule, could partially explain why actual energy 
consumption is higher than predicted. As part of the recommended Energy Audit, the 
equipment operating schedule should be verified and compared to that in the predicted energy 
model. 

Water consumption in the Alumni Centre is significantly lower than the predicted model. A 
closer analysis of the predicted water usage given in the LEED Submission documents is 
recommended to understand if the prediction is based on accurate data. Additionally, the 
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reported actual water consumption data should be confirmed to ensure that it includes all 
building water uses. 
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Appendix B Supplemental Occupant Satisfaction Survey Results 

The specified ‘Other’ responses to the Building Occupant Survey are compiled below. 

Q: Do you work in the Robert H. Lee Alumni Centre? If YES, where do you work in the Robert 
H. Lee Alumni Centre?

• The Calendar

• Liu

Q: What do you typically use this space for? 

• I use it for full time work, meetings, eating, socializing, hosting events, networking.

• A bit of all of them

• Sitting in the room

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building overall? 

• None

Q: Please list any other social environment related issues that are important to you. 

• Non-recognition for continued respectful use of this space. Always have to validate to
management that I have been working here for 2 years.

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building layout? 

• lack of comfortable seating, lack of tables, open concept workspace

• No natural light in work space

• lack of natural light in the back office.

Q: Please list any other temperature related issues that are important to you. 

• There have been no end of heating/cooling issues due to equipment failure.

• We work in the basement, it used to be either too hot or too cold but that wasn't really
bothersome, what is really bad is the smell.  It always smells like burnt garlic, seems like
every morning they burn garlic in the building like it's a scented candle - it would be
great if you could do something about the smell.

• 3rd floor meeting rooms are more often than not colder than a refrigerator while the
rest of the building is usually too warm (and in summer too hot).

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building air quality? 

• strong smell of natural gas on 3rd floor when fireplace is on, horrible smells in Jack

Poole Hall which seem to come and go without rhyme or reason

Q: Please list any other air quality related issues that are important to you. 

• No access to fresh/clean air

• It smells like Garlic!
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Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building lighting? 

• My office has no windows, which is pretty depressing

• Glare/reflections off all the interior glass in this building is a major issue for me.

• No blackout blinds for meetings

Q: Please list any other lighting related issues that are important to you. 

• The building brightness is completely dependent on the weather outside. When it is
sunny, it is too bright, when it is cloudy it is too dark.

• No daylight in space

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building acoustics? 

• Music from Lobby sometimes intrudes in basement workspace

Q: Please list any other acoustics related issues that are important to you. 

• Sound echos/travels extensively in the building. Conversations on first floor can be
heard on the 3rd floor

• Sound travels so easily in this building. The café being an open space concept really
causes lots of sound transfer. The welcome centre space is very echoey.

• The main floor is usually very noisy and sometime they turn on the piano which doesn't
really help.

• Events in Koerner lounge can sometimes be very noisy

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building cleanliness and 
maintenance? 

• washrooms are very dirty

• Inability of maintenance team to dampen excessive ventilation noise above my desk

• Lounge areas are sometimes dirty

• 3rd floor lounges are not cleaned regularly (stains/food on tables, leftover food on
tables, coffee cups, etc.), Sometimes for a couple of days...

Q: Please list any other cleanliness and maintenance related issues that are important to you. 

• Many stains in carpets, holes in walls (unfinished from construction), furniture is worn
out, the tile always looks dirty because of the material/pattern chosen

Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building furnishings? 

• The double-width chairs in the public areas are nice from a design point of view, but
probably the most uncomfortable chairs I have ever used.

Q: Please list any other furnishings related issues that are important to you. 

• Building furnishings are great, the only problem is that they have not worn well. All are
damaged from high use. Also not enough furniture/places to sit

• Poor ergonomics

• Comfort n availability
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Q: What factors contribute to your dissatisfaction with the building technology? 

• Lack of support for AV systems. Old machines provided for AV for meetings. Lack of
comms Infrastructure

Q: Are there any other comments you would like to share about your experience with the 
Robert H Lee Alumni Centre? 

• The building is beautiful but not always practical. The first floor is the only space
conducive to socializing/meeting, and it is always full with nowhere to sit. This severely
limits the ability for people to enjoy the centre (i.e they don't want to eat at loafe
because there's nowhere to sit on the first floor). It's a building where you pass through,
or stay for only a few minutes, unless you're attending a private event.

• It is a beautiful building that gets a lot of use.

• Can we put up some whiteboards in the rooms downstairs? That would be really helpful
to the teams working in the e@UBC office space

• This building has recently become my favourite place to study. The piano is honestly my
favourite part, it helps me focus and relax, and creates a really welcoming atmosphere.
If the acoustics were slightly different in the building such that we would be able to hear
the piano in the cafe that would be nice but that's okay! Overall, I love this space,
everyone is always very kind, and the ambiance is greate and allows for me to
productive without being stressed. If the Loafe Cafe would allow for UBC card so I can
stop spending all my real money on cappuccinos that would be greate :)

• I LOVE the self-playing piano; it is one of the best parts of the Alumni Centre!

• Yes, would be a great place to gather professional networking events with graduate
from different departments like Liu, MBA  with companies that want to hire UBC
students!

• Could use more seating but I understand that it's not intended for as much individual
work spaces Could be more lenient about ppl sitting on the floor if they wish to (it often
feels better on my back)

• You should have more chairs in the lounge area. Also, when they have Toons at Noon,
the musician is supposed to talk about the piece, and usually I cant hear what they are
saying.

• There should be more outlets to plug into in the lounge areas

• There is limited space for socializing. This is unfortunate because in my opinion it is the
nicest building on campus and one which I would like to be able to have more meetings
in.

• Lack of desktop support for staff and visitors. Inconsistent support from IT for desktop
and AV

• As an Alumni who came to this space before I was a Masters student I really enjoy this
space a lot. Especially the piano and natural light. However, I could never actually use it,
especially the seating area near the piano, as there where so many students using the
space to study. It would be really nice if there was some available seating where Alumni
could meet and sit down to talk that was not taken up with people on their laptops.
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• The furniture is very comfortable. The building is inviting. Our department has used the
building for catered luncheons and I found it very luxurious and well maintained.


























