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Relationship between Workspace Utilization (WSU)
and Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) in Offices
of University Lecturers

. A. Jimoh" and B. Suleiman’.
'Federal University of Technology Minna Dept.
Quantity Surveying, University of Horin,
: issa.jimoh(@yahoo.com: “bolajisulel 9600 email.com

Abstract

Academic productivity and functional comfort of university lecturers have
been subjects of concern to stakeholders in the Nigerian education sector.
This study investigates the relationship between Workspace Utilisation
(WSU) and Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) in offices of lecturers in
three Federal universities. -Objectives include determination of the extent to
which lecturers use workspaces, the quality of indoor environment for
assigned academic duties and the level of satisfaction felt by the lecturers.
360 questionnaires were administered, through purposive sampling, to obtain
perception of lecturers on WSU, IEQ and satisfaction with workspace.
169(47%) valid returned questionnaires  were analyzed using  Means,
ANOVA and Spearman correlation. Overall intensity of WSU by the
university fecturers was 37.81% There was no significant difference between
intensitics of WSU amongst the three universities. Out of the 13 uses, WSU
on formal Reading (42.13%), formal Writing, (40.94%) and Internet surfing
(40.19%) ranked 1%, 2" and 3% respectively. Building integrity (5.83%).
Control facilities (5.47%) and Size of workspace were the 3 top ranking [EQ
barameters. Weak positive correlations (0.1567. 0.1729. 0.1816. 0.1909 &
0.2534) were deduced on 6 out of the 9] relationships, between WSU and
IEQ. investigated. Overall WSU of 37.81% compares favourably with fairly
good use category of the Space Management Group. Iigher intensity could
however be achicved through improved IEQ in workspaces. Retrofitting by
Works and Maintenance unit of each university is recommended on
contextual 1EQ variables in order to raise level of com fort, intensity of WSU
and academic productivity.
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Keywords
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1. Introduction

Office buildings. containing workspaces for lecturers, constitute an integral
part of the essential infrastructures  for academic works n Nigerian
universities. Office workspace, in a university setting. entails a formally
allocated, equipped and furnished floor-space in a building for performance
of academic works by lecturers. An office may contain one, two, three or
more workspaces. Office workspace utilisation for core and auxiliary
functions include reading and writing related to assigned duties, internet
surfing. students’ consultation. marking scripts, social interaction and
relaxation.

The importance of workspace in facilitating the primary tasks of workers and
supporting other less formal activities has been emphasized by Ajala (2012).
Office buildings are therefore designed, built, operated and maintained to
create stimulating and adaptable indoor environments for supporting various
styles of teaching. Jearning and research in universities (Lateef ef ul., 2010:
Okolie, 2011).

Of all the costs affeeting organizations, building and its infrastructurc
represent about 75% total occupation expenditure with many costs directly
related to amount of space occupied (Ibrahim et al.. 2011). Workspace 18
offectively managed when its use is optimized at minimum cost. Workspace
utilization survey 18 therefore germane in Facilities Management Practice
(FMP) for achieving the aforementioned objectives. it is however worthy of
note that intensity of workspace utilization depends. to a large extent, on the
level of comfort felt. by lecturers. in relation to execution of assigned duties
therein. Performance of academic duties by lecturers requires workspace of
certain dimension, layout, shape and condition based on static and dynamic
anthropometry. Pedagogical and research needs of lectures also require

installation of desirable Indoor Environmental Quality (1EQ) in workspaces.

indoor environment of an office consists of the physical, administrative and
social attributes of workspaces within which lecturers carry out assigned

2528
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academ 1es 1 iversi i

acader ;ncitllrt(l)ensnlrelli urfnversny deglgrlated bu_ilding. Environmental aspects of

o oonironm, Ii,h(t)r ac;dcmm work; include ambient environmental

conditions (sov Or, Offtc(;ni:_ ow and heat), furniture layout and ergonomics.

e behavioral or outcome measures are lecturer’s satisfaction and feelings

b o ork-environment expressed in the sense of territory
ging and acceptable productivity.

IEQ on the other hand, i iti
, is the condition ¢ d i ildi
- . d, on¢ reated in buildings by ¢ :
fu?nl;::j:ehke Zhar‘acte.rlsgcs of building elements, characterist%cs oyf ogzlietxﬁdl
urn ture lFag ; futm]?hlpg lamd mechanical and electrical conditi%ninsg;
' s.IEQ generally involves measurements of th i 1 y
: SQ gor e quality i
Llfthtlggdacoustlc and thermal quality (Al Horr et al q20;6y) Ot[ér(l)door o
ended to include spatial and er omi " fing integrity
Len . gonomic parameters, building 1 ]
building maintenance and cleanliness (L.eaman & Bordass 2007”?%(‘)?ltiegmy’
v . N nge el

al., 2013).
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w Research works on IEQ have been limited to the effect of one parameter of
¢ 2 © IEQ on the comfort and satisfaction of occupants. Such parametric research
é GRS g & works like Galasiu and Veitch (2006) have not considered the relationship
% Eé T(é —» 5 % betw.een vYor!(space utilizationw and IEQ. This study is fO(fL{SC(i. on establishing
] C 9 Low relationship if any, between intensity of workspace utilisation by lecturers
~ n ©C o O w0 and [EQ in allocated workspaces. Objectives are: evaluate the intensity of
. on Cé g x = office workspace utilisation by lecturers in public universities in North
§ g g % g i Central geo-political zone of Nigeria and determine the relationship between
- .% y _52 %.__—-p,_:f § 3 workspace utilisation and lecturers’ satisfaction with indoor environmental
s 5 C:S g § g % quality (IEQ). The two hypotheses of the study are as follow:
D) -
Y,
—_ =4 . - . L .
w_ @ I > & Research Hypothesis One: There is no significant difference between
- é g 5 _’—g s - intensities of workspace utilization by lecturers in the three sampled
S B g 8’ § 5 universities.
.t > I
IS o
ot Rescarch Hypothesis Two: There is no significant relationship between
'g -8 WSU and lecturers” satisfaction with 1EQ.
— o
o 5 8
n — 4 Eoas =
[$) O
9 ol ks S 9 D @ o ‘ 2. Method
n O = o P—> q ™
= F 23— E A o
5 8 5 ¢ 2 @ " Exploratory research approach was adopted, using subjective data. This
= < < = = approach is regarded as appropriate by Eckel (2002) in explaining complex
g = bp g ppropr y p g p
= - - phenomena like the relationship between contextual features of office
E 5 2 - on workspace and lecturers’ satisfaction (functional comfort)in performing
E < 2 =, k) <) academic works, using purposive sampling. 360 questionnaires were
5 8= ez cg 5 ° é‘ administered in three Federal universities in North Central geo-political zone
} = L5 g’ g E_,U* — -'?;—»E = of Nigeria. The universities are University of Horin, University of Agriculture
I 3 g = E :,.2 =@ 8 g Makurdi and Federal University of Technology, Minna. 169 valid
£ & <T g questionnaires, representing 47% response, were analysed to derive
T - = = descriptive and inferential statistics accordingly. The investigation entailed
g8 o s Q = collection of primary data on perception of lecturers on WSU and IEQ
— = B —» . B — . A - ) N )
< g s Z 0 o parameters n assigned Wworkspaces. Only lecturers in related fields like
c o g g ) Environmental Sciences, Engineering and Life sciences were involved.
7k ”
g = o £
25 - § B 35
- & ® & = i) o S
P B ) ® Q g
A8 5 S 3 sg8&

and Suleiman
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Figure 2 Conceptual Framework

As indicated in the conceptual framew~0rk (Fig.2), lJccture:;e s;:zflacci;lrosn \{VG;
l'li(Cn as dependent variable while ll:Q_ar}d WSt alre e e
‘ ¢ determine the characteristics and re Aathns p veen e
ariablc ‘Wa‘s '[(: d with a view to establishing generalisation about tl § w1 'u\
varnablc.s dctp)lcwclbxich the studied universities belong, i.e. Federal Llnxyﬁfs:zlfz
E)r?rl)\?(iitllogcéiral geopolitical zone of Nigeria. Fig.3 shows the map of Niger
indicating the study arca.
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NIGERIA GEO-POLITICAL ZONES

SOk G
South West Zone
South East Zone
North Went Zone
North East Zane
North Centeal Zone

Sauth Sauth Zone

Figure 3 Map of Nigeria indicating the study area.

The questionnaire was structured into three scctions, namely: characteristics
of lecturers and workspaces, WSU, and IEQ. Perception were expressed in 7-
point semantic Likert scale as: Extremely High = 7: Very High = 6 ; High = §
» Moderate = 4 ; Low = 3 ; Very Low = 2 : Extremely low = 1. Validation of
the questionnaire was done by two Professors, two Senior lecturers and three
experienced practitioners in order to ensure that the instrument measured
what it was supposed to measure. Suggested modifications were incorporated
before administration of the instrument. Result of Cronbach alpha test on

reliability of the instrument gave statistics of 0.732, 0.754. 0.860 and 0.915

on characteristics, workspace utilisation, IEQ and lecturers’ satisfaction

respectively. The instrument therefore satisfied the minimum benchmark of

Cronbach alpha of 0.70 at 5% level of significance (Asika, 2004).

3. Results and Discussion of Findings

Descriptive statistics on respondents (lecturers) is important because their
satisfaction is the focus of this study. As indicated in Table 1. majority
(92.3%) of the respondents is male, while female (7.7%) constituted
minority. 33% were within the Age bracket of 41-50 years, 30% in 31-40
years, 23% in 51-60 years, 9% in 21-30 years and 5% in 60 years and above.
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The respondents are distributed among the existing cadres of lecturers in the
universities namely: GA, AL, L2, L1. etc. The respondents were classified
into three as GA and AL, ’1l and LI and, SL and above.

The results show that 45 % were in employment as LIl and LI, 31% as 5L
and above while 24% were in GA and AL. 96% were on Tenure appointment
while 4% were on Contract/Visiting appointment. Ph.D and Masters were
held as highest academic qualifications by 47% and 44%, respectively.

Table 1 Characteristics of respondents

~ Characteristics Number Percentage
(%)
Gender Male 156 92.30
Female 13 7.70
Total 169 100.00
Age 21-30 years 15 - 8.90
31-40 years 51 30.20
41-50 years 56 33.10
51-60 years 38 22.50
>60 years 9 5.30
Total 169 100.00
Employment G.Aand A. L 41 24.26
status
L Il and LI 76 4497
S. L. and above 52 30.77
Total 169 100.00
Nature of Tenure 162 95.86
Employment
Contract 6 3.54
Others 1 0.60
Total 169 100.00
2534
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Highest Bachelors 15
academic e
qualification
Masters 7
5
44.37
;’l(]):])] 79 46.75
g 169 100.00
Professional Graduate 25
status o
Associate 64
Corporate 59 tro1
Fellow 17 006
Others 4 12‘06
2.37
i T'otal 169 100.00
ysica Sighting 7 -
challenge | i
Walking |
Writing | vao
Smelling 10 0.53
Not affected 150 83?’;
Total 169 ‘100:60
Period spent in 1-5 ye:
-5 years
workspace = e
6-10 years 25 14.7
11-15 years 9 22
16-20 years 6 s
>20 years 4 323
lotal 169 IOO:()()
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0 3 1ts were Associates, 35%
e pmfessmnfl 1 ;::tSUSNIg‘i:/o\;frz:he(}rrzsdioatjellnembers and ‘10"{0 \\fcrc
were CorpOrmel lT/q(r)lf theﬁ 169 lecturers had physical challenges i sxghtmé;
FCHO'W& Onl'y' ) z(l)nd smelling. Periods spent in allocated worksyiflcesl 13;
“"“lk"‘ﬁ" \:sﬂ\t\:::ri 1-5 years by 74% (the majority), 6-10 years by 15%, 11-15
:/Lc:pr(:nS"z] i6-20 years 4% and above 20 years by 2%.

Table 2 Characteristics of workspaces

Number Percentage
Characteristics (%)
26.60
Type of building Bungalow 0 29 60
One-storey v 35,60
Two-stories ?Z 820
>Two stories
'rot\Zl 169 100.00
3 49.10
83
. . Ground floor
Floor fevel ;j oor 16 22‘20)
2" floor 38 , 2;'57(0
nd A

Above 27 floor 169 100.00

Total
50 29.60
Direction faced by North 0 5370
window South 31 18.30
West 48 28.40
East 1 169 100.00

Tota
136 80.50
Proximity to external <3.7m 10 5.90
environment >3.Tm -~ 5 13.60
TOI ?pphca’ ¢ 169 100.00

ota

I
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Type of workspace Enclosed single user 56 33.10
Enclosed shared 77 45.65
Cubicle with high 10 5.90
partition
Cubicle with low 5 3.00
partition
Open office 21 12.35
‘Fotal 169 100.00
Workspace Passive (Natural) 28 16.46
Environmental
Conditioning
Active (Mechanical) 44 26.22
Mixed-Mode 97 57.32
Total 169 100.00

In Table 2, result of analysis of subjective data on characteristics of lecturers’
workspaces, in the three universities is presented. The characteristics of 169
sampled workspaces indicate adequate distribution within five types of office
buildings, namely: bungalow, one-storey, two-stories and above two-stories.
The results indicate that 36% of the workspaces were in two-storey buildings,
30% in one-storey building 27% in bungalow and 8% in above two
stories.49% of the workspaces were found in Ground floor, 27% in First
floor. 23% in Second floor and 1% in higher than Second floor. Locations of
windows in cardinal directions and proximity to workspace affect 1EQ in
terms of day lighting, air flow and acoustics. Directions faced by windows
were North (30%), East (28%), South (24%) and West (18%).The depth of
any office containing more than two workspaces affects proximity to external
environment but in this study 80% of workspaces were suitably located at
less than 3.7m.Types of office workspaces were 46% shared and enclosed.
33% enclosed with single occupant-user, 12% open office with many users.
6% cubicle with high partition and 3% cubicle with low partition
respectively. Environmental conditions of the workspaces were in three

modes namely: Passive, Active and Mixed-Mode. 57% of the workspaces
were in Mixed-Mode, 25% in Active while 16% were in Passive.

2537
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The first research objective is to evaluate the intensity of use of office
workspace by lecturers in sampled public universities. Intensity of WSU is
the product of capacity utilization (floor area) and frequency of use of
workspace within available official time (period) on each of the identified
thirteen (13) academic and social activities (SMG, 2006). To achieve the
objective, the data collected through questionnaire survey on  capacity
utilization and frequency of use. expressed in percentages, were used to
determine intensity of WSU. The result in respect of the three universities
combined is presented in Table 3. The mean percentage values on capacity.
frequency and intensity in respect of each of the thirteen uses of the
workspace are also indicated. Overall means in respect of workspace
utilization by cach university and the three universities combined are
ncluded.

The results in Table 3 reveal a capacity utilization of 54.69 - 64.09%,
frequency of use of 59.08- 65.76% and intensity of WSU of 30.95-42.13%. in
the three universities combined. Specifically, formal reading (42.13%).
formal writing (40.94%) and internet surfing (40.19%) ranked 1%, 2" and 3
out of the thirteen identified uses of workspaces respectively. The overall
intensity of WSU by the three universities combined was 37.81%.

In University of Agriculture, Markudi utilisation ranged from 29.5 to 42.68%
with formal drawing (42.68%), social interaction (42.68%) and receiving
puests (40.01%) ranking 17 2™ and 3" respectively. Federal University of
Technology. Minna had utilization of 34.47 to 42.21% with relaxation
(42.21%), socia} interaction (40.71%) and internet surfing (39.24%) ranking
12" and 3" respectively. Utilization in University of Hlorin ranged between
37 42 and 56.24% with formal reading (56.24%). formal writing (55.32%)
and consultation by students (53.47%) in 1%, 2"V and 3" ranks.

In comparison. University of Horin had intensities close to those of the three
universities combined in ranks. By percentage mean, University of llorin also
had higher intensities of WSU than the other two universities and the threc
universities combined. Based on SMG (2006) classification which gave -

25% as poor utilisation, 25-35% as fair and > 35% as good, University of

Agriculture, Makurdi had good utilisation of workspaces on eight functions
and fair utilisation on remaining five functions as indicated in Table 3
Federal University of Technology, Minna had good utilisation on ten
functions and fair on remaining three. Lastly, University of lNorin had good
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Results in Table 3 also

i:lorrtm on core academic functions (Formal r
i?(,”;n% and 'Markmg scripts) than the other
" a regdmg was 56.24% in llorin w}

nd 34.479, respectively. On Formal w
were 55.32%, 33.03%. 34.7
Mquurdi and Minna respe.ct
scripts followed similar tren
33.03%, 36.15%.

reveal higher | i il
al higher Intensity of utilization by University of

etsi;img, Formal writing. Internet
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—— e T T N ’
— ALL (N=169) F W R < NK
c F W u s A U U N ( (WU
USE  OF RN R U o ! (% (% U 0 (%

) U U o/ (0/0 U N o/ K Yo ) -
WORKSP o 0p U A (% % K ) ) (% ) )
ACE vy % N ) ) —

) ) K ")”""”"/4”“ 74 56
— 1 60 38 5561 0 75 1 2 1
Reading ) 65 4 > o 6 6 9 4 13 .
related to o 7 1 1 2 | .' . 1 ; 3 4
) ; .
assigned 7 6 3 0 "

‘o . 74 55
duties ol 33 59 58 34 74. 3 5
Wriing 63 64 40 54 R TR T ST O
related 1o 5 4 9 2 A0 ; L5 s g 2
wssigned -y Lt 39 65 43
duties 64 58 37 59 65 5 . 6. o a4
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o —‘"""—""_-__6——_-6——_——1_— - "—'—ﬁ_wi_o'ﬂp"l’-_g_‘— 61 3 °
Torfesare 0 8O . o 7 4 o 9
s 2 5 6 4 40
“ A 02
. 3 57 62 36
Marking 59 62 37 54 61 33 : ) . 66. o 9 7
students 9 o0 1 9 10 0 9 : - 5 01 . ;
scripts/ass 5 9 1. 4 . 8 >
3 : ,
ignments 63 42 58 62 36 5 55 32
60 60 36 67 65 A4 s 4 37 o6 6 10
Drawing 5 5 49 5 2 6 I - 7 62
(formal) g 7 7 30 8 a0
54 28
- 65 37 N
Receiving 56 62 35 58 67 40 57 ; . 53 | 9 0
suests g 9 0 3 8o 45
g 5 ] n 1 : . 5 9 7
(unofficial ., 707 | 8
- 50 22
) 5355 29 @ 671 2 13
Relaxatio 54 59 32 12 4 s 13 6 3 2 g3 O iv““” _
6 0 3 2 e T T T
n ) v T .
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9 8 | 4 1 0 4 9 1 0 2
57 53 30 6l 55 34 63 56 35 49 23
) 47
Eating 4 8 9 I3 .0 8§ 0 12 N 4 6 10 2 5 12
78
8 5 5 4 4 9 9 | 5 6 4
37 36 37 3
Overall g 3; 59
i 3 3
Mean >
l 5 1 6
11
Standard 6. 4. 2.
- 0
Deviation 86 09 41
6
Note: CU = Capacity Utilisation: FU = Frequency of Use;

WSU = Workspace Utilisation ((CU X FU)/100)
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l\ 3.1 Research Hypothesis One

} The hypothesis derived from the first rescarch objective is to test if
there is any difference 10 intensity of use of office workspace by
lecturers in the three universities sampled.

3.1.1 Null Hypothcsis (Ho

There is no significant difference between intensities of WSU by
lecturers in the three universities sampled.

\ 3.1.2 Alternative Hypothesis (Hy)

\ There is significant difference between intensities of wSuU by

lecturers in the three universities sampled.

L 3.1.3 Test of differencc by ANOVA on intensity of workspace

“ utilization.

\ A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted 1o

I explore the difference in intensities of WSU amongst the three

! universities - Federal University of Technology. Minna, University
of 1lorin, lorin and University of Agriculture, Makurdi. As the
result in Table 4 shows. there was no significant difference at the p
<0.05 level in the intensities of WSU by the three aniversities: F (2.

i 36) = 0.507,p = 0.607. The mean scores ofUni-Makurdi (M136‘7‘5n

L SpP-4.09), FUT Minna (M=37.31, gp= 2.41) and Unilorin (M~

\w 1936, SD-11.06) did not differ from onc another. Null hypothests

\ which states that there 18 NoO significant difference between
\“ intensitics of WSU by lecturers in the three universities was
| therefore accepted.
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Table F iffi
able 4 Result of test of difference by anova on intensity of

— - workspace utilization
Mean Source of Sum of
Workspace variation Squares bt g/[m 2 F p—
Utilisation o .
Unimakurd 5
irdi 33 36.75 Between 48.99 2
Futminna 78 e . g .
3731 Within 1739.67 36 4 v
Unillorin 58 3936 roups ' o
Total 169
1788.67 38
Table 4 Ranked 1
means of > sati i 1
il Iecturelr\jgsatlsfactlon with [EQ.
Building integrity 5 é3 T s
Cpntrol facilities 5‘47 la |
Size Qf workspace ‘5.46 30 ;
()3011(1'1t19ni11g facilities 5-37 5 .
I r0x1m.1ty to external window ‘5.3( 5 ;
Accessibility 5-752 58 :
Ease of interaction 5';3 e ’
Space layout 5-~ e g
Furniture g o X
Ventilation 451;3 o6 i
Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) 3.55 o *
Acoustic quality 3.50 o ’
Thermal Quality 3. 16 o 5
3. 1.59 13

h statistic h S
a
ll Q S or an lySL A% Spearman l 0] Cldtl
[ € st (o] l u Cd f I a S wds o cort on.

Relationship be

ship between the variable i

) s having p-va

to 0.05 was taken as statistically sngniﬁcaﬁtp fue less than or equal

3.2.1 Null Hypothesis (H,)

There is no signifi
ere ignificant relationship be
e o, hip between WSU and lecturers’
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3.2.2 Alternative Hypothesis (H)
There is significant relationship between WSU and lecturers’

satisfaction with 1EQ.

Table 5 contains results of the test of the second hypothesis on
celationship ~ between workspace utilisation  and lecturers’
satisfaction with 1EQ. Only six out of the ninety-one relationships
investigated were significant at p < 0.05. Significant relationships
were found between formal reading and indoor air quality (v ~
0.1816; p=0.0181), internet surfing and visual quality (r=0.1892:
p=0.0138), internet surfing and air-quality {r=0.2534; p=0.0009),
internet surfing and thermal quality (r=0.1909; p=0.0129), relaxation
and furniture/furnishing (r=0.1729, p=0.0245) and, relaxation and
cleaning/maintenance (r=0.1567; p=0.0419). All the six significant
relationships imply rejection of the null hypothesis albeit they were
weak but positive.

By this result. WSU for internet surfing has been assessed by
university lecturers 1o depend on visual quality. air quality and
thermal quality of the workspace environment. Out of the thirteen
uses of workspace identified, internet surfing was considered
germane and satisfying demand for commensurate IEQ in this
regard will fecad to higher productivity. Universities studied
thercfore need to give appropriate attention to the three IEQ
paramcters. Relationship established in  this study between
relaxation in workspace and the two [EQ parameters is an attestation
to the inevitable installation of appropriate furniture. furnishings.
cleanliness and maintenance for the comfort of lecturers.

peculiarities of the universities in terms of mandate could be
responsible for the differences in intensities of workspace utilization
by lecturers. University of 1orin is conventional; Makurdt s
specialized in agriculture while Minna is into technology.
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Tables 3 and 4 ptive statistics on the two Variableps) Was
' as n

4. Conclusion

This study « -

related to ?eciﬁf::fted lprov1.dmg answers to a series of .

allocated ofﬁces‘ s&tlsfa'ctlon with IEQ m workspaces w'qu'eStlonS

workspaces e elatlonshlp between WSU  and ltllnn thejr

sine qua non mod;i:: Wcre‘Jom‘tl)‘/ investigated as COncurrEQ in

Albeit WSU  variee ors (?f satisfaction and functional ent and
within  each al comfyy

universities, WSU of university and ¢
. of 38% among
o recorded on the three Unive%S-the
i

combined, was fair
classified a0 Offully_ above the minimum benchmark tie
(SMG). Uni poor utilization by the Space Manag of 250,
- University of llorin however, recorded be:tterg;I'Tl]'Cnt oy

’ utiliza

>35%) on reading related t i

) | ading o assigned duties, writi | ‘

Corrila[iondﬁgﬁzecc:ulj}g consultation py students, ]\t)l\/negakrelateq'tO

dutics, internet surfin J gnd WSFJ to.r reading related to ap0§ltlve

(s Interme academgi ar; rc!axatlon 1s worthy of concern SSlgned

fhese are core acad ¢ functions. Core academic functions celuse
mental condition for product com uire

le i : ity
cturers. Positive relationship established belvnty and comforg o

commen N twee ot
surate furniture and furnishing andCm relaxation ang

maintenz i , .
ance 1s an essential requirement for the ¢ cleanliness angd
> cot

Creati "
reation of benchmarks mfort Oflec(UrerS

on envi \
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indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) Parameters

Table 5 - Correlation between workspace utilisation and lecturers’ satisfaction

Use of Workspace Size & Layout  Acoustic Visual Air Thermal  Furniture &  Cleanliness &
of Workspace Quality Quality Quality Quality Furnishings Maintenance
Reading (Formal)
Correlation (.0763 -0.0135 0.0812 0.1816 0.0717 0.0445 0.0730
p-value 0.324 0.861 0.294 0.018 0.354 0.565 0.345
- Reading for leisure ~
" Correlation -0.0999 -0.1247 -0.0556  -0.0579 0.0668 -0.0418 -0.0405
p-value 0.196 0.106 0.475 0.454 0.388 0.589 0.601
Writing (Formal)
Correlation 0.0418 -0.0031 0.0255 0.0785 -0.0081 -0.0510 -0.0496
p-value 0.589 0.968 0.742 0.310 0.917 0.510 0.522
Drawing (Formal)
Correlation -0.1338 -0.1097 -0.0754 0.0659 -0.0395 -0.0639 -0.0111
p-value 0.083 0.156 0.330 0.394 0.610 0.394 0.886
Students’ consultation
Correlation 0.1428 0.0756 0.0624 0.1067 0.0918 0.1226 0.0735
p-value 0.064 0.328 0.420 0.167 0.235 0.112 0.342
Formal meeting
Correlation 0.0209 0.0398 0.0902 0.0918 0.1295 0.0468 0.0376
p-value 0.788 0.607 0.244 0.235 0.093 0.546 0.627
Marking scripts
2548
Sk

LS.
E R ye— ST 1 Tz T - -

Correlation

01504 ~ Trrme——-
p-value 0.0638 0138
S 138 e
Social nteraction 0.050 0.410 0 0728 (()) 1226 00677“‘»0‘0567“"*~— .
Correlation : 112 0.387 o 0.0449
; o= Sl -
p-value %”394 0.0309  0.0207 ) 0.562
Internet surfing 011 0.690 0.789 0.0735  0.1338 0.1374
Correlation ' 0.342 0.083 . 0.094
o 0.1246 7 : 0.075 s
,P \d{ue 0106 0.0809 0.1892 0.253 0.224
‘\)\'a[chmg 106 0.295 0.014 2334 0.1909 0.141
[elevision/\/idco , 0.001 0.013 () ()674 0.0824
(\Orre]mio“ o 0.287
o 0.0227 .
p-value 0.0252
Eating - 0.769 0.7449 00240 00715 (4437
Comotate : 0.748 0355 (4 0.0996 0.0566
; . 5 ‘ .
) 0.1021 0r 0.198 )5
val < . 0.
R>p alue 0.187 0.0393  0.0481 14 .
ceeiving guests " 0.612 9101009 *
Correlation 0.578 0.060 0.191 o013 0.0710
. -0.033] ‘ 0.885 1c
p mh‘w 0670 0.0849 0.0622 0.0 0.359
Relaxation 670 0.272 0226 -0.0165
Correlation 0.422 0.771 0.832 00693 0.003]
- 0.0919 ) 8 0.370 09
p-value L 0.235 0.0655 0.0673 0.0533 969
250 0397 0385 g0 0806 0.1729
— U8 492 0.29 o 0.1567
—= U277 0.025
e 0.042
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