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Abstract 
 
In spring of 2007 the Alma Mater Society (AMS) of the University of British Columbia (UBC) began the 
process to develop a new Student Union Building (SUB). A cornerstone of this New SUB project was that 
it was envisioned as a ‘student-driven’ process, and it fell to the AMS to develop a system of governance 
and consultation that would meet this goal. By the summer of 2010, the preliminary assessment, 
programming, and negotiations for the project had finished, but the process developed to date had not 
been formally recorded, or assessed.  
 
The purpose of this paper is to: document the first three years of the process, from spring of 2007 to 
summer of 2010; assess how the process has been ‘student-driven’ and ‘not student-driven’; give 
specific recommendations for how the project could be improved, and for how a similar project could 
improve on the New SUB project; and develop principles for how to achieve a student-driven project.  
 
In my documentation and analysis I drew from: my field notes from working on the New SUB project 
from the fall of 2008 to the summer of 2010; publicly available documents related to the project and 
similar Student Union Building development projects in North America; and interviews with key project 
members.  
 
To assess whether the project was student-driven, or not, I analyzed whether different aspects of the 
project were: 

a) Accountable and transparent to students;  
b) Allowed broad student decision-making and consultation; and 
c) Allowed meaningful student decision-making and consultation 

 
In my documentation and analysis I focused on three major aspects of the project: Initial Governance & 
Management; Negotiated Governance & Management; and Consultation. In my analysis, I generally 
found the project to be more student-driven than not, but I also found many weaknesses and potential 
areas of improvement for the remaining stages of the New SUB project.   
 
Drawing from the more context-specific analysis, I concluded with general principles for a student-
driven project, and I proposed that the most important determinants of a student-driven project are 
that: 

• A representative body for students initiates the project;  
• The project is embedded within a healthy representative system of governance and 

management, in which student representatives play a key role; and 
• A watchdog is devoted to developing standards for student-driven processes (in terms of 

principles, goals, and methods for the project), monitoring the behaviour of team members, and 
building commitment to student-driven processes within the project team 
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1. Part I: Introduction & Background 
 
1.1. Introduction 
 
The Student Union Building (SUB) (see A.1. Acronyms) is iconic at UBC: as an architectural statement of 
the 1960s; as the hub of student life at UBC; and as a legacy of ongoing student leadership and 
management at the university. The current SUB serves as a resting and meeting point for students, as a 
waiting area for the nearby bus loop, as an eating place, and as the home of many student clubs, 
services and businesses.1,2

 
  

In spring of 2007 the Alma Mater Society (AMS) began to officially investigate the possibilities for 
renovating or constructing a New SUB for students – one that would better serve the current and future 
student population and be an icon of architecture and sustainable design.3 Another cornerstone of this 
New SUB Project was that it was envisioned as a ‘student-driven’ process. The goal to be accountable to 
the student body, and to involve student decision-making and input in a multitude of ways, was 
mentioned frequently by candidates in AMS elections since spring of 2007 (for names, see A.2. Key 
People Involved in the New SUB Project as of April 2010),4,5,6,7,8 and featured prominently in the 
promotional materials for the 2008 SUB Renew referendum for the project.9

  
 

While a student-driven process was a rare and inspiring goal for a university process of this scale, it is 
also a vague concept and difficult to achieve. With a project budget of $103 million (see A.12. Summary 
of Agreements for the New SUB Project) and a current student body of 45,00010, the New SUB project 
has required a development and consultation process which is unprecedented for the AMS in terms of 
size and complexity.11

 
  

Leading the AMS’s consultation process for the New SUB project as SUB Coordinator in the 2008/09 
academic year, I spoke to many students about their expectations for the project. In the last ten years, 
                                                           
1 UBC AMS, About the SUB, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/about_sub/> 
2 UBC AMS, SUB Renewal Project: Schematic Design Program, 12 Feb. 2009, Prep. Cornerstone Planning Group, p.1, 
UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/SUB_Program_Final.pdf> 
3 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
4 Three Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
5 The Ubyssey, AMS Elections Supplement, 23 Jan. 2007, UBC Archives: University Publications & Serials, 28 Jul. 
2010, <http://www.library.ubc.ca/archives/pdfs/ubyssey/UBYSSEY_2007_01_23.pdf> 
6 The Ubyssey, The UBC Elections Supplement, The Ubyssey Magazine, 18 Jan. 2008, UBC Archives: University 
Publications & Serials, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://www.library.ubc.ca/archives/pdfs/ubyssey/UBYSSEY_2008_01_18.pdf#search=%22sub%22> 
7 Yonson, Neal, “VP Administration Post of Awesomeness”, 11 Feb. 2008, UBC Insiders, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://blogs.ubc.ca/ubcinsiders/2008/02/11/vp-administration-post-of-awesomeness/> 
8 The Ubyssey, The 2009 AMS Election Supplement, 27 Jan. 2009, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/news/2009-ams-election-supplement>  
9 UBC AMS, AMS Referenda 2008 - SUB Changes: The Question, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www.ams.ubc.ca/yes/?page=q1> 
10 UBC, The Pair (Planning & Institutional Research), UBC QuickFacts, 2009, PAIR: Campus Profile Website, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://www.pair.ubc.ca/statistics/profile/quickfacts2009.pdf> 
11 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
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many large development and consultation projects carried out by UBC have been perceived by students 
as inadequately involving student input, which made some students supportive of an AMS-led project, 
but made others assume that a project carried out by the AMS would similarly underperform. Some 
students felt that the AMS was not competent or qualified to carry out the development and 
consultation process, while others suspected that the project would inevitably be done in a more top-
down manner, with UBC administrators and consultants making major decisions (for a full discussion of 
how precedents impacted the New SUB project, see 1.4. Context & Precedents for the New SUB 
Project).12,13,14

 
  

While some students had faith in the AMS and had high expectation for student leadership and 
involvement in the New SUB project, the nature of these expectations varied widely – likely because the 
concept was so vague and because few students understood the details of how such a complex project 
could be run. Some of the varying expectations expressed by students in my conversations with them 
were that:15

• Some students would be hired to work with consultants 
 

• Student committees would have major decision-making power in the project 
• Student-wide polls and surveys would be used regularly to give direction to the project 
• A student-wide vote on buildings designs would determine the architect and/or design for the 

project 
• The project would be internally managed by the AMS, and the broader students body would 

simply be updated regularly on project developments 
 
It fell to the AMS to develop a strategy for student leadership and involvement that would: be 
meaningful and not ‘tokenistic’; be a positive and learning experience for students; and help produce a 
building that would meet student needs in terms of activities, services, green design, and aesthetics. So 
far the process has evolved organically, with important contributing factors being:  

• Various precedents for consultation, and student governance and management at UBC;  
• The pre-existing structure of the AMS government; 
• The negotiations with the UBC administration; 
• The project’s budget, determined by the AMS council, referendum, and negotiations with UBC; 
• The particular values, ideas, knowledge and experience of those students and non-students who 

have managed and advised the project in its first three years 
 
While the New SUB project has, as of July 2010, progressed to the stage of completing negotiations and 
selecting the final architect, there has been little record made of the process developed to get there, 
and little assessment done of how that process has been student-driven or not. This paper attempts to 
document the process that was developed by the AMS to carry out the New SUB Project, and draw out 
lessons and principles for how the process could have been improved and how its remaining stages can 

                                                           
12 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
13 Anonymous, “Choose your own SUBventure!: Comments”, 30 Mar. 2008, The Devil’s Advocate, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubcdevilsadvocate.blogspot.com/2008/03/choose-your-own-subventure.html> 
14 C. Glen and Leslie Day, “Why the SUB Renewal is a bad idea”, Facebook: Against the SUB Renewal, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://www.facebook.com/group.php?gid=11636582637#!/topic.php?uid=11636582637&topic=3820> 
15 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
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be more student-driven. These lessons might also be useful for other university student governments 
taking on similar development or consultation processes.   
 
The remainder of Part One includes:  

1.2. Methods of Data Gathering 
1.3. Structure & Methods of Analysis 
1.4. Context & Precedents for the New SUB Project 
1.5. Basic Overview and Timeline of the New SUB Project 

 
In Parts Two to Four I systematically outline the project using the categories of:  

2. Initial Governance & Management 
3. Negotiated Governance & Management 
4. Consultation 

 
I conclude each of Parts Two to Four with a summary analysis of how and why that aspect of the project 
was student-driven, and wasn’t student-driven. I also give recommendations for how each aspect could 
be more student-driven in the future of the New SUB project, and how a similar project could be more 
student-driven than was the New SUB project. 
 
In Part Five, I give general recommendations for how to achieve a student-driven project.  
 
 
1.2. Methods of Data Gathering 
 
The main methods of data gathering for this paper were: Extensive field notes; study of publicly 
available documents; and personal interviews. 
 

1. Extensive field notes 
 
From October 2008 until the present (July 2010), I have kept extensive notes, records, and reflections on 
student leadership and involvement in the New SUB project, based on my experience with the project. 
My exposure to the New SUB project, and other relevant activities on campus, stems from: 

• Attending UBC as a Graduate Student in the School of Community & Regional Planning, 
September 2007 - present (July 2010) 

o As a student at UBC and member of the AMS I received general emails about the New 
SUB project, and was exposed to on-campus campaigns and opportunities for 
involvement related the New SUB project.   

o I participated in a focus group for the New SUB project in fall of 2007 (see 4.3. 
Preliminary Needs Assessment), in the UBC Farm Workshop in fall of 2008 (see 4.2.2. The 
UBC Farm Workshop), and in a design workshop for the Vancouver Campus Plan process 
in March 2008, and I sat on the Vancouver Campus Plan Technical Advisory Committee 
in the 2008/09 academic year (see 4.2.1. The UBC Vancouver Campus Plan)  

• Leading the AMS’s consultation for the New SUB project as SUB Coordinator, October 2008 - July 
2009 (see 2.6.1. SUB Coordinator, and 4.4. SUB Coordinator & Comprehensive Consultation 
Planning)    
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• Sitting on the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) regularly October 2008 to July 2009, and irregularly 
from August 2009 until the present (July 2010) (see 2.7.1. SUB Renewal Committee & Project 
Management Committee)   

 
2. Study of publicly available documents 

 
I’ve made extensive use of publicly available information to document the process, including: 

• AMS documentation  
o Meeting minutes 
o Quarterly reports of the AMS Vice-President of Administration (VP Admin) 
o Information and reports available on the AMS website  
o Public materials distributed to the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC), New SUB Student 

Advisory Committee (NSSAC), and Sustainable SUB committee (SSC) 
 For instance, interim consultation plans, raw consultation feedback, and tables 

and charts to guide consultation feedback analysis 
• Commentary on the AMS process, available on the internet 

o UBC Media outlet websites and online archives 
 For instance the major student newspaper, The Ubyssey  

o Student blogs 
o Design blogs 

• Information available on student union building development at other North American 
universities, including (for results, see 1.4.2. Precedents for the New SUB Project from other 
North American Universities): 

o University website and online archives 
o Student union websites 
o Student union building project websites, blogs, and news commentary 

 
3. Personal Interviews 

 
I also carried out interviews to supplement my knowledge of the project and gather different 
perspectives on student leadership and involvement in the project. The interview subjects I chose all 
managed or advised the project in the 2007/08, 2008/09 or 2009/10 academic years – working as 
elected representatives (reps), AMS employees, or project consultants:   

• Tristan Markle 
o Participated in activism related to campus development and ‘the knoll’ in the 2007/08 

academic year (see 2.3. Grassroots Organization & Student Media)  
o AMS Councillor, 2007/08 AMS Council term (AMS term) 
o AMS VP Admin and SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) Chair, 2008/09 AMS term 

• Michael Duncan 
o AMS Councillor, 2007/08 AMS term 
o permanent SRC member from spring of 2007 until project completion 
o AMS President, 2008/09 AMS term 
o AMS Board of Governors rep, 2010/11 AMS term 
o UBC Alumni employee, May 2010 - present (July 2010)  

• Guillaume Savard 
o MHPM Interim project manager, October 2008 - August 2010 
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o AMS Project advisor, August 2010 - project completion 
• Crystal Hon 

o New SUB Student Advisory Committee (NSSAC) member, 2008/09 academic year 
o AMS VP Admin and SRC Chair, 2009/10 AMS term 

• Jensen Metchie 
o AMS SUB Coordinator, 2009/10 academic year 

• Ekaterina Dovjenko 
o AMS Councillor, 2009/10 AMS term 
o VP Admin and SRC Chair, 2010/11 AMS term 

 
I also interviewed Maged Senbel, a faculty member at the School of Community & Regional Planning 
(SCARP) at UBC, about SCARP’s involvement in the Vancouver Campus Plan and University Boulevard 
Plan processes.  
 
Each of the interview subjects agreed to be identified as having been interviewed for this paper. 
However, to protect  the anonymity of what was said in the interviews, I will not generally identity 
interview feedback in the body of this paper by using a name in the reference, but by using a more 
general descriptor such as ‘former AMS executive’.  
 
 
1.3. Structure & Methods of Analysis 
 
In the following section I first explain the three categories of analysis - initial governance, negotiated 
governance and consultation - and why they were chosen to organize this analysis of the New SUB 
project. I then discuss the measures and framework used to analyse whether the categories were 
student-driven. 
 
 
1.3.1. Categories of Analysis: Initial Governance, Negotiated Governance & Consultation 
  
There are many ways I could have organized my documentation and analysis of the New SUB project. I 
chose to analyze the project using the distinct but overlapping categories of:  

• Initial Governance & Management 
• Negotiated Governance & Management 
• Consultation  

 
Below I will: define each category and explain how it will facilitate analysis of how the project was 
student-driven; and explain why I chose to separate my documentation and analysis of the project into 
these categories.    
 
In this paper, governance and management refers to decision-making powers and duties which are 
institutionalized and carried out within government and bureaucracy. These powers and duties are 
often written down and explained within a constitution or policies, but they can also be understood on a 
more informal basis, and evolve over time.  
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Initial Governance & Management refers to the government and management structure for the New 
SUB Project which evolved out of the pre-existing institutions of the AMS. Some examples of the 
institutionalized structure of the AMS include: elections & elected positions; referendums; employee 
positions; and decision-making committees. I also consider the grassroots organization of students as 
part of the AMS structure, since it is a form of self-organizing student government. The discussion of the 
initial governance & management of the project will show how students were able to exert direct 
decision-making power in the process established by the AMS.  
  
Negotiated Governance & Management refers to the institutional structure which evolved out of the 
negotiation process between UBC and the AMS. Governance and management are not determined 
within a power vacuum, and in the case of the New SUB Project, a negotiation process with UBC led to 
the creation of a new structure for the project that will be fully adopted in August 2010. Changes to the 
institutional structure affected: decision-making committees; hiring processes; the management of 
consultants; and a host of other aspects of the project. Because consultation is managed through the 
institutional structure, these changes also had repercussions for the project’s consultation process. The 
discussion of the negotiated governance & management structure will show how the negotiations 
process affected the direct decision-making power that students have in the project. 
 
Consultation refers to public involvement carried out by the governing and managing members of an 
organization, beyond one-way communication. In consultation processes, participants give input for, or 
assist with, a project, but are not usually delegated direct decision-making power in the project - those 
implementing the consultation process usually retain ultimate decision-making power over project 
decisions. The particulars of consultation – when it should be used, what methods should be used, how 
consultation feedback should be used, etc. – may or may not be dictated by the policies of the 
organization carrying it out. Because AMS policy includes few specific requirements and guidelines for 
consultation, the use of consultation in the New SUB project was highly dependent on the opinions and 
personalities of those in leadership positions in the first three years of the project. Some examples of 
consultation used by the AMS include: advisory committees, surveys, stakeholder interviews, and 
workshops. While communication campaigns can be one-way, they will be discussed when they were 
used to generate feedback from students, or to facilitate consultation. The discussion of consultation 
will show how students have been able to indirectly influence the project through consultation, and in 
the absence of direct decision-making power.  
 
I chose these three categories because, despite the fact that the New SUB project has been extremely 
complex and interdependent in its first three year, these categories:  

• Collectively cover all major aspects of the project;  
• Minimize overlap between the categories;   
• Introduce concepts, terms, and events in the earlier categories which are important in 

understanding the later categories; and  
• Can stand on their own, as distinct discussions of three important aspects of the project 

 
Despite their distinct nature, these three categories clearly depict:  

• How the consultation process was heavily dependent on the overarching governance and 
management structure of the project;  

• How the final governance and management structure of the project was heavily dependent on 
the initial governance structure and negotiations process; and  
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• How the initial governance and management structure of the project was heavily dependent on 
the pre-existing governance and management structure of the AMS government   

 
 
1.3.3. Methods of Analysis 
 
The Three Measures of ‘Student-Driven-ness’ 
 
The term and concept ‘student-driven’, is vague and can encompass a broad range of issues. To focus 
my analysis I looked at three measures of ‘student-driven-ness’: 

• Accountability & transparency for students   
• Broad decision-making by, and consultation with, students; and 
• Meaningful decision-making by, and consultation with, students 

 
These measures are drawn from ‘the principles for participatory planning’, which were used to guide the 
consultation process for the New SUB project in its first three years (see 4.5.1. Principles of Participatory 
Planning). They were developed using the work of the first SUB Coordinator, the AMS Strategic 
Framework,16 and general research on participatory planning.17 The principles, as presented on the 
AMS’s New SUB project website are18

 
: 

Principles of Participatory Planning 
 
1. Accountability and Transparency  
      AMS members mandated the construction [of] a new SUB through referendum, and also democratically 

elected the AMS Council that will make all major decisions for the process. To be accountable to these 
AMS members, the SUB renewal process must be transparent. Information on all stages of the process will 
be made public, and clear avenues will be provided for AMS members to comment on the information 
provided.  

 
2. Broad Engagement  
      To respect the populist mandate of the New SUB, and to ensure the process continues to receive support, 

opportunities will be provided for AMS members to involve themselves throughout the programming and 
design of the building. By using a wide variety of engagement methods, student-driven design should 
engage not only a large number of students, but a wide variety of students representing the diversity of 
perspectives that exist on campus. This will hopefully result in a building that both meets the needs of 
current users, and includes many new users whose needs are not met by the old SUB. Student-driven 
design also seeks to involve non-AMS members who will be affected by the New SUB or who can offer 
expertise to improve the final program and design of the building.  

 
3. Meaningful Engagement 

                                                           
16 UBC AMS, The AMS Strategic Framework, 23 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/AMS_Strategic_Framework__updated_Feb_23_2008_.pdf> 
17 Australia, Dept. Of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Bureau of Rural Sciences, Towards Whole of Community 
Engagement: A Practical Toolkit. Canberra: Murray-Darling Basin Commission, 2004. Prep. by Aslin, Heather J. and 
Valerie A. Brown, Bureau of Rural Sciences Website, 5 Jul. 2010, 
<http://adl.brs.gov.au/brsShop/html/brs_prod_90000002769.html> 
18 UBC AMS, Principles of Participatory Planning, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/principles_of_participatory_planning/> 
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      Engaging a large number and wide variety of students in the SUB renewal process is not just the 
responsibility of the AMS, but, if done correctly, will result in a building that best serves the needs of 
future AMS members and the future UBC community as a whole. Participation should not frustrate or 
waste the time of participants by collecting useless data [or] misrepresenting the influence that 
participant feedback will have on the process. Instead, student-driven planning is designed to generate 
feedback that can be realistically and meaningfully incorporated into the program and design. To ensure 
participants have the greatest impact, it’s important [that] engagement be coordinated with the schedule 
and activities of outside consultants. 

 
I worked with the AMS VP Admin to develop these principles shortly after I was hired as SUB 
Coordinator in October 2008. They were developed to guide student-driven communication and 
consultation processes for the New SUB project. They can be adapted however to be equally applicable 
to governance and management in the New SUB project. Below I explain how these three measures 
were used in this paper to analyse how the New SUB project was student-driven, and not student-
driven, in its first three years. 
 
Accountability & Transparency  
With this measure I considered issues such as:  

• Whether the project was legitimately representative of students; 
• Whether the activities and details of the New SUB project were transparent to students; and 
• Whether students were able to critique and challenge the project if they felt it was not 

representative of student wishes or interests.  
Examples of New SUB project characteristics which affected accountability and transparency for 
students include: the type of governance structure managing the project, and how it represented 
students; AMS policies and conventions for their operations and communications; and contracts and 
agreements which dictated the operations and communications of other project partners. 

 
Broad Decision-Making & Consultation 
With this measure I considered issues such as: 

• Whether the project involved a large number and variety of students, in decision-making and 
consultation. 

Examples of tools which facilitated broad student decision-making in the New SUB project include: 
referendums, and decision-making committees with diverse membership. Examples of tools which 
allowed broad student consultation include: surveys; advisory committees with diverse membership; 
meetings with large clubs and other stakeholder groups; and SUB Curriculum classes held in a range of 
academic disciplines.  
 
Meaningful Decision-Making & Consultation 
With this measure I considered issues such as:  

• Whether students were able to meaningfully contribute to the forums or consultation tools of 
which they were a part;  

• Whether the forums and consultation tools of which students were a part, dealt with important 
and complex aspects of the project; and 

• Whether the forums and consultation tools of which students were a part had significant 
impacts on the direction of the project 

In the New SUB project meaningful student decision-making was facilitated, among other things, by: 
having students sit on decision-making committees; and giving clear and important decision-making 
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responsibility, and the appropriate support, to students in elected and hired positions. Meaningful 
student consultation was facilitated, among other things, by giving clear and achievable roles, and the 
appropriate support, to the participants in consultation tools such as: advisory committees, surveys, 
interviews, workshops, and SUB Curriculum classes.  
 
These three measures are not meant to be exhaustive. They simply focus the analysis and highlight 
three important ways in which the New SUB project could have been student-driven.  
 
 
Application of the Three Measures 
 
In the conclusion of each of Parts Two to Four, I analyze how that aspect of the project is student-driven, 
and not student-driven, using the three measures. I also use these measures to analyze the precedents 
of other student union building projects in North-America (see 1.4.2. Precedents for the New SUB Project 
from other North American Universities). 
 
When analyzing whether governance and management processes in the New SUB project are ‘student-
driven’ I considered: 

• Accountability & Transparency: Are the actions of those with decision-making power 
transparent, and can they be held accountable by the student-body? How so? 

• Broad Decision-Making: Are a large number and variety of students involved in decision-making? 
How so? 

• Meaningful Decision-Making: Do students play a meaningful role in developing and making 
decisions in the project? How so? 

 
When analyzing whether consultation in the New SUB project was ‘student-driven’ I considered: 

• Accountability & Transparency: Was the development, implementation, and use of consultation 
transparent to students, and could participants hold those who were managing the consultation 
accountable for carrying out a good process? How so? 

• Broad Consultation: Did consultation engage a large number and variety of students? How so? 
• Meaningful Consultation: Did consultation deal with complex and important issues, and did the 

results of consultation significantly influence the project? How so? 
 
In each conclusion I also give some recommendations for how the New SUB project could be made more 
student-driven in its remaining stages, or how a different project could be more student-driven when 
approaching a similar situation.   
 
My analysis is based on: the documentation which precedes each conclusion; my interviews with key 
AMS project members; and my own field notes and reflections from working for the project and sitting 
on the SUB Renewal Committee in the last two years. My sources of information do not include personal 
interviews or surveys carried out with general students outside the AMS, or members of the UBC 
Administration, and so my analysis is largely limited to an ‘insider’ perspective of the project and 
process.  
 
Below is the chart I use to present my analysis and recommendations in each conclusion, with 
explanations for how to interpret the information found within. 
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Accountability & Transparency 
  

Student-driven Non-student-driven 

1 
White boxes include comments describing how 
the topic of analysis was student-driven. 

Grey boxes include comments describing how 
the topic of analysis wasn’t student-driven. 
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 ‘Recommendation: New SUB’ boxes include recommendations for how the topic of analysis 
could be more student-driven in the future stages of the New SUB project. When there is no 
recommendation the ‘R’ box will not appear. 

4 
Sometimes an idea will only relate to how a topic is student-driven 
OR isn’t student-driven, and the adjacent box will be left empty. 

  

R:
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m
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t ‘Recommendation: Similar Project’ boxes include recommendations for  how the topic of 
analysis could be more student-driven in a different  project facing a simiar situation, if  
they taken a different approach than was taken in the New SUB project.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
My analysis tables will be followed with a discussion which summarizes the analysis, and explores the 
reasons for why that aspect of the project was student-driven, or not student-driven.  
 
 
1.4. Context & Precedents for the New SUB Project 
 
1.4.1. UBC Context and UBC Precedents for the New SUB Project 
 
Recent and historical activities at UBC played a strong role in shaping the AMS’s student-driven process, 
since they informed and inspired the project that was created by students, and created expectations for 
the project in the minds of students. A full description and analysis of these contexts and precedents will 
appear at the beginning of each of the three categories of analysis: 

• Initial Governance & Management: The AMS’s governance and management of the New SUB 
project was influence heavily by the AMS’s development of the current SUB in the 1960s, the 
pre-existing protocols and practices of the AMS government and administration, and UBC’s 
development of the University Boulevard area on campus   

• Negotiated Governance & Management: When negotiating a joint governance and 
management structure for the project, the AMS’s position was influenced strongly by their 

The double lines are used to 
separate different topics of 
analysis. Topics of analysis may or 
may not include recommendations. 

The numbers are a general measure of how ‘student-
driven’ the adjacent topic of discussion is: 

1. Not student-driven 
2. Less than equally student-driven 
3. Equally student-driven and not student-driven 
4. More than equally student-driven 
5. Very student-driven 

 

This heading demarcates which of the ‘measures’ 
are being considered in the analysis below 
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knowledge of the UBC administration, and by their need for resources from UBC to move 
forward with the project 

• Consultation: When planning consultation for the New SUB Project, the AMS was able to draw 
lessons from consultation processes carried out at UBC in recent history  

 
 
1.4.2. Precedents for the New SUB Project from other North American Universities 
 
Precedents from outside UBC – even from other North American universities – did not play a strong role 
in shaping the New SUB process because they were not well known to students and the AMS and 
therefore did not: inform the process developed by the AMS; or figure into student expectations for the 
project. However the experiences of other North American universities can act as a point of comparison 
to help analyse and give recommendations for the New SUB project.  
 
As demonstrated by the relatively small number of examples described below, it is difficult to find 
detailed documentation about the role of student governance and consultation in the development of 
other student union buildings. It seems that student societies have rarely dedicated resources to 
documenting their process of SUB development beyond what was recorded in meeting minutes, 
quarterly reports and legal documents, which is perhaps unsurprising of busy, cash-strapped 
organizations. Many of the internal documents produced for these projects are probably archived, but 
rarely published in journals or on the internet, and therefore difficult to access. Also, many of the 
examples of student-driven developments occurred in the 60s and 70s, and even fewer documents from 
this time have survived, or are available in digital form. The most information was available for very 
recent projects, since it was possible to find information online in student government websites, student 
newspapers archives, and student blog postings.  
 
Below is a cursory investigation of student-driven student union building projects at other North 
American universities. The first section focuses on the governance and management of these projects, 
and the second section focuses on consultation in these projects. In the conclusion I analyze how these 
projects were student-driven and give recommendations for the New SUB project based on the findings.   
 
 
Student-Driven Governance & Management in North American SUB Projects 
 
Much of the student-driven construction of student union buildings in North America occurred in the 
60s and 70s. While student unions have played a role in building development more recently, they often 
play a supportive role or share leadership with the university administration rather than leading the 
process themselves. 
 
An early example is the University of Wisconsin, where in 1928 students financed the construction of a 
student union building mostly with external fundraising and student donations - half of the students 
body donated $50 or more.19

 
  

                                                           
19 Wisconsin Union, “Wisconsin Union: The First 100 Years”, 14 Sep. 2007, Terrace Views, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.union.wisc.edu/terraceviews/fall07/timeline.html> 
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The student union building of the University of Alberta (U of A) opened in 1967 - it's finance, design and 
construction arranged by the student union. Since then, the U of A student union led the finance and 
design of the Housing Union Building, which opened in 1972.20 In 1968 the University of Nevada Las 
Vegas (UNLV) opened a student union building financed entirely by student fees.21

 
 

In 2003 students and the board of regents at UNLV approved a large student fee to finance a New 
Student Union building and Student Recreation Center - at its peak the fee will cost $173 per semester. 
It is unclear whether the student decision was made by a student council or referendum, or whether 
students have a played a major role as decision-makers, or through consultation, in the project.22

 
  

The development of the new student union building at Butler of Andover College, finished in 2008, was 
initiated and largely managed by the university administration. The student union did form a ‘student 
union committee’, which forwarded input and consultation results to the primary decision-making 
committees. 23

 
 

In 2004 the administration of Queen’s University proposed plans and a student fee for a new multi-
purpose student facility. It included a major expansion of recreational facilities and the relocation of 
many students clubs and services from the existing student building at a cost of $169 million. Though 
there was resistance to the project in the student body and student government, the Queen’s AMS 
eventually internally voted to pledge $25.5 million in student fees towards the project. The AMS student 
fee started at $71 annually and increased to $141 in 2010/11, where it will remain until the full amount 
is paid. 24  The graduate student society had a separate referendum on instituting a student fee to raise 
$ 4.5 mil for the project, but the fee did not pass.25

 

 There was no broad consultation with students for 
the project before or after the plans were proposed, but the AMS and GSS were given seats on 
governance committees to help determine the use of space in the new and existing student facilities.  

At Simon Fraser University (SFU), the recent plans for developing a student union building were largely 
initiated by the Director of Facilities Development in the university administration. The letter of 
agreement to allow design to begin was jointly signed by the student society, graduate society and 
university administration. As reported by “The Peak” student paper, the three signatory parties “were 
harmonious in their intent to participate in this joint venture together” with the architectural firm, while 
the directory of facilities development was quoted as saying, “we’re excited that the two student 
societies are willing to participate”. The cost of the initial stage is being shared about 75%/10%/15% by 

                                                           
20 U of A Students’ Union, Student Union Building, U of A Students’ Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.su.ualberta.ca/about/sub> 
21 UNLV, History of the Student Union Building, UNLV Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://studentlife.unlv.edu/facilities/su-history.htm> 
22 UNLV, Making it Happen, UNLV Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://studentlife.unlv.edu/facilities/making-it-
happen.htm> 
23 Stapleford, Heath, “Student Union design revealed”, 30 Apr. 2007, The Lantern, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://media.www.lanternonline.com/media/storage/paper297/news/2007/04/30/News/Student.Union.Design.
Revealed-2890265.shtml> 
24 Haque, Labiba, “Queen’s Centre set to open in December”, The Journal, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.queensjournal.ca/story/2009-10-23/news/queens-centre-set-open-december/> 
25 Anonymous, “SGPS Should pay for a say”, The Journal, 28 Jun 2010, <http://www.queensjournal.ca/story/2010-
03-05/editorials/sgps-should-pay-say/> 
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the student society, graduate society and university administration respectively. The same architect that 
was used in the preplanning stages will be used for the design stages, and it seems they were selected 
collectively by the three parties. While it is unclear how much consultation was carried out by the 
student society before signing this agreement, the graduate society had only carried out one survey with 
about 65 responses. The student society will be seeking full autonomy for the building once it is built.26

 
 

The student union at the University of Missouri Kansas City (UMKC) initiated the development of a 
student union building in 2008, and the student fee for the project was put to a referendum – the fee 
itself does not come into effect until the building is opened and will peak at $165 per semester.27 The 
project is managed largely by a project management team, steering committee, and planning 
committee. These groups have majority student membership with additional representation from the 
university administration and project consultants.28 These groups are supported by a series of 
subcommittees, also with majority student membership, which focus on the areas of: marketing & 
publicity; design & programming; technology; sustainability; and operations.29 At key stages in the 
project final approval is also given by the board of the university administration.30

 
 

The University of Wisconsin student union is also undertaking development of a new student union 
building, and renovation of their existing student union building. The students levy, financing more than 
50% of the project, was passed in 2006 by a student referendum. The remainder of the project is being 
financed by private donors, student union operating fees, and other sources. The student union 
emphasized in their project documents and website, that having students finance the majority of the 
project was necessary for student council to maintain primary decision-making power in the project.31,32 
The project is being managed by committees with majority student members, and representation from 
project consultants and the university administration.33

 
  

 
Student-Driven Consultation in North American SUB Projects 
 
Recent examples show that student union building projects in which the student society initiated and 
played a leadership role throughout the process, tended to have a more comprehensive consultation 
process. When university administrations initiate and lead the process, students are left with the level of 
participation which the university administration chooses to ‘give’ them. This sometimes includes novel 

                                                           
26 Lee, Shara, “Student union building planned for SFU”, The Peak, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www.the-
peak.ca/article/3991> 
27 UMKC, The UMKC New Student Union Blog, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://youdecideyoudesign.com/blog/> 
28 UMKC, Members & Structure, The UMKC New Student Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://web2.umkc.edu/union/committeemembers.html> 
29 UMKC, Subcommittee Structure, The UMKC New Student Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://web2.umkc.edu/union/committeestructure.html> 
30 UMKC, Project Milestones, The UMKC New Student Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://web2.umkc.edu/union/projectmilestones.html> 
31 Wisconsin Union, New South Campus Union: Information Booklet, New South Campus Union Website, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://newunion.wisc.edu/materials/ubp_InfoBklt_992.pdf> 
32 Wisconsin Union, New South Campus Union, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://newunion.wisc.edu/index.html> 
33 Wisconsin Union, Memorial Union Reinvestment, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.unionreinvestment.wisc.edu/design-committee.html> 
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methods for student involvement but they are often tightly controlled in terms of their impact on the 
project.   
 
In preparation for the development of new student residences, the administration of the University of 
Ryerson ran an international student design competition in the fall of 2009. Students of architecture and 
allied disciplines were asked to submit a proposal for a student residence on campus. It was unclear 
however if winning entries would receive monetary reward, or how their designs would be used to 
inform the actual design of residences at the university.34

 
  

While the recent development of an exemplary green building at University of Maine at Farmington was 
led by the administration, they did involve students in the process. A student green group was able to 
send representatives to sit on the architecture selection committee and was encouraged to research 
and share green design features they would like see in the building. The administration funded two 
students to research: green design and materials; the operational costs of green buildings; precedents 
from other campuses; and the LEED criteria. Faculty also incorporated research relevant to the project 
into class curriculum, to investigate issues such as siting, land-use, certified wood, water, and energy.35

 
 

Though the project at Butler of Andover was largely led by the administration, a student union 
committee for the project organized a survey with about 4,000 respondents, and carried out focus 
groups, to inform the programming and design process.36

 
 

Since 2008 the student union at UMKC has coordinated an extensive consultation process which is well 
documented on its student union website.  The pre-planning stage included a survey and focus groups 
carried out by a consultant. Consultation during programming, architect selection, and design were less 
broad – the main way for students to become involved was through joining a series of subcommittees 
that supported the governing committees of the project. These subcommittees focused on the areas of: 
marketing & publicity; design & programming; technology; sustainability; and operations.37 The wider 
student body was invited to attend an open house to comment on the three architect finalists, but they 
were not given a vote in the decision. The student body was also able to attend 'town hall meetings' at 
key stages in the project.38 The student chair of the planning committee used a blog to communicate 
with student about the project.39

 
  

                                                           
34Anonymous, “Student Competition for the Design of a University Residence Building in downtown Toronto”, 
Bustler, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.bustler.net/index.php/competition/student_competition_for_the_design_of_a_university_residence
_building_in_do/> 
35 USA EPA New England, UMF, “Green Design: Building a Better World at a Small Public Institution”, Jan. 2007, 
Best Practices for Colleges and Universities: Sustainable Design & Building, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.epa.gov/ne/assistance/univ/pdfs/bmps/UMaineGreenBuilding1-8-07.pdf>. 
36 Stapleford, Heath, “Student Union design revealed”, 30 Apr. 2007, The Lantern, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://media.www.lanternonline.com/media/storage/paper297/news/2007/04/30/News/Student.Union.Design.
Revealed-2890265.shtml> 
37 UMKC, Subcommittee Structure, The UMKC New Student Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://web2.umkc.edu/union/committeestructure.html> 
38 UMKC, Project Milestones, The UMKC New Student Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://web2.umkc.edu/union/projectmilestones.html> 
39 UMKC, The UMKC New Student Union Blog, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://youdecideyoudesign.com/blog/> 
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The University of Wisconsin student union held an intensive consultation process for the design of its 
new student union building. Their consultation process was governed by a framework in which ‘broad’ 
input & feedback, and ‘user’ input & review, were gathered and analyzed by project decision-makers, 
some of whom were students.40 An initial program was coordinated by a consulting firm and student 
union members and staff, who gathered broader input using presentations, open houses, workshops, 
focus groups, and online surveys. Consultation continued through the design stage, and project 
developments during the design and construction stage have been posted on an online blog.41,42 For the 
renovation of the existing student union building, students can join subcommittee ‘interest groups’,43 
attend architect visits at which the architect gathers public input, and attend the meetings of the 
decision-making committees.44

 
  

 
Analysis 
 
Accountability & Transparency      
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 

The most transparent and accountable projects communicated the details of 
the project and process to students, and offered opportunities for student 
critique, through websites, open houses, and open advisory committees.  

 

 
Broad Decision-Making & Consultation  
 

 Student-driven Non-student-driven 

Many of the projects used a referendum to pass a student levy to finance the project.  

Popular tools for broad consultation were surveys and open houses. These 
tools were popular even in projects with little student control of the process.  

 

 
Meaningful Decision-Making & Consultation  
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 

The projects in which students played the greatest decision-
making role, seemed to be those where an established 
student government existed, and where that student 

Even in those projects where the 
student government played a strong 
role, the control and involvement of 

                                                           
40 Wisconsin Union, New South Campus Union: Information Booklet, New South Campus Union Website, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://newunion.wisc.edu/materials/ubp_InfoBklt_992.pdf> 
41 Wisconsin Union, wisconsin union building project: Project Blog, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://unionbuildingproject.wordpress.com/> 
42 Wisconsin Union, Design Process, New South Campus Union Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://newunion.wisc.edu/design-process.html> 
43 Wisconsin Union, Interest Groups, Memorial Union Reinvestment Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.unionreinvestment.wisc.edu/interest-groups.html> 
44 Wisconsin Union, Getting Involved, Memorial Union Reinvestment Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.unionreinvestment.wisc.edu/getting-involved.html> 
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government spearhead the project: investigating renovation 
and construction options; preparing space programs; 
proposing financial schemes for the project; passing student 
referendums to approve any necessary student levy; and 
organizing committee and personnel structures within the 
student organization to manage the project. 

students seemed to diminish 
somewhat as the project advanced – 
due to increased partnership with 
the university administration and the 
increased role of professionals. 

Those projects which seemed to have the most 
comprehensive and meaningful consultation 
processes – including tools such as advisory 
committees user interviews, focus groups, town hall 
meetings, and multiple surveys – were those where 
the student governments were heavily involved in 
governance and management, and students played a 
key role in developing and implementing consultation. 

The greatest visible weakness of the 
successful consultation strategies were their 
web resources, which sometimes: didn’t 
clearly explain the purpose of the various 
consultation activities; or included multiple 
websites and blogs with outdated and 
contradictory information. 
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It is important that any websites used by the AMS to inform and engage students: are clear, 
concise, up-to-date, and intuitively laid out; give timelines and summaries to help students 
understand how complicated aspects of the project fit together; and explain the purpose of the 
various consultation activities. 

 
 
1.5. Basic Overview and Timeline of the New SUB Project 
 
1.5.1. 2007/08 AMS Term: Preliminary Planning  
 
In winter of 2006/07, the UBC AMS Council started to seriously discuss the need for major renovations 
of the current SUB. In February 2007, new AMS executives were elected for the 2007/08 AMS term, on 
platforms to investigate renovation options for the building, and later that spring the AMS Council 
formed the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) to oversee the process. In July 2007 Council approved the 
SRC’s recommendation to hire Cannon Designs to complete a renovations study.45

 
  

Canon was tasked with evaluating the needs of students and determining the costs of various 
renovation options. Canon released a consultation summary report and renovations study in February 
2008 that outlined the program requirements for the facility, and recommended three possible 
development options: 46

1. Full renovation of the current SUB (at a cost of about $80 million) 
 

2. Renovation of the current SUB and expansion into University Square (USquare), adjacent to the 
current SUB (at a cost of about $120 million) 

3. A new building on University Square (at a cost of about $120 million) 
 
Timeline 

                                                           
45 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 25 Jul. 2007, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/uploads/government/July_25,_07.pdf> 
46 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 27 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/Feb_27th_Council_Minutes.pdf> 
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07.Feb: AMS elections for 2007/08 AMS executives 
07.Jul: AMS Council forms SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) to oversee project 
07.Aug: AMS hires Cannon Design as renovations consultant 
07.Sep-08.Nov: Canon carries out renovations consultation 
08.Feb: Cannon presents consultation & renovations reports 
 
 
1.5.2. 2008/09 AMS Term: Referendum, Negotiations & Draft Programming 
 
After considering the three development options for the SUB, the AMS Council decided to move forward 
with option three: building a new building. Some of the reasons for this decision were that:47,48

• Renovating the current SUB would require near reconstruction of the building because of 
seismic concerns and other structural issues with the current SUB; 

 

• Expanding the size of the building through renovation or new construction would cost the same; 
• The AMS could continue operating in the current SUB until they moved into the new building; 
• Building in University Square would ensure a more public and student-centred campus core, 

displacing future commercial-centred development in that area (see 2.2.3. The University 
Boulevard Project); and  

• There was an appetite in the student-body for an ambitious, iconic, sustainable new building;  
 
The SRC proposed a finance structure for the project, and prepared a referendum question which would 
create a large student levy to finance the project. This referendum question was approved by AMS 
Council in February 2008,49 and the referendum passed in April 2008. The AMS Council then formed a 
negotiation committee to negotiate the terms of the project with UBC, and tasked the SRC with 
overseeing this negotiation process.50

 
  

The AMS and UBC negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in summer of 2008 (see A.3. 
Summary of the MOU Agreement). The AMS approved the MOU in July, which allowed the AMS to begin 
collecting the student levy for the project and developing a program for the building.51

 

 However the 
AMS and UBC still had to negotiate four detailed development agreements - the Development, Lease, 
Finance and Surrender Agreements - before the AMS could move forward with selecting the primary 
architect and primary project manager for the project.  

In the 2008/09 academic year the AMS began developing a program for the New SUB, for which they 
hired a student SUB Coordinator to lead the consultation process. The first SUB Coordinator was hired in 
August, but they stepped down in September and I was hired to replace them in October. The AMS also 

                                                           
47 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive  
48 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 25 Jul. 2007, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/uploads/government/July_25,_07.pdf> 
49 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 27 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/Feb_27th_Council_Minutes.pdf> 
50 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 9 Apr. 2008, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/Council_Minutes_-_April_9_2008.pdf> 
51 UBC AMS, “Student Council Minutes”, 30 Jul. 2008, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/uploads/government/July_30,_2008_minutes.pdf> 
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hired MHPM as Interim project manager to assist with the project in October, and shortlisted architects 
for final selection in January 2009.  
 
Timeline 
 
08.Feb: AMS elections for 2008/09 AMS executives 
08.Feb: AMS Council approves SUB Renew referendum question  
08.Apr: SUB Renew Referendum passes student levy 
08.Jun-Aug: AMS and UBC negotiate and sign Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
08.Sep: AMS and UBC begin negotiation of four development agreements 
08.Aug: VP Admin hires 1st SUB Coordinator 
08.Sep: 1st SUB Coordinator leaves and I am hired as 2nd SUB Coordinator  
08.Sep: AMS hires Cornerstone as program consultant 
08.Oct: AMS hires MHPM as Interim project manager 
08.Oct-Dec: AMS and Cornerstone carry out draft programming consultation 
08.Dec: Cornerstone presents 1st draft program 
09.Jan: AMS council shortlists seven architects 
09.Jan: AMS reviews 1st draft program and Cornerstone produces 2nd draft program 
 
 
1.5.3. 2009/10 AMS Term: Final Programming & Negotiations 
 
In the 2009/10 AMS term, the AMS continued negotiations the four agreements with UBC, completed 
the New SUB program, and carried out SUB Curriculum classes, in which students produced assignments 
for use in the project. The University Square (USquare) underground bus loop project, planned to be 
located underneath the New SUB, was also cancelled in October 2009.52

 
  

Timeline 
 
09.Feb: AMS elections for 2009/10 AMS executives 
09.Feb-Apr: AMS and Cornerstone carry out final programming consultation 
09.Apr: VP Admin hires 3rd SUB Coordinator 
09.Jul: I leave as 2nd SUB Coordinator 
09.Sep-Dec: SUB Curriculum fall term classes run  
09.Oct: Translink and UBC cancel underground bus-loop 
09.Dec: SUB Renewal Committee approves final program 
10.Jan-Apr: SUB Curriculum winter term classes run  
 
 
1.5.4. 2010/11 AMS Term: Final Negotiations, Primary consultant selection & Design 
 
The negotiations of the four development agreements - the Development Agreement, Lease Agreement, 
Surrender Agreement and Finance Agreement - were completed in spring of 2010. This allowed the AMS 

                                                           
52 Jung, Samantha, “No underground bus loop?: Flailing TransLink can’t meet financial requirements of partnership 
with UBC”, 29 Oct. 2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://ubyssey.ca/news/no-underground-bus-loop> 
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to move forward with the selection process for the final architect in the spring and summer of 2010. 
UBCPT will become the primary project manager for the project and the new governance structure, 
agreed to in the four agreements, will fully come into effect in August 2010. The design process should 
begin in fall of 2010. 
 
Timeline 
 
10.Feb: AMS elections for 2010/11 AMS executives 
10.Apr: AMS carries out student-wide architect vote to select three finalists 
10.Apr: VP Admin hires 4th SUB Coordinator, 3rd SUB Coordinator leaves 
10.May: AMS and UBC have signing ceremony for four agreements   
 
Projected Timeline 
 
10.Jul: AMS selects final architect 
10.Aug: UBC Properties Trust (UBCPT) starts selection process for sub-consultants 
10.Aug: UBCPT becomes primary project manager and MHPM becomes Project advisor 
10.Aug: Joint committees, with AMS and UBC reps, form to manage the project 
10.Aug: Concept development (also known as Schematic Design) begins  
10.Dec: Design development begins 
 
 
1.5.5. Spring 2011 - Fall 2014 : Design & Construction 
 
The design process should finish, and construction begin, in spring of 2012. The New SUB should 
officially open in fall of 2014 (see A.14. Master Schedule). 
 
Projected Timeline 
 
11.Aug: Construction drawings begin 
12.Apr: Site work begins and Construction firm is selected 
12.Jun: Construction begins 
14.Sep: AMS moves in and New SUB opens 
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2. Part II: Initial Governance & Management 
 
2.1. Introduction  
 
Note: When ‘the AMS’ is referred to as an active entity implemented in the New SUB project, in Part 
Three, it refers most specifically to the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) - who were the driving forces 
behind project planning, implementation and decision-making - but it also refers to the AMS Council 
who were generally aware and supportive of the actions and views of the SRC. This use of the term 
‘AMS’ is not meant to imply that: the views of the student-body, AMS government, or AMS Council, 
were homogenous; or that the views of the SRC were perfectly representative of, or communicated to, 
AMS Council (for further details on the relationship between AMS Council and the SRC, see 2.4. AMS 
Council, and 2.7.1. SUB Renewal Committee & Project Management Committee) 
 
In Part Two I will first discuss how the governance and management of the New SUB project was 
influenced by the context of: the AMS’s development of the current SUB; the pre-existing AMS 
governance and administrative structure; and the University Boulevard development at UBC. Then I will 
outline various aspects of the initial governance and management structure for the New SUB project:  

2.3. Grassroots Organization & Student Media 
2.4. AMS Council 
2.5. SUB Renew Referendum 
2.6. AMS Executives & the SUB Coordinator 
2.7. Decision-Making Committees 
2.8. Consultant selection 
2.9. Consultant management 

 
In the conclusion I will analyze in detail how each aspect was student-driven and not student-driven, 
using the three measures of student-driven-ness: accountability & transparency; broad decision-making; 
and meaningful decision-making. This analysis will include recommendations for how these aspects of 
the project could be more student-driven in the future, and how a similar project could be more 
student-driven than was the New SUB project.  
 
 
2.2. Context 
 
2.2.1. The Current SUB  
 
Brock Hall, which opened in 1940, was the AMS’s first student union building.53

                                                           
53 UBC AMS, Point Grey: The First 40 Years, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/3_point_grey_the_first_40_years/> 

 In 1958 a student facility 
committee was formed to explore opportunities for financing the construction of a new building. In 
1962 the committee carried out a survey to assess student needs, and by 1965 the AMS had developed 
a functional program and project brief for the current SUB. A referendum was held, in which students 
voted to pay a long term student levy to finance the construction of the building - the student levy 

21



 
 

contributed 78% of the necessary fees while UBC financed the difference.54 The AMS negotiated 
necessary agreements with UBC for the financing of the building and the lease on the land. An architect 
was selected through a national architectural design competition in 1966, and the SUB opened in 
1968.55 Since that time the AMS has managed the building successfully and continued to renovate and 
modify the building and its uses to best suit students. The lease for the current SUB lasts a maximum of 
60 years, from 1968 to 2028 – it technically lasts 45 years, until 2013, with the AMS having the right to 
extend the lease a further 15 years.56

 
  

This experience provided a model for how the AMS could build a student union building (SUB) in a way 
that would be accountable to students. Students voted for the project fee through a referendum, and 
their elected representatives (reps) in the student government coordinated the project and negotiated 
the terms of the project on behalf of students. The AMS was able to dictate much of the project by 
spearheading it - carrying out significant consultation and project planning before UBC became involved. 
The present AMS mimicked much of this experience in their approach to the New SUB project. 
 
 
2.2.2. The AMS 
 
The AMS was formed by students in 191557. In 1928 the AMS was incorporated as a private non-profit 
organization under the Society Act of the BC. 58 The operations of the government and administration 
are dictated by the Society Act as well as AMS policy which can be changed by the AMS council. The AMS 
Council members include about 45 annually elected AMS councillors, who mostly represent academic 
constituencies in the student body, as well as five AMS executives who run for particular portfolios and 
are elected by the entire student body. 59,60

                                                           
54 UBC, Library Archives, Student Union Building (SUB), University Archives Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.library.ubc.ca/archives/bldgs/studentunionbuild.htm> 

 Members of the AMS Council discuss and vote on issues 
raised in bi-weekly Council meetings such as: change to AMS policies; approval of budgets; formation of 
committees; and creation of hired positions. The AMS also regularly uses student-wide referendum 
questions to pass student levies and determine other critical decisions for the AMS. The AMS executives 
receive a full-time salary and work closely with the AMS’s administrative branch. The administration 
consists of student and non-student employees hired on a full-time, part-time, or contract basis. 
Permanent professional managers and annual student managers are hired to manage the finances, 

55 UBC AMS, Project History, New SUB Project Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/project_history/> 
56 UBC, UBC AMS, AMS SUB Lease, 1968, AMS Archives, Available upon request.  
57 UBC AMS, Early Days, Fairview Campus, About the AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/2_early_days/> 
58 UBC AMS, Point Grey: The First 40 Years, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/3_point_grey_the_first_40_years/> 
59 UBC AMS, AMS Student Council Handbook, May 2010, Prep. Sheldon Goldfarb AMS Archivist-Researcher,  
UBC AMS: About Student Government Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/Student_Council_Handbook_2010.pdf> 
60 UBC AMS, Code of Procedures, May 2010, UBC AMS: About Student Government Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/New_Code_2010_May.pdf> 
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operations and services of the AMS and the SUB - the AMS’s annual budget is about $12 million.61 Much 
of the work of the administrative branch, and the work commissioned by the AMS Council, is overseen 
and managed by AMS committees which usually include reps from both AMS Council and the senior 
management of the AMS administration.62

 
  

As a private organization the AMS does not have to disclose information about the organization to the 
public, but as a non-profit it has to disclose such information to its members. In practice the AMS does 
operate quite openly and transparently, and the organization is committed to developing and 
maintaining protocols and practices to remain accountable and transparent to its student members.63 
On its website, the AMS archives the AMS meeting minutes, and documents the organization’s 
positions, committees, services, and policies.64 The AMS administrative branch also operates in a very 
transparent and informal way for an organization of its size. The location of the AMS administration, 
businesses, services and clubs in the current SUB, is also the primary social space for students, giving 
these operations automatic exposure. This exposure is further increased by the large numbers of 
students working and volunteering for AMS services and businesses. While governmental 
administrations are typically wary of scrutiny, the AMS administration is accustomed to it, and at least 
some head administrators see it as a tool which helps them to provide constantly improving 
services.65,66

 
 

Students-at-large can become involved in the AMS by participating in the AMS Council, applying or 
volunteering to sit on an AMS committee, applying to work for the administrative branch, and voting in 
elections and referendums. Students-at-large can also impact the AMS by working for student 
newspapers and internet media which follow the activities of the AMS and often report critically on 
those activities. Student activism and grassroots organization also plays an important role in influencing 
the agenda of AMS council. 
 
Despite the mechanisms for transparency and student involvement mentioned above, a common 
sentiment at UBC is that many students are apathetic and uninterested in involvement in the AMS.67 I 
found during my time working as SUB Coordinator, that even among those students participating in 
consultation, many were poorly informed about the basic structure and activities of the AMS. For 
instance, many students thought that the AMS was a subsidiary organization of the UBC administration, 
and didn’t know that the AMS was an independent self-managed entity.68

                                                           
61 UBC AMS, AMS budget, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/student_government/subpage/category/ams_budget/> 

 Many students feel that 
apathy and ignorance is inevitable at a University of 45,000 students, where about two-thirds of 

62 UBC AMS, About Student Government, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/student_government/category/about_student_government> 
63 UBC AMS, The AMS Strategic Framework, 23 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/AMS_Strategic_Framework__updated_Feb_23_2008_.pdf> 
64 UBC AMS, UBC Alma Mater Society, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/> 
65 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
66 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
67 Anonymous, “A welcome, introduction, and voter apathy”, 14 Jan. 2008, The Devil’s Advocate, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubcdevilsadvocate.blogspot.com/2008/01/welcome-introduction-and-voter-apathy.html> 
68 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
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students live off-campus.69 Others feel that the AMS is responsible for discouraging student involvement 
and awareness, by being elitist and disconnected from the student body as a whole.70 Some even say 
campus media is to blame, and criticize the main student newspaper, The Ubyssey, for failing to cover 
important issues and galvanize student interest in campus politics.71 In 2010 the student-wide AMS 
elections had a turnout of 14.9%,72 and in 2009 the turnout was 14.6%, which was a marked 
improvement from the 6.4% turnout in 2008. In contrast, the University of Ottawa, which has a student 
population of 38,000 students, had voter turnout of about 13.5% in their 2008 elections, which doubled 
to 27.2% in 2009 when electronic balloting was introduced for the first time.73

 
 

Impact on the New SUB project 
 
The initial governance and management structure used by the AMS for the New SUB project grew out 
of, and operated within, the pre-existing governance bodies and conventions of the AMS. As such, it 
inherited the AMS’s safeguards and guarantees for accountability, transparency, student decision-
making, and student consultation, and also the weaknesses of the current system.   
 
 
2.2.3. The University Boulevard Project 
 
In 2002 UBC’s Campus + Community Planning(C+CP) department began to develop the University 
Boulevard (UBoulevard) Neighbourhood Plan, which was completed in January 2004.74 The UBoulevard 
area is a major hub on campus south of the current SUB – it includes University Square (USquare) and 
the USquare bus loop, which is adjacent to the current SUB (for a map of the area, see A.15. University 
Boulevard Master Plan). The initial plans for this area were developed with little student input and 
included “up to 17 different buildings constructed over ten plus years, including two 18-story condos. It 
envisioned a mix of market and rental housing, retail and office space, and an underground bus loop.”75 
In spring of 2004 a group of students from the UBC School of Community & Regional Planning presented 
a plan to the UBC Board of Governors, proposing that C+CP use a design competition, with a student-
wide vote, to determine the architects for the UBoulevard area.76

                                                           
69 UBC, UBC: Youbc: Commuter Students, 28 Jul. 2010, <https://you.ubc.ca/ubc/vancouver/commuter.ezc> 

 A committee was formed to manage 
the design competition, and in 2005 UBC invited three shortlisted architects to prepare designs for 
UBoulevard. In March 2005 students were able to cast votes on the three concept designs, but the final 

70 Anonymous, “The Alpha Male Society”, The Knoll, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://knollubcelections.wordpress.com/issues-
the-alpha-male-society/> 
71 Eom, Gina, “The Ubyssey Reportcard”, 25 Mar. 2007, <http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/03/ubyssey-
reportcard.html> 
72 Anonymous, “AMS Elections Results + Slideshow!”, Jan. 30 2010, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/news/ams-elections-results-slideshow> 
73 Bell, Justin, “Online ballots hike voter turnout”, 19 Mar. 2009, p.3, The Ubyssey Magazine, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/archive/2009.03.17/Page%203.pdf> 
74 UBC, C+CP, University Boulevard Neighbourhood Plan, Oct. 2003, C+CP: Documents Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.planning.ubc.ca/smallbox4/file.php?sb4ab282481ed84> 
75 McElroy, Justin, “The People’s Peets”, 7 Oct. 2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://ubyssey.ca/ideas/the-
people%E2%80%99s-peets>  
76 Senbel, Maged, Personal Interview with SCARP Faculty member, 29 Jul. 2010  
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decision was made by a committee.77 After the architect was selected however, there was little student 
or UBC community involvement in further development of the designs and plans for the area. Many 
students opposed the plans for USquare presented in spring of 2007, for reasons such as: opposition to 
the planned removal of a grassy hill, ‘the knoll’, from USquare; concerns with the suitability and design 
of the underground bus loop; opposition to having a large ‘for-profit’ complex at the heart of a public 
university. In April 2007 thousands of students signed a petition against the plans, and the AMS and 
Graduate Student Society (GSS) created policy statements opposing the plans.78,79 This led to the 
creation of a new UBC working group with student representation to oversee new consultation by C+CP 
in July and September 2007,80 and re-imagining of the plans and designs for USquare. The new plans, 
presented in November 2007, significantly scaled back development, returned ‘the knoll’, restricted the 
residential development to affordable student housing, and included a possible ‘SUB extension’ in 
USquare.81

 
     

In winter 2007/08, UBC began to doubt that they could fund the USquare development in the near 
future. Some leaders within UBC communicated to leaders within the AMS, that if they could bring 
forward funding for a New SUB project in USquare, then the University would be willing to let this 
project displace much of the intended development for the area.82

 
  

Impact on the New SUB project 
 
The opportunity that arose to site the new SUB in USquare played an important role in accelerating and 
determining the process for the AMS. UBC was supportive because the New SUB project provided 
financing from students to move forward with the development of UBoulevard, and diminished some of 
the student opposition to the UBoulevard development (see 2.3. Grassroots Organization & Student 
Media).83

 

 The AMS was supportive because it positioned the new building at the heart of campus and 
displaced a more commercial development which had incorporated little student input. Complications 
with developing in UBoulevard would arise in negotiations however, since UBC had already signed 
several agreements related to development and tenancies in the UBoulevard area that had impacts on 
the New SUB project (for a full discussion of these agreements, see 3. Part III: Negotiated Governance & 
Management). 

 
2.3. Grassroots Organization & Student Media 
 

                                                           
77 Austin, Brenda, “Choice Imminent for University Town Design”, 7 Apr. 2005, UBC Reports, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www.publicaffairs.ubc.ca/ubcreports/2005/05apr07/utowndesign.html> 
78 Petition Against the U-Blvd development project, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://www.universityboulevard.blogspot.com/> 
79 McElroy, Justin, “The People’s Peets”, 7 Oct. 2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://ubyssey.ca/ideas/the-
people%E2%80%99s-peets>  
80 Kreitzman, Maayan, “U-Blvd re-consultation kickoff”, 4 Jul. 2007, UBC Insiders, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/07/u-blvd-re-consultation-kickoff.html> 
81 Kreitzman, Maayan, “AMS meeting Nov. 7th - Nancy and Arts”, 8 Nov. 2007, UBC Insiders, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/11/ams-meeting-nov-7th-arts-exerts-brawn.html> 
82 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
83 Findlay, Stephanie, “SUB Renewal full steam ahead”, 2 Sep. 2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/news/sub-renewal-full-steam-ahead> 
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While not a part of the formal governance structure, grassroots movements and student media did have 
a strong impact on the direction of the New SUB project. The desire for a strongly student-driven 
project, and the idea of locating the New SUB in USquare, in part originated from student activists that 
opposed UBC’s prior top-down and commercial development in UBoulevard.   
 
In spring of 2007 a group of student activists created the April 2007 petition against the USquare plans. 
While some students were involved in the working group to reconsider the USquare plans,84 they were 
disappointed with the direction of the working group,85 and in fall of 2007 a loose coalition of students 
began to more actively mobilize against the UBoulevard project.86 Since UBC had relocated the above-
ground USquare bus loop to prepare for excavation, student activists built a make-shift social space, 
‘Trek Park’, in the former USquare bus loop in fall of 2007 to highlight their belief that USquare should 
be a public, not commercial, space. Various protests were staged throughout the year and the position 
of the activists was often publicized in the student paper ‘The Knoll’.87  The event which received the 
most coverage was a gathering at the knoll in April 2008 called Knoll Aid 2.0 – a bonfire was started and 
the fire department and police were called to the scene.  One student who resisted the fire’s 
extinguishment was detained, followed by several students who resisted her detainment, and more 
were detained after they linked arms around the police vehicle that held the initially detained students – 
a total of 19 students were charged.88,89

 
   

Though some of the students who opposed the UBoulevard project self-affiliated with particular 
organizations, they did not have a collective or formal mandate, and were heterogeneous in their views 
and approaches. For instance, some students wanted a stop to development, some wanted UBC’s 
administration to become more transparent and more responsive to student input, and others started 
to propose an alternative development in USquare – one that would be for students, by students.90,91

 

 

This was undoubtedly influenced by the fact that AMS Council had started investigating options for 
renovating the current SUB in spring of 2007, and were considering options for renovation or new 
construction by spring of 2008 (See 1.5.1. 2007/08 AMS Term: Preliminary Planning).  

It is important to note that the stance of the activists was deeply divisive and poorly understood on 
campus. Some students believed the entire purpose of the activists was to save the knoll – a green space 
in USquare. This confusion might have been partly due to the activists lacking of a clear organizational 
structure and mandate, and failing to effectively communicate with and engage students. Some 

                                                           
84 Petition Against the U-Blvd development project, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://www.universityboulevard.blogspot.com/> 
85 Kreitzman, Maayan, “Unpublished U-square consultation results!”, 27 Oct. 2007, UBC Insiders, 28 Jul. 2008, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/10/unpublished-u-square-consultation.html> 
86 Ferrari-Nunes, Rodrigo, “Student Resistance, the UBC Farm Movement, and the Underground Bus-Loop Fiasco”, 
5 Nov. 2009, UBC Student Media, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://ubcstudentmedia.wordpress.com/2009/11/05/student-
resistance-the-ubc-farm-movement-and-the-underground-bus-loop-fiasco-2/>  
87 Kreitzman, Maayan, “Trek Park update, and related topics”, 27 Oct. 2007, UBC Insiders, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/10/trek-park-update-and-related-topics.html> 
88 Eom, Gina, “25 students detained during peaceful protest”, 5 Apr. 2008, UBC Insiders, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2008/04/peaceful-protest-interrupted-by-police.html> 
89 CBC News, “UBC student protesters face charges”, 5 Apr 2008, CBC News, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://www.cbc.ca/canada/british-columbia/story/2008/04/05/bc-ubc-student-arrests.html> 
90 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive  
91 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes 
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students were apathetic and had no desire for more student involvement in campus development. 
Other students opposed to the activists’ anti-commercial stance, or felt their tactics with the UBC 
administration were overly aggressive and counter-productive. Some students organized against the 
‘knoll’ activists; voicing their disapproval in campus papers, student blogs, and AMS Council.92,93,94,95

 

 This 
decreased the legitimacy of the activists and their actions until they could communicate their message 
and challenge their detractors within the broadly representative arena of the AMS Council.  

During spring of 2008 some student activists decided to ‘formalize’ their movement by running for AMS 
executive positions. They saw this as an opportunity to find out how much of the ‘general’ student body 
at UBC would support student-driven development in USquare. Several of these students were 
successfully elected - Tristan Markle as VP Admin, and Stefanie Ratjen as VP External -96 and became 
instrumental in the progression of the New SUB project.97 An unintended consequence of the election of 
some of the activist organizers was that the grassroots movement shifted its focus to other issues on 
campus, assuming they were now adequately represented within the AMS and concerning USquare 
development.98

 
 

Oppositional media reporting on the New SUB project diminished when the Referendum was passed in 
the spring of 2008. For the next two years of the project the VP Admin, SUB Coordinator, and other AMS 
representatives communicated regularly with media outlets on campus about the project, to reduce 
misleading and sensationalizing portrayals of the project and ensure that the project was represented 
accurately in articles and commentary. The AMS worked with major media outlets to publish major 
stories on the New SUB project at least once each term.99,100,101

 
 

 
2.4. AMS Council  
 
While the call to investigate renovation options for the SUB originated from AMS executives and Council 
members, the duty of overseeing the details of the process was delegated to the SUB Renewal 
Committee (SRC) in spring of 2007. 
 
Since that time, the chair of the SRC - the AMS executive, Vice-President of Administration (VP Admin) – 
has updated the AMS Council on SRC actions at each AMS Council meeting, which take place bi-weekly. 

                                                           
92 Anonymous, “UBC SDS are a bunch of fakes!”, 22 Apr. 2008, The Devil’s Advocate, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://ubcdevilsadvocate.blogspot.com/2008/04/sds-shit-you-shouldnt-care-about.html> 
93 Ferreras, Jesse, “UBC’s resurgent left,” The Thunderbird, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://thethunderbird.ca/2008/04/14/ubcs-resurgent-left/> 
94 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
95 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
96 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive  
97 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive  
98 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
99 UBC AMS, New SUB Student Engagement Communication Plan – 2010-11, 3 Jun. 2010, Prep. Andreanne Doyon 
AMS SUB Coordinator, UBC AMS: VP Administration Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
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Usually these updates were short, but sometimes they included presentations of 10-20min, by the VP 
Admin or by other project team members. The AMS councillors regularly discussed aspects of the New 
SUB project, and were asked to approve and vote on major project issues such as (This list is not 
exhaustive but includes the most common roles of the AMS Council): 

• The formation of hiring committees and hiring criteria 
• Final hiring decisions 
• Consultant and project budgets 
• Negotiation developments and strategies 
• Consultation plans 

 
Comments on Meaningful Decision-Making 
 
The extent of involvement of the AMS Council depended on the approach and discretion of the VP 
Admin and SRC members (For a full discussion of this discretion, see 2.7.1. SUB Renewal Committee & 
Project Management Committee). As the project progressed and became more complex and technical, it 
became difficult for AMS Council members to play a hands-on role in decision-making. The SRC often 
presented information to Council in a way that the final decision was implied or already made. 
Increasingly Council members did not have the background knowledge or time necessary to 
meaningfully critique and debate decisions for the New SUB project before they went to a vote. This 
compromised the ability of AMS Councillors to meaningfully oversee the New SUB process.102

 
 

Comments on Accountability & Transparency 
 
In terms of the accountability and transparency of AMS Council itself, as of the 2010/11 AMS Council 
term, the elected voting members of AMS Council included 9 reps representing the entire student body - 
which include the AMS executives - and 43 reps representing specific academic constituencies – 
different faculties and departments. 103 Many councillors do not seek re-election, so the threat of not 
being re-elected is not significant, and since few students-at-large attend Council meetings they cannot 
meaningfully verify the performance of Councillors. Based on my experience working as SUB 
Coordinator and sitting in on AMS Council meetings, and based on my interviews with AMS executives 
past and present, the most effective surveillance and motivator of Councillors is provided by student 
newspapers, blogs, and other media. These media outlets often report on the activities of the AMS 
executives, and the discussions of AMS Council. While non-executive councillors don’t receive as 
rigorous or regular critiques, they are influenced by media stories to pursue particular lines of 
questioning and raise particular issues in Council.104,105

 
   

Students-at-large can, in theory, communicate directly with their constituency representatives to voice 
concerns with the New SUB project, but my experience at the AMS, and my interviews with AMS 
executives, didn’t reveal any instances where AMS constituency representatives brought forward 
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critiques of the New SUB project or process in AMS Council that were unique to their constituency, or 
that arose from any systemic communication with their constituents. Students-at-large did however on 
many occasions approach the AMS executives directly – especially the AMS President and AMS VP 
Admin – to discuss the project. For instance several sports and clubs groups approached AMS executives 
to discuss the concerns of their stakeholder groups, which had no direct representation within 
Council.106, 107

 
  

Students-at-large can technically table issues and make comments themselves during Council meetings, 
and the upcoming schedule and past minutes of AMS Council meetings are made public on the AMS 
website.108,109 To my knowledge and the knowledge of the past AMS executives that I interviewed, there 
were no instances in the first three years of the project when students-at-large tabled critiques of the 
New SUB project, though sometimes they participated in general discussion of the New SUB project 
during Council meetings. This might have been due to student satisfaction with the project, but it likely 
had to do with low attendance at AMS Council meetings and lack of awareness of project details. While 
the size of the Council Chambers is one restrictive factor on attendance, there were often empty seats 
at meetings. Many student were probably discouraged from attending because meetings often ran over 
two hours, and the schedule was unpredictable due to items running overtime and new items being 
added during meetings.110,111 For students that didn’t attend meetings, the meeting minutes were likely 
too dry and cryptic to serve as a viable alternative for keeping informed. As of July 2010 however, the 
AMS executive is preparing to live-stream Council meetings starting in fall 2010, to increase student 
access to this forum.112

   
 

 
2.5. SUB Renew Referendum  
 
In April 2008 a student-wide referendum was used to determine whether an annual fee would be levied 
on UBC students to finance the New SUB project (for the full question, see A.4. SUB Renew Referendum 
Question). In February 2008 the SRC developed an incremental fee structure which could finance the 
project, and proposed implementing this student levy in the referendum question:  the levy was 
proposed to start at $20 in the 2008/09 academic year, and increase by $10 each year until plateauing at 
$100 in 2016/17. The fee would continue until the loan was paid off, though the exact length of time 
this would take was no stipulated.113,114
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Many students didn’t support the referendum, with some of the principle objectives being: the size of 
the fee; the environmental impact of the project; a lack of desire for an improved facility; and a lack of 
trust in the AMS’s ability to manage the project with competence and accountability.115,116 The SRC 
coordinated a large communications campaign to explain the student levy and proposed project, and 
encouraged students to vote yes. The AMS campaign included posters, a website explaining the project, 
presentations to students, and informative hand-out flash cards.117,118 In the end 32% of students voted 
on the SUB referendum question and it passed with 54% in favour of the project119. Though the margin 
of success was small, the turnout was seen as a success since 32% is considered a very high turnout for a 
UBC referendum.120

 
   

In the final agreement, the fee will actually plateau at $110,121 and according to the financial plan, the 
project loan will be paid off and the fee will end in 2054. The referendum question also mentioned that 
the fee might be indexed to account for inflation after 2016/17, and this change to the fee structure will 
be proposed to AMS Council and may be implemented in the 2010/11 academic year.122

 

 Compared to 
estimates made in the referendum material, UBC agreed to contribute $25 million rather than $40 
million in capital to the project. 

Comments on Accountability & Transparency  
 
Referendums give students the ability to directly determine AMS policy decisions and fees, and students 
can file complaints about the process, or have the process investigated by an AMS authority. In the case 
of the New SUB project, students could legally challenge the actions of the AMS, through AMS court or 
BC court, if they weren’t consistent with the wording of the referendum question and campaign 
materials,123 though there is some room for movement due to vague wording. AMS policy also requires 
the AMS to run a NO campaign if the AMS receives a petition for such a campaign with at least 150 
student signatures, but no such petition was submitted for the SUB Renew Referendum.124

 
   

Because of a number of criticisms - the lack of detailed information and lack of a NO campaign in the 
referendum, and the discrepancies in project finances after MOU negotiations – some students began to 
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petition for a new referendum in the summer of 2008.125

 

 AMS policy states that a petition of 1000 
signatures is necessary to repeat a referendum, but this goal was not met  and the movement eventually 
lost momentum.  

Comments on Meaningful Decision-Making 
 
It was difficult for students to make an informed vote in the SUB Renew referendum since the 
referendum was held before many project details were known. In the months before the referendum 
the AMS had tentatively discussed the parameters of the project with UBC in the Land Use Planning 
Committee (see 2.7.2. Negotiation Committee), but no formal negotiations had been carried out, and 
the AMS had yet to develop clear plans for how they would carry out important aspects of the project 
such as: the student consultation process; and the architect selection process. Despite this lack of 
details, the AMS made no plans to carry out a second referendum after the terms and plans for the 
project became more concrete. They also didn’t consider asking students in the first referendum about 
their approval of different potential models for the project, such as: different structures for the student 
levy; different budgets or program sizes for the project; or the different development options of new 
construction, total renovation, or renovation-expansion.  
 
The SRC didn’t strongly consider holding a post or interim-negotiations referendum because: it is not 
typical referendum protocol; it could have been confusing for students; it could have slowed down the 
project; and they didn’t want to expose the AMS to losing a later referendum. The SRC also wanted to 
establish some strict and ambitious terms for the project in the referendum, so that they could: bring 
UBC to the negotiating table; and use these terms as leverage to convince UBC that the AMS might have 
to pull out of the project if the agreements didn’t closely reflect the referendum language.126 On the 
other hand, holding a second referendum might have increased the pressure on UBC to agree to project 
terms that were favourable to students, since unfavourable terms would be less likely to pass in a 
second referendum.127 UBC might have been unwilling to engage in negotiations that could be nullified 
by a second referendum, but the AMS never asked UBC their position on this issue.128 The strict wording 
proved to be restriction for the AMS as well – in the 2008/09 academic year the SRC considered 
switching the project to a renovation-expansion, but they felt such a large change to the project would 
require a second referendum to endorse the decision, and they were ensure of student approval for 
renovation-expansion.129

 
  

 
2.6. AMS Executives & SUB Coordinator 
 
While all five AMS executives do work and discuss strategies together, the President and the VP Admin 
are the executives who worked closest with the New SUB project. The VP Admin acted as primary 
manager of the New SUB project and as chair of the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC). The President also 
sat on the SRC as a voting member. The VP Admin and President are also the two student reps that sit 
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on the three-person negotiation committee with the AMS General Manager, and from January 2008 to 
May 2010 these executives were continually and heavily involved in discussing issues with UBC, and 
drafting agreements for the negotiations.    
 
Each incoming executive receives one week of training from their predecessor. They are also able to hire 
students to assist with their responsibilities. To request additional assistants they can take a proposal to 
AMS Council for approval. The VP Admin in 2007/08 recommended that their successor hire a part-time 
SUB Coordinator to share the heavy workload for the project.130

 

 The ability to delegate work to 
assistants was critical to the AMS President and VP Admin being able to competently fulfill their project 
responsibilities - especially those related to negotiations. 

The individuals that served as VP Admin in 2007/08, 2008/09, 2009/10 and 2010/11 all ran on platforms 
supporting a student-driven New SUB project, and advocating for student leadership and consultation in 
the process.131,132,133,134,135 This did give some assurance that they would try to fulfill that mandate. 
Often executives do not run again for office after serving, so students cannot express their opinions 
about the past work of executives through their vote, but in January 2009, the previous VP Admin ran 
again for the same position and was not re-elected.136 Also, the surveillance and input of the AMS 
Council, other executives, SRC, AMS managers, and executive assistants, helped the VP Admins to 
achieve their mandate, and helped to ensure that they didn’t betray their campaign promises. There 
were instances when certain executives tried to pursue an agenda or a stance in negotiations that was 
not supported by the SRC, but in each of these cases the problem was identified early and the other 
members of the negotiation committee and the SRC succeeded in working with the executive to re-
establish a synchronised position and approach in negotiations (for a full discussion, see 2.7.2. 
Negotiation Committee).137

 
  

As mentioned in 2.4. AMS Council, the clear role of the AMS President, and especially the VP Admin, in 
managing the New SUB project, also led many students-at-large to approach them to discuss project 
issues. The fact the AMS government offices are easily accessible to students in the upper floor of the 
current SUB building, made it easy for students to come see the executive without an appointment – 
some came back repeated times over several months until they were satisfied that their concerns had 
been resolved with changes to the project or the process.138
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2.6.1. SUB Coordinator 
 
On the recommendation of their predecessor, the VP Admin hired the first SUB Coordinator in August 
2008 to assist with their workload. By delegating certain project responsibilities to an assistant, the VP 
Admin could select the applicant who had the most relevant knowledge and experience. Theoretically 
the VP Admin could have chosen to focus on managing the consultation process, and used an assistant 
to be chief negotiator, hiring them based on their negotiation knowledge and experience. However the 
VP Admin had already been involved in MOU negotiations by the time they hired an assistant, and they 
felt it was more appropriate for them as an elected official to take on the role of negotiator. For this 
reason they selected a SUB Coordinator to manage the consultation process, and this division of labour 
was repeated by subsequent VP Admins in 2009/10 and 2010/11.139,140

 
  

The first SUB Coordinator worked with the VP Admin to develop hiring guidelines for the New SUB 
programming consultant and Interim project manager, and develop comprehensive plans for student 
consultation. Due to a heavy academic workload, this student left their position in September 2008 and I 
was hired as the second SUB Coordinator.141

 
  

 Since I entered this role when little work had been done, I had little direction in terms of what was 
expected of the consultation process and how students should be involved. I had a great deal of latitude 
in determining my own responsibilities, and they evolved to include:142

• Developing a communications strategy with the AMS Design & Communications Department 
 

• Developing long term consultation plans and principles, and project goals, with the SRC 
• Developing budgets for consultation 
• Working with consultants to refine and divide up consultation responsibilities 
• Coordinating and facilitating consultation  
• Analyzing results from consultation 
• Liaising with consultants to ensure they used consultation input 
• Coordinating student advisory committees and student volunteers 
• Receiving general feedback/complaints/suggestions from students on the project 

 
I and the VP Admin hired a third SUB Coordinator in May 2009. The new SUB Coordinator and I worked 
together until my departure in July 2009, summarizing the findings of the previous years’ consultation 
process, and preparing for the next phase of consultation. The fourth SUB Coordinator was hired in April 
2010 and took over in May after working with the previous SUB Coordinator for a month. These 
successors had many of the same duties as I (for a full discussion see 4. Part IV: Consultation).143

 
  

Comments on Accountability & Transparency 
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Though the 3rd SUB Coordinator and I had great deal of independence in our roles, we also regularly 
communicated directly with the VP Admin, and sat in SRC meetings, to discuss and receive approval for 
consultation plans and documents. We also reported consultation developments and plans to AMS 
Council about twice each academic term, and presented budgets to Council for approval when 
necessary.144,145 I felt however that this surveillance wasn’t sufficient, given the responsibility and lack of 
precedent for my position, so I formed two student advisory committees during the 2008/09 academic 
year to help me develop and critique my plans for consultation, and to contribute to the discussion of 
other project issues. Unfortunately these committees are not guaranteed to continue in the future 
project, due to a lack of enforcement mechanisms. The creation and use of advisory bodies was not 
mandated by AMS Council and was not part of the terms of reference of the SRC, or the job description 
of the SUB Coordinator (for a full discussion, see 4.7. Advisory Committees).146,147

 
 

Comments on Meaningful Decision-Making 
 
It was important that SUB Coordinators were hired to work sufficient hours to fulfill their duties, or 
additional assistants should be hired to assist them – since doing otherwise can cause the quality of 
consultation to suffer. If the AMS had carried out poor consultation early in the project this would have 
severely curtailed the influence of student input in the project, and it could have led to UBC demanding 
that the AMS delegate this role to the project manager or architect in later stages in the project – which 
would have been significantly more expensive and definitely reduced the AMS’s direct control over the 
consultation process. Because the SUB Coordinator position was created late in the project, it was 
necessary for me to work full-time hours in the 2008/09 academic year, and to work part-time hours 
together with the incoming SUB Coordinator in the summer of 2009, before the hours were reduced to 
one part-time position starting in fall of 2009.148 The AMS is prepared to increase the current SUB 
Coordinator’s position from part-time to full-time, or hire an additional assistant, in the 2010/11 
academic year if it is required during the design stage.149

 
   

 
2.7. Decision-Making Committees 
 
2.7.1. SUB Renewal Committee (New SUB Project Committee) & Project Management Committee 
 
The SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) was formed by the AMS Council in spring of 2007 to investigate 
renovation options for the SUB. It has continued to be the major working group and decision-making 
committee for the New SUB project.  
 
Membership 
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From fall of 2008 to spring of 2010 the SRC’s voting members included:150

a) the current VP Admin (who acts as the chair);  
  

b) the current AMS President;  
c) two current AMS councillors, selected by AMS Council; and  
d) two permanent members (students-at-large or AMS councillors selected by AMS Council) 

 
The SRC’s official non-voting members included: 

a) the AMS General Manager;  
b) the AMS Designer (responsible for SUB interior designs and renovations);151

c) the AMS Building and Facilities Manager;  
 and  

 
Other regular non-voting attendees of SRC meetings included the Interim project manager, the SUB 
Coordinator, and a volunteer student-at-large who performed a great deal of work for the SRC. Though 
decisions were technically made by voting members, the SRC made its decisions by consensus in 
practice.152

 
  

After the non-official volunteer student-at-large left the SRC in the spring of 2010, the SRC decided to 
create two voting student-at-large positions. The SRC carried out a rigorous application and interview 
process to fill these positions. One longstanding problem in the committee in its first three years was 
the irregular attendance of the non-executive AMS councillors, especially during the summer. These 
absences were problematic since the SRC sometimes lacked the necessary quorum to make formal 
decisions during meetings. In future replacements of the AMS councillor positions, the SRC will likely use 
a rigorous selection process like the one used for the student-at-large positions.153

 
 

The various annually elected members of the committee changed in a staggered way through the year. 
Since the SRC was regularly subjected to the surveillance of new members with a different perspective, 
the committee was unable to become to stale or inward-looking in its views and approach. Also, this 
staggering meant that the committee was never overwhelmed with too many incomers at one time, 
who had to be filled in on the project and the processes of the SRC.154

 
   

Responsibilities & Protocols 
 
The original mandate of the SRC was to investigate options for renovations and prepare plans for AMS 
Council approval (see A.5. SUB Renewal Committee Terms of Reference 2007). However, as the project 
progressed, the responsibilities of the SRC evolved to include:155

• Overseeing communications and promotions; 
 

• Overseeing consultation with students and the UBC community  
• Deciding which consultants were necessary, and developing contracts for consultants  
• Developing hiring processes for consultants (i.e. the architect, and programmer) 
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• Working with consultants and reviewing their work  
• Overseeing the other AMS decision-making and advisory committees 
• Developing negotiation positions and strategies 
• Determining which AMS reps should be user reps for the program and designs, and working with 

those user reps to receive approval  
• Giving updates and deferring major decisions and approvals to AMS Council  

 
Comments on Accountability & Transparency 
 
Though minor decisions could be made by the SRC, they were expected to report to the AMS Council 
regularly and defer major decisions, and approval of major issues, to AMS Council. Issues which were 
brought for approval to Council included:156

• the MOU 
  

• the general position and approach of the negotiation committee 
• project budgets 
• changes to the SRC’s membership or mandate 
• hiring criteria and the composition of hiring committees 
• final hiring recommendations 
• the four negotiated agreements with UBC 

 
None of the terms of reference for the SRC included a description of what constitutes a ‘major decision’ 
that should be deferred to AMS Council.  Because of the composition of its membership, however, the 
SRC rarely had trouble deciding what approvals should be deferred to Council. The AMS Managers 
sitting on the SRC drew from their long term experience working with AMS committees, and while the 
AMS Council reps sometimes varied in their preference to share information depending on the issue, 
this variance led to sensitive discussion of the issue. In cases where the SRC was unsure, the VP Admin 
asked AMS councillors how they would like to be involved in decision-making, during Council 
meetings.157,158

 
 

In the summer of 2009 the SRC developed an overarching mission statement for the project, which 
included project ‘values’ and ‘goals’, to guide the SRC’s behaviour and help them to evaluate project 
progress and success (see A.16. Project Missions Statement). In summer of 2010 the VP Admin wrote a 
new terms of reference for the committee, which renamed the SRC the ‘New SUB Project Committee’ 
(see A.6. New SUB Project Committee Terms of Reference 2010), and updated the responsibilities of the 
committee.159

 
 

Project Management Committee 
 
Until the Interim project manager was hired in fall of 2008, the SRC met once a week. After this hiring, 
project management meetings replaced the SRC meetings every second week. These meetings were 
chaired by the Interim project manager but were attended by the same SRC attendees. Similar issues 
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were discussed in the project management meetings but long brainstorming sessions and voting 
decisions were left for the SRC meetings.160

 
 

 
2.7.2. Negotiation Committee  
 
The AMS negotiation committee negotiated with UBC reps to develop and agree upon:  

• Tentative land-use plans for the New SUB project - in the Land-Use Planning Committee - in 
spring of 2008;  

• Tentative development, financial, lease, and surrender terms for the project – in the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) - in summer of 2008; and 

• The four final agreements for the project – the Development, Finance, Lease, and Surrender 
agreements - from fall 2008 to spring 2010. 

 
These agreements were crucial to the scope and student-driven nature of the project, since they 
dictated the project’s siting, finance, and lease terms, and a new governance structure for the project 
that would take effect after the project’s primary consultants were selected (the architect and primary 
project manager) (see 3. Part III: Negotiated Governance & Management). The regular members of the 
AMS Negotiation Committee included:161

• the AMS President; 
 

• the AMS VP Admin; and 
• the AMS General Manager 

 
For the Land-Use Planning Committee, the UBC reps included:162

• Brian Braley, the Associate VP of the UBC Treasury; 
  

• Brian Sullivan, the VP of Students; 
• Anne De Wolfe, the Executive Coordinator of the VP of Students’ Office; 
• the President of UBC Properties Trust (UBCPT); 
• the Associate VP of Campus + Community Planning (C+CP); 
• the University Architect of C+CP; and 
• occasionally a rep from UBC’s architects for the UBoulevard project.  

 
The VP of Finance played a role in these meetings except that, at this time, there was only a temporary 
VP of Finance, and UBC was in the process of selecting a new permanent VP of Finance. Over the course 
of about five meetings between January and March of 2008, this large group was able to develop and 
agree to a rough plan for the scope of the New SUB project. These discussions informed the wording of 
the AMS’s SUB Renew Referendum question, and the positions of AMS negotiation committee in the 
MOU negotiations.163
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From May to July of 2008, the AMS negotiation committee met with UBC reps to agree upon general 
terms for the project, which were approved by the AMS Council and BOG in July 2008. For the MOU 
negotiations, UBC sent only:164

• Brian Braley, the Associate VP of the UBC Treasury; and  
 

• Anne De Wolfe, the Executive Coordinator of the VP of Students’ Office 
 
In September 2008 the Associate VP of the UBC Treasury was fired,165 and to negotiate the four 
agreements in fall of 2008, UBC sent:166

• the Associate VP of Land and Building Services; and 
  

• Anne De Wolfe, the Executive Coordinator of the VP of Students’ Office. 
 
While the UBC VP of Students did not sit in on negotiations in the fall, they did begin to correspond 
directly with the AMS reps about negotiation issues by the end of the term. While the AMS and UBC 
reps made some progress in the early fall, progress began to slow by the end of the term. The AMS reps 
felt that the agreements made in the MOU process were weakened by the departure of the Associate 
VP of the UBC Treasury, who had had influence within UBC. The AMS reps also suspected that key 
administrators within UBC who were not currently sitting in on negotiations – likely, some who had been 
involved in the Land-Use Planning Committee in the spring of 2008 - disapproved of aspects of the MOU 
and the new agreements that the AMS was proposing. However, the AMS reps had difficulty verifying 
who within UBC was influencing the process, and what their concerns were. Because these key UBC 
administrators were not participating in negotiations, the AMS could not have discussions with them to 
address their concerns and develop a workable agreement.167,168

 
 

Starting in late fall of 2008, the SRC started to develop contingency plans to improve negotiations. The 
SRC considered hiring a professional facilitator to lead a multi-day negotiation workshop with a larger 
group of AMS and UBC representatives – adding expertise and problem solving power through the 
facilitator and added reps, and ideally including the UBC reps necessary to make executive decisions. 
The membership would have been similar to the Land-Use Planning Committee of spring of 2008.169,170

  
 

In the winter term of 2009, negotiations temporarily stopped - contributing factors to this were that: the 
AMS negotiation reps were pre-occupied with the Bus Loop Committee discussions (see 2.7.3. Bus Loop 
Committee), and the AMS executive elections; and UBC was displeased that the AMS had selected an 
Interim project manager and began an architect shortlisting process.171,172,173
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hired in November 2008,174 shuffled several UBC departments, and broke up the department of Land 
and Building Services. The former Associate VP of Land and Building Services was re-appointed as 
“Leader of University Sustainability”, under the UBC President’s Office. John Metras - who had been the 
former Director of Plant Operations with Land and Building Services, and who sat on the Bus Loop 
Committee in winter of 2008/09 - was re-appointed as Managing Director of a new department, 
Infrastructure Development.175 When negotiations resumed in spring of 2009, the UBC reps included:176

• John Metras, the Managing Director of Infrastructure Development 
  

• Anne De Wolfe, the Executive Coordinator of the VP of Students Office;  
• occasionally the UBC VP of Students; and 
• occasionally a rep from UBC’s project management subsidiary, UBC Properties Trust (UBCPT).     

 
The AMS negotiation committee reformed after elections with the new AMS President and VP Admin, 
though the former AMS President and VP Admin attended negotiation meetings for the first month to 
help with the transition.177 The AMS’s lead Interim project manager from MHPM also occasionally 
attended the meetings. These reps met for 1-2 hours about once a week, and started to make slow 
progress on drafting the details of the four agreements.178

 
  

After the new AMS executives were elected in February 2010, they resumed negotiations almost 
immediately – the previous AMS executives attended one negotiation meeting with them to assist with 
the transition. At this time the AMS’s lead Interim project manager from MHPM began attending all 
negotiations meetings. The MHPM rep assisted the new AMS reps with their transition, and helped the 
AMS reps to make better informed decisions, and arguments, regarding technical and complex 
negotiation issues. John Metras and Anne De Wolfe remained the regular UBC negotiation reps, but they 
regularly made phone-calls during meetings to UBC administrative heads –such as the UBC VP of 
Students, VP of Finance, and advisors within UBCPT - to quickly seek guidance and approval on critical 
negotiation issues. This was encouraged by the AMS reps to speed negotiations, and adjournments were 
called during meetings to allow the UBC reps to speak privately with their advisors. From February to 
April of 2010, negotiation meetings were held about 3 times a week, for 3 hours each time. The UBC 
reps were willing to commit this amount of time to the process because they were receiving intense 
pressure from UBC BOG and top UBC administrators to finalize most negotiations by the April 8th BOG 
meeting.179 A great deal of progress was made in negotiations over a short period of time, and 
negotiations were mostly finalized by the April 8th BOG meeting,180 with the final four agreements being 
signed by both parties on April 20th, 2010.181
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Comments on Accountability & Transparency  
 
From spring of 2008 to spring of 2010 these negotiation meetings were always in-camera – meaning no 
public minutes were taken and the documents and discussions therein were often confidential. The AMS 
negotiation reps could only share confidential negotiation information with the SRC and the AMS 
Council during in-camera portions of their regular meetings. While the SRC generally preferred more 
transparent operations, confidentiality was important in this case to create a trusting atmosphere where 
the AMS and UBC reps could freely discuss a wide range of models and options – the leaking of 
information could have led to the agreements being misconstrued by media outlets.182

 
   

Because of the delicacy and complexity of the issues, the AMS negotiation committee did not always 
give detailed negotiation updates to AMS Council. This caused some friction with AMS Council in the 
winter of 2008/09. At the beginning of the AMS executive elections campaigns in January 2009, the SRC 
learned that the UBC VP of Students was planning to override the negotiations process, and make a 
presentation directly to AMS Council, to tell them that it was necessary to allow UBC to select either the 
architect or the primary project manager for the project. The SRC felt that the presentation was meant 
to weaken the AMS Council’s trust in the AMS negotiation reps and the SRC, and to jeopardize the 
campaigns of the AMS President and VP Admin for AMS positions in the coming year. At the beginning 
of the AMS Council meeting when the presentation was to take place, the AMS President and VP Admin 
held an emergency in-camera session, to update the Councillors on the negotiations process and the 
situation, and advise them to show a front of solidarity during the UBC presentation, as doing otherwise 
could undermine the negotiating position of the AMS.183 While the AMS councillors did show a front of 
solidarity during the presentation,184 some felt that they had not been well-enough informed about the 
negotiations previous to this crisis, and did lose confidence in the activities of the AMS negotiation reps 
as a result. This may have contributed to the VP Admin not being re-elected to their position in the 
February elections.185

 
   

To re-establish trust the next VP Admin for the 2009/10 AMS term updated AMS Council about once a 
month as to what was being discussed and proposed in negotiations, and tried to make the complex 
negotiations as clear as possible. The VP Admin gave councillors the opportunity to discuss the issues 
presented, and invited them to ask questions, or discuss the issues personally. Several times the VP 
Admin worked with the UBC negotiation reps to prepare common negotiations presentations that were 
presented to both UBC BOG and AMS Council. The UBC negotiation reps also attended several of the 
AMS Council negotiations presentations.186

 
  

There were several instances when the weaknesses of a small negotiation committee were also felt by 
the SRC. On some occasions in the first three years of the project some AMS executives believed in 
negotiation positions, or in using approaches in negotiations, that were not fully supported by the other 
members of the SRC. These discrepancies were often clear to the SRC, and were sometimes brought to 
the SRC’s attention by other members of the negotiation committee, and in all cases the SRC discussed 
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the issues and developed a strategy together until the entire negotiations committee and SRC were 
again synchronised in their positions and approach.187,188

 
   

Comments on Meaningful Decision-Making  
 
Throughout the negotiation process there were set-backs in negotiations when UBC reneged on 
agreements that had been made previously189,190 - this was acknowledge by the UBC VP of Students, 
Brian Sullivan, in a letter he wrote to the Ubyssey newspaper near the end of negotiations, reflecting on 
the process.191 Contributing factors to UBC’s flip-flopping likely included: changing financial 
circumstances faced by UBC;192 disagreement within UBC administrators regarding past agreements; 
and the small size and limited decision-making authority of the UBC negotiating team. The small number 
of UBC reps involved in negotiations could have also led to confusion and lack of understanding of the 
process among other UBC administrators, and fragmentation in the process whenever the team 
changed - this is similar to the problems that UBC faced with a small negotiation committee.193,194

 
   

Regarding the success of using student negotiators in the AMS negotiation committee, the results were 
unsurprisingly mixed. The AMS executives who sat in MOU negotiations learnt a great deal about how to 
undertake aggressive negotiations from working with Brian Braley, the UBC rep. After Brian Braley left 
however, these same AMS reps found it difficult to adapt to negotiating with a new UBC team, who they 
felt was much less experienced with negotiating than Brian Braley had been.195,196 All of the AMS 
executives I spoke with felt that they would have benefited greatly from taking professional negotiation 
training before entering into negotiations – even if it had been only an intensive weekend course.197

 
  

In terms of long-term tactics for negotiations, the AMS negotiation reps generally seemed to be able to 
make the most progress when carrying out intensive negotiations during the summer. In the summer 
the responsibilities of both parties decreased, and because AMS election occurred in the spring, the 
elected negotiators benefited from several months of experience before carrying out intensive 
negotiations. Between mid-fall and spring was a problematic period for negotiations. The AMS’s elected 
negotiators could be tempted to push through flawed agreements before their term was over, and the 
UBC reps could be tempted to stall negotiations in the hopes that the incoming elected negotiators 
would be weaker.198
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2.7.3. Bus Loop Committee 
 
In late November of 2008, BOG approved phase 1 of the underground bus loop project.199 This allowed 
the release of further funds for the project and allowed UBC’s architects to begin construction drawings 
for the underground bus loop. The SRC and AMS Council were strongly opposed to construction 
drawings being made of the underground bus loop until the AMS could verify that its design wouldn’t 
conflict with the plans for the New SUB, which was sited on top of the bus loop. Before construction 
drawings were made, the AMS wanted to hire their architect for the New SUB project, so that the AMS 
and UBC architects could work together to design the infrastructure layer between the two buildings, 
and get the greatest benefit from their adjacency. In their November meeting, members of UBC’s 
Advisory Urban Design Panel also voiced the need for AMS and UBC to collaborate on the design of the 
underground bus loop.200 The AMS began to shortlist architect teams for the New SUB project in winter 
of 2008/09, in case the AMS needed to quickly select an architect for the New SUB project to collaborate 
on the bus loop design.201

 
 

At the November BOG meeting, the AMS President and VP Admin also presented their concerns to the 
Board. The BOG agreed to form a Bus Loop Committee, where reps from UBC and the AMS could discuss 
and resolve some of the AMS’s concerns with the bus loop.202 The AMS reps included:203

• the AMS President; 
  

• the VP Admin; 
• the AMS Designer; 
• an advisory structural engineer; and 
• three reps from the Interim project management firm 

 
The UBC reps included:204

• John Metras, the Director of UBC Plant Operations;  
  

• a Vice-President of UBCPT;  
• a rep from C+CP 
• a rep from UBC’s structural engineering firm working on the UBoulevard project; and 
• a rep from UBC’s architect team working on the UBoulevard project. 

 
The AMS reps were given access to schematic designs for the underground bus loop, and made several 
recommendations for modifications to the plan – one of the most important being, additional structural 
supports in the underground bus loop to ensure that it could support the New SUB above. UBC also 
agreed to undertake a new ridership study to check if the capacity and design of the underground bus 
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loop was still appropriate. While this committee became an important arena for discussion and 
negotiation in winter of 2008/09, it was unclear if any of the AMS’s recommendations would be fulfilled, 
or if the AMS would be made to pay for some of their requested changes, such as additional structural 
supports in the underground bus loop.205 The AMS reps felt that many of the discussions that took place 
in the meetings were misrepresented in the meeting minutes, which were taken by the Director of UBC 
Plant Operations. When the meeting minutes did not verify that certain discussions and agreements had 
taken place then the AMS could not ensure that this information was passed on to others within UBC, 
and they could not hold UBC accountable to fulfilling their agreements.206

 
  

Due to financing problems, the underground bus loop project was stalled and then cancelled by 
Translink and C+CP in fall of 2009.207

 

 Had this not occurred, it is uncertain that the AMS would have 
been able to protect student interests regarding the underground bus loop, through the Bus Loop 
Committee.   

 
2.7.4. Program Review Committee 
 
After the first draft of the New SUB program was finished by the program consultants in December 
2008, the SRC formed a temporary senior AMS committee to review and give feedback on that draft in 
January 2009. The members of the committee included: the SRC members; the entire AMS executive; 
and senior AMS managers.208

 
 

This committee was responsible for ensuring that the program was consistent with the interests and 
long term plans of the portfolios and departments of the committee members. Knowing that they would 
have to present their ideas at meetings, members were motivated to review the sections of the program 
relevant to them prior to the meetings. As the committee discussed each section in turn, members were 
also exposed to other sections of the program that they would not have otherwise read, and were able 
to offer important insights about those sections as well. The meetings ran for two or more hours each 
which allowed lengthy, inclusive discussions. Since most AMS executives and managers did not have the 
time to be regularly involved in the project, this was an effective way to involve them in the decision-
making process at a key stage in the project.209

  

 For further details about how the work of this committee 
fit into the consultation process, see 4.9.1. Review of the First Draft. 

 
2.7.5. Program User Reps  
 
After internal AMS review of the first draft program, the SRC decided to select a user rep for each 
section of the program, to review the second draft and final program, and officially sign off on the final 
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program. Before they gave their final approval, the program user reps were also expected to gather 
feedback from stakeholders relevant to their sign-off section. These user reps had similar responsibilities 
but they acted independently and didn’t meet as a formal committee.210

 
  

In February 2009 the SRC chose AMS executives, AMS managers, and club presidents to be user reps, 
based on:  

• Their experience and expertise relevant to their section of the program;  
• Their ability to draw together a stakeholder group to help review their section of the program, 

from the AMS employees, volunteers or club members that they worked with; and  
• Their prior involvement in the user meetings of fall term (see 4.8.2. User Meetings & First Club 

Survey), and the first draft program review of January 2009 
The program user reps were informed of their new responsibilities in March 2009, with an expectation 
that the SRC would seek their final approval by the end of summer 2009.211

 
  

The process was very successful in weeding out issues with the program.  Many user reps came forward 
to ask for changes to the program in spring and summer of 2009, on behalf of themselves or their 
stakeholder group.212 Some user reps didn’t come forward with issues until they were asked to give their 
final approval at the end of summer 2009. The SUB Coordinator and Interim project manager spent 
much of fall 2009 resolving issues that several user groups had with the program. The program was 
finally fully approved in December 2009,213

 

 with the entire signoff process for the final program taking 
about 6 months. 

User reps were often late in requesting changes to the program because:214,215

• They had recently been hired or elected, and were only able to identify problems with, and 
suggest changes to, the program after gaining experience in their position for several months 

 

• They had replaced another user rep mid-process, and had different ideas and demands 
• They and their stakeholders had heavy workloads, and meetings and review of the program 

were delayed until they were pressed by a ‘final deadline’  
 
An advantage of using this system is that it absolved the AMS of any responsibility to change the 
program in the future if new stakeholder groups came forward with new desired changes to the 
program – regardless of whether these groups come from outside or within the AMS. If such groups did 
come forward, it would be the responsibility of the user reps to explain why the groups weren’t 
consulted, and the AMS will not be forced to make changes to the program. If a user rep is replaced 
through new hiring or other means, than the new rep has to accept the program that was approved by 
their predecessor, even if they disagree with it in principle. This is important since changes to the plan at 
later stages of the project are often not possible without heavy cost.216,217
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Alternately, an advantage of this system for user reps and their stakeholders in the user approval 
process is that it provides them with security and consistency. Once user reps have signed off on a 
section of the program, this section of the program cannot be changed significantly, by UBCPT or the 
AMS, unless the change receives the approval of the appropriate user rep. This right of the user reps is 
protected within the project charter included in UBCPT’s contract (for a full explanation of the project 
charter, see 3.5. The Management of the Consultants and Sub-consultants).218

 
 

 
2.8. Consultant Selection 
 
When hiring consultants the SRC typically delegated investigation and selection of applicants to 
temporary hiring committees. The SRC chose the criteria, procedures, and membership of the 
committees based on previous hiring operations of the AMS, and sometimes the advice of professionals 
working in the field in which they were hiring. AMS Council approved the criteria and membership of the 
hiring committees before they began their activities.219

 
   

Hiring committees often included some but not all SRC members, based on their interest and the time 
commitment necessary. The committees sometimes included professional advisors, or additional 
councillors or students-at-large as members. Most selection processes began with the release of a 
request for proposals (RFP), to which interested consultants submitted a proposal by a set deadline. The 
hiring committee then: reviewed the proposals; interviewed all, or the highest scoring, applicants; 
checked up on references; and scored the applicants based on their proposals, interviews and 
references. Lastly they looked at the estimated fees proposed by the applicants, and scored them based 
on fee. The fee was checked last to ensure it didn’t influence the committee’s general scoring of the 
firms – this is called the ‘two envelope’ process. The hiring committee sometimes renegotiated fees or 
contract duties with the applicants before final selection. Finally the selection of the hiring committee 
was reviewed and approved by the SRC and AMS Council.220

 
 

Since its formation in spring of 2007, the SRC has coordinated the selection of: Cannon Design in August 
2007 to produce a renovations study;221 Cornerstone Planning Group in September 2008 to draft the 
Detailed Facilities Program;222 MHPM in November 2008 to act as Interim project manager;223 a shortlist 
of seven architects in January 2009;224
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Plan for the New SUB (see A.13. Architect Selection). The SRC also created a hiring committee to select 
the final architects in July 2010.225

 
   

It was vital that all committee members committed the time necessary to read documents, and attend 
all interviews and meetings. This prevented members from relying too much on each other for opinions 
and scoring, and forming ‘cliques’ in their preference for specific consultants. When members were fully 
informed they were each able to bring a unique perspective to the assessment process. The short 
lifespan of the hiring committees made it easier to verify that all members could devote the necessary 
time. Committees sized 5-12 members worked best since they were large enough to bring a range of 
perspectives, but small enough to allow inclusive discussions and to verify that everyone could commit 
the necessary time.226

 
 

The hiring committees used many methods to assess whether the consultants would enhance the 
student-driven process, such as:227

• Asking consultants in the RFP to estimate the hours they intended to spend working with AMS 
reps, and sometimes to estimate their plans for consultation 

 

o the committee could learn a lot from the hours they allocated to work with the AMS, 
and their suggestions for student consultation 

• Informal methods which included judging consultants in the interview process on whether they 
communicated respectfully with, and listened to, students, and on whether they exhibited a 
genuine desire to engage with the broader student population 
o While this is important in all client-consultant relationships, it is much more likely to be 

lacking when the client is a young non-professional, and more likely to be a women or 
visible minority than the status quo in many professional settings today. It was surprising 
how many consultants behaved condescendingly or dismissively towards students even 
during a hiring interview - which does not bode well for the future relationship 

• Calling references to ascertaining how consultants might behave in a day-to-day setting 
 
 
2.8.1. Architect Short-listing Committee 
 
In November 2008 the SRC decided to move forward with the architect shortlisting process. The purpose 
of the process was to narrow down the number of architects interested in the project to those that were 
most competent to develop the design. The SRC developed: a call for Expressions of Interest (EOI); the 
criteria which would be used to judge submissions; and the membership of the selection committee. 
The details of the selection process were developed with advice from the Interim project manager, 
professional advisers, the two student advisory committees, and AMS Council. The SRC decided that 
EOIs provided sufficient information for shortlisting, and that interviews and other investigative 
methods weren’t necessary, since the shortlisting was meant only to identify those firms that were 
technically competent to design the project.228
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Interested architects submitted EOIs which: proposed a design team; explained their capacity for local 
operation; pitched their approach to university multi-purpose buildings, sustainable design, and the 
participatory design process; and listed relevant design experience. Committee members judged each 
submission individually and graded them numerically on specific criteria. The total score was based (see 
A.17. Architecture Shortlisting Committee Score Sheet Template): 

• 40% on the firm’s characteristics and experience; 
• 20% on their proposed project approach; 
• 20% on their proposed team members; and  
• 20% on their proposed sub-consultant team 

 
Out of the 21 applicants, seven firms came out with scores clearly above the majority. These firms were 
notified that they’d been shortlisted and that they would be contacted with an RFP when the final 
architect selection process began. Knowing that the shortlisted firms were all competent to carry out 
the New SUB project gave the SRC the confidence to consider different options, such as using a student-
wide vote, for the final stage of architect selection.229

 
 

 
2.8.2. Final Architect Selection 
 
From spring of 2009 to spring of 2010 the SRC discussed ideas and refined their plans for the final 
architect selection process. The RFP itself was written by the Interim project manager. Many options 
were considered for the selection – each having different repercussions for student involvement and the 
rigorousness of the process.230

 

 Two major decisions that had to be made were: whether the architects 
would submit concept proposal or design proposals; and whether the final selection would be made by a 
committee or a student-wide vote. Below I will discuss the methods considered, and analyse the final 
methods chosen.   

 
Concept Proposals Vs. Design Proposals  
 
In a design proposal process all applicants are expected to present a concept design for the project 
(including massing, form, general aesthetics and technologies). Firms are often given several months to 
digest available material and come up with a viable and compelling design for the development. Firms 
must be compensated for their time, which would be a particularly burdensome cost for the New SUB 
project if all seven shortlisted firms were invited to design. After a firm is chosen they continue to 
develop their design based on their proposal, meaning that student consultation can’t be involved in the 
design from the very beginning. It is possible to have the architects start from scratch with the design, 
but again this would add significant cost to the project.231

 
 

In a concept proposal process all applicants are expected to pitch a concept and approach for the 
project but not an actual design. Firms are typically given several weeks to a month to digest the 
material and come up with a proposal. This is a fairly typical process for an architecture firm and the 
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client does not need to pay the architects for their time. A disadvantage of the concept proposal method 
is that competing firms can’t be compared based on tangible designs. An advantage of the concept 
proposal process is that students can be involved in the design process from the very beginning, and 
since the architects have had less time to develop their own preferences for the project, student input 
from consultation might have a stronger impact on the direction of the architects.232

 
   

In the end the SRC decided to have the shortlisted architects present concept proposals because: this 
would allow students to be involved in the design process from the very beginning; and design proposals 
would be too costly and could bias the selection towards the impressive aesthetics of some designs .233

 
  

 
Vote Selection Vs. Committee Selection 
 
If a selection committee was used to select the final architect, members of the committee would be 
chosen based on their experience with the AMS and the New SUB project, or their expertise in the area 
of architecture or green design. The committee would score applicants on criteria designed by the SRC, 
judging them based on their proposal, interview and references. The committee could also use creative 
methods of assessment such as office visits or a ‘mock charrette’ led by the hiring committee to 
understanding how the architects interact and communicate with students and each other. After initial 
scoring the committee would then study and score the proposed fees. If the top scoring architect, pre-
fee-scoring, went down in rank because their fees were too high, the committee could try to renegotiate 
fees or duties with them to put them back at the top of the ranking. If the committee failed to re-
negotiate with their top choice, they could move to negotiations with the next ranked firm. The fact that 
the committee selection process is closed gives the committee more leverage to renegotiate fees, since 
neither the architects nor the student-body know the scores or ranking of the various architects.234

 
  

If the final architect was selected by a student-wide vote, the architects would present their proposals to 
the student-body using a variety of media including: webpages; web-videos; public presentations; 
concourse displays; and handouts. Since the architects were previously screened in the shortlisting 
process for competence and experience, there isn’t the possibility of a ‘disaster’ firm being chosen. A 
disadvantage of the vote is that since the winner would be publicly known the AMS would have little 
leeway to bargain better contract fees with the winner if their price was too high. Also, because student-
wide campaigns are restricted to more superficial and quick-to-digest mediums of information, students 
could be more easily manipulated by savvy presentations and media than in a committee.  Advantages 
of the voting approach include: its ability to engage students in the New SUB project; and the added 
legitimacy it would lend to the outcome in the eyes of students.235

 
  

The SRC considered different hybrid selection methods to try to get the best of both options. In a survey 
distributed to the AMS councillors by the myself - and to students-at-large by the members of the New 
SUB Student Advisory committee (NSSAC) – in fall of 2008, about 50 respondents indicated on average 
that they would prefer the final decision to be a combined one - determined about 50% by a student-
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wide vote, and 50% by an AMS architect selection committee.236 The SRC considered using a collective 
decision for final selection, where the numerical results of the student-wide vote and the committee 
scoring would be combined to create the final ranking - with the student-wide vote counting as 30-50% 
of the final decision. The SRC was concerned, however, that students would have trouble understanding 
how their vote was translating into the final decision, and that this would discourage participation.237

 
  

In the end the SRC settled on a sequential selection process, where a student-wide vote would be used 
to narrow down the shortlisted architects from seven to three, and then a selection committee would 
rank the three finalists and negotiate fees with the final architect. The SRC felt that the advantages of 
the sequential method were that: it wasn’t confusing for students; it allowed direct decision-making by 
students in the voting stage; it allowed an AMS committee to use a rigorous selection process, and focus 
their fine-grained investigative methods on a smaller number of firms; and it made the ranking of the 
three finalists confidential, so the AMS could competitively negotiate fees with them.238

 
 

Each stage had a separate RFP, which asked the architects to respond with materials that were 
appropriate for the student-body and committee, respectively (for a full description of the student-wide 
vote process, see A.13. Architect Selection). After the student-wide vote in April 2010, the SRC 
announced the three finalists - Bing Thom Architects, Busby Perkins+Will, and HBBH+BH – but didn’t 
release their ranking, so that students wouldn’t become attached to the ranking, and be disappointed if 
the top-ranked firm wasn’t selected by the committee.239,240

 
  

The scoring of firms by the architect selection committee was based (see A.18. Final Architect Selection 
Committee Score Sheet Template): 

• 10% on firm qualifications, including proposed work plans in the RFP; 
• 20% on their proposed project approach in the RFP; 
• 30% on their proposed team members in the RFP; and  
• 20% on the interviews and other investigate technique carried out by the committee; and 
• 20% on their cost proposal 

 
The final architect selected in July 2010 was HBBH+BH.241

 
 

 
2.9. Consultant Management 
 
In the first three years of the New SUB project, consultants were sometimes hired on a contract basis by 
the AMS to perform specific professional tasks, for which the AMS did not have in-house expertise, or 
needed additional help. The SRC carried out research to decide what consultants were necessary for the 
New SUB project, and what their responsibilities should be. Project consultants signed a contract with 
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the AMS which dictated their exact responsibilities and fees. Though consultants had leeway in their 
contract to perform their work, they were expected to update the AMS regularly on their activities, and 
sometimes attend the meetings of AMS committees or AMS Council. So far, the AMS has enjoyed 
extremely respectful, transparent and fruitful relationships with its consultants for the New SUB 
project.242

 
  

The AMS delegated critical project work to consultants. To ensure that consultants were transparent 
with their work and welcomed student involvement and input, the AMS:243

• Used a selection process which encouraged and tested for a collaborative working style (see 2.8. 
Consultant selection); 

   

• Drafted contracts which specified how and how much the consultant was expected to meet with 
AMS reps and share their work with the AMS; and  

• Put effort into fostering respectful relationships with consultants and making them excited 
about working with students 

 
Even in very collaborative firms, consultants were often wary of involving the wider public in the 
professional process, except in a very controlled way. They were often concerned that students would 
have unrealistic expectations, and that if students asked for things in focus groups or surveys that could 
not be provided, than those students would start to oppose the project as a whole. The SRC and 
especially SUB Coordinator played an important role in allaying the fears of the consultants, and 
advocating for the benefits and opportunities of wider consultation. During my term I and other 
members of the SRC tried to communicate to consultants that even if students’ desires couldn't be met, 
it was important to find out what those desires were so that we could: enlist students to come up with 
their own solutions to these problems; or explain to students clearly why their desires would not be 
met. We felt this was a better approach than allowing unvoiced disappointment to continue - which can 
lead to apathy and distrust. In a more pragmatic sense, the SUB Coordinator and VP Admin helped the 
consultants to work with students by:244

• Developing consultation plans with consultants that would be effective with students; 
 

• Dividing consultation responsibilities between the AMS and consultants in a way that suited the 
skills and preferences of each party; 

• Assisting in the preparation of consultation materials; 
• Gathering AMS resources and contacts lists for the consultants;  
• Scheduling meetings for consultants with AMS and student stakeholders; and 
• Co-chairing stakeholder meetings with consultants; 

 
The SRC was able to have a meaningful impact on the work of consultants because of the free flow of 
information between organizations. This allowed both parties to spot problems and opportunities early, 
when something could still be done, and then creatively work together to achieve the best project 
outcome. For instance, since the Interim project manager was quickly able to get approval from the SRC 
to select a cost-analyst and commission an early cost-analysis of the program, when the program came 
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out over-budget the SRC had several months to: reassess the program; discuss alternatives with 
stakeholders and UBC; and develop changes to the program that everyone could accept – in this case 
the SRC decided to keep some uses in the current SUB and renovate those space, so that no uses would 
have to be eliminated from the program.245

 
 

 
2.10. Conclusion of Part II 
 
To judge whether the governance and management of the initial New SUB project was student-driven, I 
consider:   

• Accountability & Transparency: Were the actions of those with decision-making power 
transparent and could they be held accountable by the student-body? How so?  

• Broad Decision-Making: Were a large number and variety of students involved in decision-
making? How so?  

• Meaningful Decision-Making: Did students play a meaningful role in developing and making 
decisions in the project? How so?  

 
Each table will include recommendations for how different aspects of the New SUB project could be 
changed to be more student-driven in the project’s later stages, or how a similar project could take a 
different approach than was taken by the New SUB project to be more student-driven. In the discussion 
section after each table I will summarize the findings, and explore some of the causes behind why 
different aspects of the program were, or were not, student-driven.  
 
Accountability & Transparency 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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Students opposing UBoulevard 
development used a publication, ‘the 
knoll’ to transmit their message to 
students.  

The student activists were part of a loose 
coalition, which many students didn’t see as 
broadly representative of, or accountable to, 
students. 

4 
Media outlets on campus have reported on, and critiqued the project, helping 
to keep the actions of the AMS transparent and accountable to students.   
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The elected AMS Council had 
oversight and ultimate decision-
making power in the project. Council 
meetings were public, and the 
meeting minutes were archived 
online. 

Most students are unaware of Council activities 
and can’t hold their councillors accountable, 
because students rarely attend Council meetings or 
read meetings minutes. AMS Councillors rarely 
carried out consultation to help them represent 
the interests of their constituents in Council. 
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Though Council meetings will be live-streamed starting in fall of 2010, it will be important 
to archive these videos to make them more useful to students. The videos will also be 
more accessible and legible to students if the timeline of the video is bookmarked with 
relevant topic headings, so students can skip to parts of the meeting relevant to them (for 
an example, see the archived and bookmarked live-stream of C+CP’s recent Transportation 
Forum).246
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 To make the activities of AMS councillors more accountable to their 
constituency members, the SUB Coordinator could assist them to facilitate New SUB Town 
Hall meetings with their constituencies, or prepare short surveys for them to send out to 
their constituents, which would provide the councillors with information about the 
concerns of their constituents. 

3 

A referendum was held to approve the student 
levy for the project. AMS policy allows students 
to demand a NO campaign or a repeat 
referendum with petitions, but insufficient 
signatures were gathered for these causes. 

No referendum was carried out after the 
MOU or the final agreements were made, 
and so the decision to move forward with 
project after the project’s terms were 
decided was not accountable to students. 
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t In a large project such as this, it is most accountable to students to carry out a final 

referendum when the scope, terms, and other important aspects of the project are 
near definite. 
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The students who had primary responsibility 
over negotiating and managing the project - the 
President and VP Admin – were both elected 
(and sometimes subject to re-election), and their 
actions were monitored by the other executives, 
SRC, Council, and media outlets. 

The numerous responsibilities of the 
AMS President and VP Admin did 
provide them some opportunity to exert 
their personal agenda, especially in the 
negotiations committee which had the 
least surveillance.  

4 

The SUB Coordinator’s activities were 
monitored by the VP Admin, SRC, AMS 
Council, and two student advisory 
committees. 

The SUB Coordinator was not required to chair 
and seek advice from any student advisory 
committees, and student advisory bodies could 
be discontinued in later stages of the project 
due to a lack of enforcement mechanisms. 
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information, SUB Coordinators should be required to chair at least one student advisory 
committee to critique their plans and the results of their consultation. This requirement 
could be passed as a motion in Council, or included in the terms of reference of the SRC or 
the job description of the SUB Coordinator. 
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Decision-making committees, including the hiring 
committees, all contained some elected students. The SRC - 
the primary decision-making and oversight committee - 
deferred final decisions to AMS Council. Some reps sat on 
several committees and could clearly communicate 
information between them, while other reps were unique to 
particular committees and provided additional surveillance. 
The regularly turnover in members also helped to ‘shake-up’ 

The SRC lacked detailed 
protocols to ensure that 
they would report the 
appropriate information 
and defer the appropriate 
decisions to AMS Council. 
None of the committees 
posted minutes on the 
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committee dynamics and helped the committees to not be 
impervious to critical outside perspectives. The creation of 
the bus loop committee, somewhat improved the 
transparency of the bus loop project, and the accountability 
of the project to students. The addition of the MHPM rep 
made the negotiation committee more transparent to the 
SRC by acting as an unbiased advisor. 

AMS website. The small 
negotiation committee was 
also vulnerable to strong 
personalities and mis-
communication with the 
SRC, especially before the 
addition of the MPHM rep.  
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t Increasing the number of AMS reps involved in negotiations could have helped with 

surveillance of the process, and helped to ensure that the actions of the negotiators 
were fully supported by the SRC. 
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 To avoid abuse of power by the SRC, and confusion and distrust amongst AMS councillors, 
the SRC could post their minutes on the AMS website, and have a more detailed terms of 
reference which describes:  

• How often the SRC should report to AMS council 
• What kind of information the SRC should report 
• What types of decisions and approvals should be deferred to AMS council 
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The criteria, membership and final selections of hiring committees 
were approved by Council. A student-wide vote was also used to 
narrow down the architects from the shortlist of 7 to 3 finalists, 
making that decision accountable to students.  
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The AMS enjoyed open communication with consultants and good 
surveillance of their work, due to rigorous selection, detailed 
contracts, and fostering of good working relationships. 

 

 
The initial governance and management structure of the New SUB project was reasonably accountable 
and transparent to students because of the pre-existing structure, protocols, and context of the AMS 
government.  
 
A weakness in the initial stages of the project was that the decision to move forward with the project 
was not fully accountable to students-at-large, since the referendum to approve the project took place 
before most project terms had been decided. Also, AMS Council members lacked the detailed 
information they needed to make the SRC fully accountable for their actions. The protocols ensuring 
that AMS executives, AMS employees and AMS committees acted transparently and accountably should 
have been made stronger and more detailed through Council motions, job descriptions, and terms of 
reference.  
 
Fortunately, the informal surveillance and openness of the AMS - oversight and review responsibilities 
were often duplicated by several parties - ensured that the actions and positions of the AMS Council, 
AMS committees, AMS employees, and consultants were mutually known and critiqued. Rigorous 
selection and detailed contracts were used to ensure a high level of accountability and transparency in 
the working relationships with consultants 
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Broad Decision-Making  
 

 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 

2.
3.

 G
ra

ss
ro

ot
s 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
&

 S
tu

de
nt

 
M

ed
ia

 

3 

The activist movement engaged many 
students in the project that would not have 
normally been engaged with the AMS. 
Since the dispersal of this group, the AMS 
has worked and resolved issues with other 
interest groups that have approached the 
AMS executives or SUB Coordinator with 
particular ideas or concerns.   

The AMS did not actively involve the student 
activists, or those opposed to them, in 
discussions or decision-making concerning 
the New SUB project. Once the activists 
elected reps to the AMS Council, the activists 
moved on to other issues - the AMS did not 
harness the energy and organizing power of 
this movement.   
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AMS to more constructively reach out to, and organize discussions with, the student 
activists and other interest groups that emerged early in the project. 
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AMS Council had primary oversight and approval power in the New SUB 
project. About 43 councillors represented particular academic 
constituencies, and 9 councillors were selected by a student-wide vote. 
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The referendum made the project more legitimate in the eyes of students, 
and allowed the negotiation process to begin with UBC. 32% of students 
voted (much more than the 6.4% who voted in the elections that year) and 
the question passed with 54% in favour. 
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The SUB Coordinator used two student advisory committees to help 
make decisions on consultation and give direction on other project 
issues. These advisory committees collectively involved about 35 
students in 2008/09, who represented a number of different 
interest groups on campus, and the majority of whom did not 
otherwise work within the AMS (see 4.7. Advisory Committees).  

 

2.
7.

 D
ec

is
io

n-
M

ak
in

g 
Co

m
m

itt
ee

s 

4 

The SRC, hiring committees, negotiations committee and bus loop committee 
allowed AMS student employees, AMS executives, AMS councillors and 
students-at-large to take part in decision-making. The program review 
committee and user reps allowed the entire AMS executive team, and some club 
heads, to contribute to decision-making. While about a third of the members of 
these committees were AMS managers or AMS consultant reps, they helped the 
committees to make decisions in the best interests of students. 
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2,400 students voted to narrow down the shortlisted 
architects from seven to three – this was important for 
students to become educated and engaged in the project, and 
was a decision in which many students wanted to have a say. 
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 No students were hired on a contract basis to work as 
consultants for the project in its first three years. 
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In the first three years of the project, the most successful mechanisms used for delegating decision-
making to a large number and diversity of students were the referendum for the student-levy, and the 
student-wide vote for the selection of the three architect finalists. The SRC was reluctant to delegate 
decisions to a student-wide vote in other ways, because they felt: that it was difficult to adequately 
educate students about the necessary issues; and that student votes interfered with the decision-
making power of the AMS Council.247

 
 

Within the AMS, students contributed to decision-making in a number of way - within AMS Council and 
committees, and as user reps. AMS councillors are elected to represent different constituencies on 
campus, while the student and non-student user reps and committee members were selected from 
within or outside the AMS because of their ability to represent a particular interest group among 
students. The advisory committee members represented a broad diversity of students, in terms of 
academic programs, academic year, club affiliation, ethnicity, and whether they commuted or not, 
among other traits.248

 
  

Outside of the AMS, students have indirectly influenced project decisions through student media and 
activism, but the AMS has rarely reached out to these students to help promote discussion of the 
project, or inform project decisions. The AMS has also refrained from hiring students on a contract basis 
to perform professional work for the project, or from requesting that consultants hire students as part 
of their team.  
 
 
Meaningful Decision-Making  
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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By presenting many sides of the issues, student media likely encouraged 
critical discussion of the project among students and in AMS Council. 

 

3 

The activists opposed to UBoulevard development contributed to the 
drive to locate a student building in USquare through their actions and 
publications, and they were able to participate in decision-making 
more meaningfully after they elected representatives to the AMS.  
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If the AMS had made an effort to mediate between the opposed student groups and 
bring them into the planning process in a positive way, these students could have 
played a more significant role: contributing to critical discussions of project issues; 
helping to organize and inform students; and serving as watchdogs for the behaviour of 
the student government and other project partners. 
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The varied membership 
of AMS Council did 
ensure some debate of 
project issues. 

Council was often unable to have in-depth discussions about the 
project or make informed decisions because: with 50 members it 
was too large to allow everyone to participate in discussions; 
little time was devoted to New SUB project presentations and 
discussions; and AMS Councillors lacked the regular and detailed 
information necessary to have useful debate.  
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project, the beginning of each Council meeting could be allocated to a 10min project 
update by the SRC, and a 10min Council discussion. These guaranteed bi-weekly updates 
would better inform those attending the meetings or watching the live-stream video, and 
would give those attending an expectation to come prepared to discuss the issues.   
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 Students had few concrete project details on which to base their vote when 
the referendum passed, and were only informed through a YES campaign. The 
referendum only passed with 54%, and students could only vote on a simple 
yes/no question, and not weigh in on different options.  
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Perhaps the referendum should asked students to approve different potential options for 
the project, for instance: different structures for a student levy; different project scopes 
and terms; or the possibilities of the project being new construction, total renovation, or 
renovation-expansion. This would have let the AMS know which of the options had the 
highest overall approval, but also would have let them move between any of the options 
with more than 50% approval, depending on what became most appropriate as the project 
evolved. This might have also made the YES campaign less biased, since the AMS would at 
least have had to present positive arguments for the different options.  
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The AMS President and VP Admin significantly impacted the project by sitting 
on the SRC and negotiation committee. For them to competently carry out 
their large portfolios, it was important that were able to hire assistants. 

 

5 

The SUB Coordinator was responsible for developing and coordinating 
communications and consultation. This was an appropriate leadership role 
for a student since it required enthusiasm, creativity, communication skills 
and commitment to student involvement, more than specialized 
knowledge or years of experience. The hours required to competently 
fulfill this role varied widely based on the stage of the project, and 
whether they inherited preparatory work from a predecessor.  
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t To be most effective the SUB Coordinator position should have been created in the 

2007/08 year, to allow oversight of the entire project, and to allow the heavy 
workload to be spread out.  
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The VP Admin should receive pre-authorization from Council to increase the SUB 
Coordinator’s hours, or hire an additional SUB Coordinator, in case a busy stage of the 
project requires additional work. At least two weeks of overlapping work is 
recommended for knowledge and skills to be passed between SUB Coordinators. 
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As the primary oversight and implementing body 
of the New SUB project, the SRC dealt with a host 
of varied and complex project issues. The 
program review committee and user reps allowed 
students to take part in the development and 
approval of the program, and the negotiation and 
bus loop committees allowed student reps to 
take part in critically important discussions and 
negotiations with UBC regarding the bus loop 
project, and the major terms and joint 
agreements for the project. 

The SRC’s ability to discuss and vote on 
issues with quorum was often 
compromised by the irregular 
attendance of some non-executive 
councillor reps. The ability of AMS reps 
to meaningfully participate in the 
negotiation and bus loop committees 
was compromised by: their lack of 
training; and the bus loop committee’s 
lack of a mandate or authority to make 
changes to the bus loop project. 
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To help the AMS negotiation reps better represent student interests, the AMS should 
have paid for them to take a weekend or week-long negotiations training course when 
new executives were elected. If the bus loop project had gone forward it might have 
been necessary for the AMS to move their site to ‘the Bosque’, west of the current SUB, 
or another lot on campus that wasn’t undergoing simultaneous development, if they 
wanted to have more decision-making power in the design and budget of the new SUB.  
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To find more committed AMS councillors the SRC should use a rigorous selection process 
like that used for students-at-large. The SRC could also: hire councillors and students-at-
large for shorter terms – over the summer or academic year – so that it’s easier for 
applicants to predict their availability; or start to enforce the rule of removing members 
after they miss three meetings. The SRC might also want to consider paying its volunteer 
members a stipend to encourage participation, since sitting on the SRC often requires 
extra meetings and work outside of meetings. 
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Hiring committees were able to make meaningful decisions by employing diverse 
investigative methods to vet the applicants - especially to discern their interest 
and ability to work transparently and collaboratively with students.  The student-
wide architect vote was limited to selecting 3 finalists, because the SRC doubted 
students’ ability to make a nuanced decision given their limited information. 
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AMS committees were able to spot problems and opportunities in the work of 
consultants, and work with consultants to achieve the best project outcomes, 
because of: rigorous selection processes; detailed contracts; and regular 
communication and meetings between consultants and AMS reps and committees.  

 

 
In the first three years of the project the students with the greatest meaningful decision-making power 
were likely the VP Admin, AMS President, SUB Coordinator, and student members of the SRC, program 
review committee, user reps and hiring committees. The AMS was also able to collaborate meaningfully 
with their consultants because of: rigorous selection processes; detailed contracts; and regular 
communication and meetings between the consultants and the AMS reps and committees. 
 
The meaningful decision-making power of AMS Council was compromised in the project’s first three 
years because: AMS Councillors didn’t receive information about the project with enough clarity, detail, 
and frequency; and with so many councillors and such little time, councillors weren’t able to debate 
project issues deeply or inclusively during Council meetings.  
 
The SRC, program review committee, user reps, and hiring committees were able to effectively make 
decisions because they:  
• Were delegated clear  and achievable roles and responsibilities within the project; 
• Contained the reps necessary to clearly transfer information to other decision-making bodies  
• Received detailed information about the project (or about applicants, in the case of hiring 

committees) from various sources; 
• Had cumulative expert knowledge of the project and AMS from their long term involvement; 
• Had a size of 5-12 members, allowing inclusive discussions, but varied enough experience and 

perspectives to allow creative problem solving; 
• Included sufficient professionals and AMS managers to help students make decisions on technical and 

complex issues, in the best interests of students; 
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• Had members with the necessary authority and influence within their department or the AMS to 
effect changes agreed to in their committee 

• Had a fair number of salaried members, able to devote time to lengthy meetings and outside work;  
 
Though the AMS reps on the negotiation and bus loop committees had significant influence on the 
process, these joint committees with UBC were less able to make effective decisions than the AMS 
committees, because:  
• The committees lacked the professional members or assistance necessary fulfill their duties 

effectively (i.e. professional negotiators for the negotiation committee, and architects for the bus 
loop committee); 

• Agreements and discussions did not always seem to be adequately communicated between the AMS 
reps and the AMS decision-making bodies, and between the UBC reps and the UBC decision-making 
bodies, creating confusion and lack of buy-in on both sides, and making the agreements vulnerable to 
retractions; 

• The UBC negotiation reps seemed to lack influence and decision-making authority within UBC, 
especially after Brian Braley left;  

• UBC didn’t give the bus loop committee the authority, or budget, to effect real change within the bus 
loop project; and 

• And negotiations often slowed between September and March because of the other responsibilities 
of both parties, and the turnover in the AMS executive 

 
To make the negotiations process more effective for both sides, the AMS and UBC should have formed a 
new large negotiation oversight committee - including the major decision-makers from each party - after 
the dissolution of the Land-Use Planning Committee in spring of 2008. This committee could have met 
monthly during the academic year and more frequently during the summer to oversee the work of the 
smaller negotiation committee. Larger committees are harder to negotiate with, but they can expedite 
the negotiations process in the long term: by allowing major decision-makers to explain their 
expectations for, and give direction to, negotiations; by making sure major decision-makers are 
informed and understand the logic behind agreements and compromises; and by forcing major decision-
makers to collectively commit to agreements, thereby making those agreements less vulnerable to 
retractions. The AMS and UBC could have also hired a negotiations facilitator to assist with negotiation 
oversight committee meetings, or to attend a multi-day negotiations workshop with the larger group. 
 
  

58



 
 

3. Part III: Negotiated Governance & Management 
 
3.1. Introduction  
 
Note: When ‘the AMS’ is referred to as an active entity in Part Three, it refers most specifically to the 
AMS negotiation committee and SRC, who were the driving forces behind negotiations, but it also refers 
to the AMS Council who were generally aware and supportive of the actions and views of the SRC and 
negotiation committee. This use of the term ‘AMS’ is not meant to imply that: the views of the student-
body, AMS government, or AMS Council, were homogenous; or that the views of the SRC and 
negotiations committee were perfectly representative of, or communicated to, AMS Council (for further 
details on the relationship between the AMS Council, SRC and negotiation committee, see 2.7.2. 
Negotiation Committee). 
 
The AMS had to negotiate with UBC to determine major project terms because the New SUB project 
could not go forward without a number of resource contributions from UBC. Because of these 
contributions, UBC also wanted to negotiate a joint AMS/UBC governance and management structure 
for the project. Negotiations were often slow and contentious. The AMS generally felt that some of the 
alternatives proposed by UBC would have severely restricted the scope of the project, or curtailed the 
opportunities for student oversight, leadership and involvement in the project. The AMS felt they 
needed oversight of the project for it to remain accountable and transparent to the student-body, and 
they felt they needed student leadership and involvement in the project to create the best possible 
building for students.249,250 The UBC VP of Students, Brian Sullivan, submitted a letter to the Ubyssey 
near the end of negotiations, which articulated some of UBC’s concerns with the process. Critical 
concerns included: the need to manage risk and protect UBC’s investment in the project; and the need 
to develop a workable financial model for the project, given UBC’s finances.251

 
   

Pre-negotiation discussions between AMS and UBC reps took place in the Land-Use Planning Committee 
in spring of 2008. This committee discussed tentative terms for the New SUB project, which were 
reflected in the AMS’s SUB Renew Referendum question. In the summer of 2008 AMS and UBC reps 
negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the project. The MOU outlined what each party 
would contribute to the project in terms of finances, land, and other resources, but it did not resolve the 
more contentious points of how the project would be governed and managed after the program was 
completed. These details were resolved in the four agreements - the development agreement, finance 
agreement, lease agreement, and surrender agreement - which were simultaneously negotiated 
between AMS and UBC reps, from fall of 2008 and spring 2010 (for a full discussion of the process and 
members of negotiations, see 2.7.2. Negotiation Committee).252

 
 

In Part Three, I will first examine the context of negotiations: Why the AMS was concerned that co-
managing the project with UBC would compromise the student-driven process; and why the AMS 

                                                           
249 Three Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
250 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
251 Sullivan, Brian, “To the Editor”, 29 Mar. 2010, The UBC Admin Blog, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://blogs.ubc.ca/theadministration/files/2010/04/SUB-Renewal-Blog-and-Ubyssey-Mar-29-2010-_2_.pdf> 
252 Two Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
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negotiated with UBC, considering their concerns. I will then investigate the aspects of the project’s 
future governance and management structure that were determined by negotiations: 

2.3. Decision-Making Committees 
2.4. Consultant Selection 
2.5. The Management of Consultants & Sub-Consultants 
2.6. Other Agreements Affecting Governance 

 
I will conclude with analysis of how these changes might make the project more or less student-driven in 
the future of the project. This analysis will include recommendations for how the New SUB project can 
be more student-driven in the future, in the context of the changes.  
 
 
3.2. Context  
 
3.2.1. The UBC Administration  
 
UBC was formed by the British Columbia University Act in 1908 and its governance is dictated by the 
University Act.253 UBC’s administration includes the Board of Governors (BOG), the Senates, the 
Convocation, and the Faculties of the university.254 The BOG has primary responsibility over non-
academic affairs – “the management, administration and control of the property, revenue, business and 
affairs of the university are vested in the board”.255 In 2009/10 UBC as a whole had a total annual 
revenue of about $1.9 billion.256 The BOG also appoints senior administrative officials and faculty 
members at the university. The BOG has a total of 21 full-time salaried members including: eleven 
people appointed by the province; three students elected by students; three faculty members elected 
by faculty; two employees elected by employees; and a chancellor elected by the current UBC 
community and alumni. These BOG members in turn select a President of the Board. Many of the 
members serve multi-year terms. 257

 

 Having 12 appointed members out of 21, the board is majority non-
representative.  

Like in the AMS, much of the hands-on work of overseeing UBC operations is done by board committees 
that report to the BOG and present proposals and recommendations to them for approval. Many of the 
board members sit on the board committees, including the three elected student reps who sit on 
several of the committees.258

                                                           
253 R.S.B.C., University Act, 6 Nov. 2009, Office of the University Counsel Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www.universitycounsel.ubc.ca/univ_act/University_Act_20091106.pdf> 

 Board committee meetings, and the first part of board meetings, are open 
to the public, though public attendance is limited and requires prior notice, and the public cannot speak 

254 UBC, Library Archives, A Brief History of the University of British Columbia, University Archives Website, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://www.library.ubc.ca/archives/hist_ubc.html> 
255 R.S.B.C., University Act, 6 Nov. 2009, Part 6, Article 27, p.17, Office of the University Counsel Website, 28 Jun 
2010, <http://www.universitycounsel.ubc.ca/univ_act/University_Act_20091106.pdf> 
256 UBC, Budget Summary Book 2009/10, 6 Aug. 2009, UBC Finance Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.finance.ubc.ca/budgets/documents/2009_10UBCBudgetSummaryBook06Aug2009.pdf> 
257 R.S.B.C., University Act, 6 Nov. 2009, Part 6, Office of the University Counsel Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www.universitycounsel.ubc.ca/univ_act/University_Act_20091106.pdf> 
258 UBC, Standing Committees of the Board, UBC: BOG Website, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www.bog.ubc.ca/about/committees.html> 
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at meetings. The second part of board meetings is closed and can include discussions, review of 
confidential documents and rulings.259 The BOG does not use UBC-wide referendums to make any 
decisions, though they do sometimes use consultation to inform their decisions.260

 
  

Though student newspapers and blogs report on the activities of UBC’s administration and subsidiaries, 
there is less accessibility and sharing of information than with the AMS. Factors which contribute to this 
include: UBC’s operations being much larger in scale and more complex than those of the AMS; UBC’s 
operations being located in administrative buildings which students cannot casually access; and a 
smaller proportion of students working in management and other positions than at the AMS.261

 
  

Since it is a public institution UBC must make much of its internal information public upon request, but if 
it denies information a request can be made through the Province under the Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act. In 2009 the Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner for BC 
ruled that UBC must also release information on its subsidiaries, which include the development 
company UBC Properties Trust (UBCPT). UBC had initially denied a request for information about its 
subsidiaries on the basis that they were private organizations.262

 
  

The Province of BC initially set aside 175 acres for UBC’s Point Grey campus in the University Site Act of 
1911. The University Endowment Land Act of 1907 (lasted revised in 1996) gave UBC management of 
3,000 acres of land in the Point Grey area of Vancouver, which UBC could develop to finance the 
University’s operations. 1,800 acres of these UEL land were protected to create Pacific Spirit Park in 
1989, and of the remaining 1,200 acres which can be developed by UBC, about 700 had already been 
developed as of 2005.263

Main Campus Plan
 The management of UBC’s Vancouver lands is dictated by various land-use 

plans and regulations including the , Official Community Plan, and Neighbourhood 
Plans.264

 
 

Impact on the New SUB Project 
 
While it may not have been entirely fair analysis, many members of the AMS with whom I spoke, and 
students who participated in the consultation process, from spring of 2008 to spring of 2010, voiced 
concerns that the operations of BOG and UBC’s administration were far less accountable and 
transparent than those of the AMS, and that there were fewer opportunities for broad and meaningful 
student decision-making within that structure. Many felt that if the New SUB project was jointly 
governed and managed with UBC, than the scope for student decision-making, involvement, and access 
to information could greatly diminish. These concerns were also fuelled by UBC’s recent history of top-

                                                           
259 UBC, Board Procedures, UBC: BOG Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www.bog.ubc.ca/about/procedures.html> 
260 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
261 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
262 Yonson, Neal, “Freedom of Information Applies to UBC’s Corporate Entities”, 25 Apr. 2009, UBC Insiders, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2009/04/freedom-of-information-applies-to-ubcs.html> 
263 BC, Ministry of Community Services, The University Endowment Lands Official Community Plan, 14 Oct. 2005, 
UEL: Administration Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www.universityendowmentlands.gov.bc.ca/library/Official_Community_Plan.pdf> 
264 UBC, C+CP, Planning Contexts + Policies, C+CP Website, 28 Jun 2010, 
<http://www.planning.ubc.ca/plans_and_policies/planning_context__policies.php> 
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down development (see 2.2.3. The University Boulevard Project) and poorly received student 
consultation (see 4.2.1. The UBC Vancouver Campus Plan).265,266

 
  

 
3.2.2. Why did the AMS Negotiate?  
 
After the SUB Renew Referendum passed in spring of 2008, the AMS faced the decision to enter into 
negotiations with UBC. While the AMS was aware that negotiating with UBC could erode the student-
driven process, they were also faced with the reality that to forgo some or all negotiations, the New SUB 
project would have had to change dramatically in scope and scale.267,268

 
  

This is because the AMS hoped to receive a range of resources and other supports from UBC to 
complete the project. These included:269,270

• A 60-100 year land lease at little cost, and located in the high value USquare 
 

• An ‘owner’s lease’ rather than a ‘commercial lease’ on the building271

• UBC Operations performing maintenance for the New SUB 
 

• UBC paying for all maintenance and utilities costs of non-commercial space in the New SUB (at 
an estimated cost of $2 million per year) 

• UBC contributing $20-40 million towards the capital costs of the project 
• UBC financing the loan for the project through the Province, at a lower public interest rate than 

the AMS would have been able to receive from a commercial bank 
 
To be willing to contribute these resources, UBC wanted control and influence in the governance and 
management structure of the project. This would allow them to manage risk, avoid financial losses, and 
ensure that the pre-existing contracts and urban design guidelines for the UBoulevard area were 
followed (For more information on the pre-existing contracts, see 3.4.1. UBC Position, and 3.6.2. Design, 
Program & Management of the New SUB).272,273,274

 

 These were not groundless demands, but they could 
certainly erode student control of the project. 

There were some options that the AMS could have pursued to have more independence in the project, 
and avoid negotiations with UBC totally, or in part. These included:275,276

• Requesting, or paying full cost for, a land lease somewhere else on campus; 
  

                                                           
265 Two Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
266 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
267 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
268 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
269 Three Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
270 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
271 An owner's lease gives the leasee (in this case, the AMS) primary control over the premises during the duration 
of the lease, while a commercial lease give the owner (in this case, UBC) primary control 
272 Two Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
273 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
274 Sullivan, Brian, “To the Editor”, 29 Mar. 2010, The UBC Admin Blog, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://blogs.ubc.ca/theadministration/files/2010/04/SUB-Renewal-Blog-and-Ubyssey-Mar-29-2010-_2_.pdf> 
275 Three Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
276 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 
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• Renovating the current SUB and expanding only into lands within the current SUB’s lease, 
delaying lease renegotiations on that land until they expired in 2028; 

• Paying a higher interest rate for a loan from a commercial bank 
• Paying for maintenance and utilities themselves; 
• Paying for the entire capital cost of the project themselves; or 
 

These options, however, would have increased the capital, financing, construction, and maintaining 
costs of the project significantly. The AMS would have had to significantly increase the size of the 
student-levy - which would have made it very unlikely to pass in a referendum - or significantly decrease 
the scope and scale of the building – which may have made the proposal unlikely to pass in AMS Council 
or in a referendum. The AMS could have pursued land or monetary donations to fund the project; the 
Graduate Student Society (GSS) building is located on land donated by a private donor,277

 

 and some 
American universities have relied heavily on private donations to fund their student union buildings (see 
1.4.2. Precedents for the New SUB Project from other North American Universities). This however would 
have been a time-consuming strategy, which might have proved fruitless in the end, and might have 
required the AMS to agree to terms set by outside donors.  

Despite the risks, the AMS during the spring of 2008 was confident that they would be able to negotiate 
the required resources from UBC, while maintaining a high level of student leadership and involvement 
in the project. The AMS felt that UBC would be willing to agree to terms that were favourable for the 
AMS government and students because:278,279

• Through the project the AMS would contribute $80 million towards the UBC campus;  
 

• The New SUB would provide a vibrant development in USquare, where UBC could no longer 
fund development itself (see 2.2.3. The University Boulevard Project);  

• After the new SUB’s completion, the AMS would return the use of the current SUB to UBC at no 
cost, about 14 years before the current SUB’s lease was intended to end, in 2028; and   

• There was precedent for the financial and lease terms being proposed by the AMS in the 
agreements negotiated in the 1960’s for the current SUB (see 2.2.1 The Current SUB).  

 
Summary 
 
Despite their concerns with negotiating with UBC, the AMS during spring of 2008 felt that they had no 
choice but to negotiate if they wanted to locate the building in USquare and deliver a project with the 
scale and scope necessary to meet students’ needs and expectations. The AMS also felt confident they 
could negotiate favourable terms for the project because of the resources they were offering UBC and 
because of the precedent of the agreements negotiated for the current SUB in the 1960’s.  
 
3.3. Decision-Making Committees 
 
3.3.1. Joint Oversight Committee (JOC) & Project Management Working Committee (PMWC) 
 

                                                           
277 UBC, Library Archives, Thea Koerner House Graduate Student Centre fonds, University Archives Website, 28 Jun. 
2010, <http://www.library.ubc.ca/archives/u_arch/koernerhouse.html#admin> 
278 Two Personal Interviews with AMS executives 
279 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year. 

63



 
 

In negotiations UBC was adamant that they be given oversight and decision-making power in the project 
through a new joint committee structure. The membership and responsibilities of these new 
committees was a very contentious part of the negotiation process.  
 
The AMS did not want the number of UBC reps to outnumber student reps in any decision-making 
committee, in case UBC reps preferred using voting rather than consensus to make decisions. The AMS 
also felt committees would likely be more productive if they included more AMS reps, because they 
were sceptical that UBC reps would be willing or able to commit as much time to the project as AMS 
reps - because of their other work commitments and because they might not feel as invested in the 
project as students.280

 
  

After many iterations UBC and the AMS agreed to a joint committee structure with two decision-making 
committees: The Joint Oversight Committee (JOC) and the Project Management Working Committee 
(PMWC). The SRC will continue as a steering committee for the AMS, assisting and giving direction to the 
AMS reps sitting on the JOC and PMWC (To see how the committees fit within the governance 
structures of UBC and the AMS, see the Project Organization Chart in A.12. Summary of Agreements for 
the New SUB Project). 
 
The JOC will include four senior AMS reps and four senior UBC reps, and a non-voting Alumni rep jointly 
selected by the other reps. This equal split in reps gives neither party ultimate say over the project, and 
will hopefully encourage the committee members to based on consensus. The AMS JOC reps, who will 
also sit on the SRC, will likely be: the VP Admin, a Council-elected rep, the AMS General Manager, and 
the MHPM Project advisor (former Interim project manager). The UBC JOC reps will come from the 
Treasury, C+CP, UBCPT, and Infrastructure Development (for instance, Associate VP of Infrastructure 
Development, John Metras). The JOC will meet monthly to receive updates from the various reps, 
discuss issues and give approvals. Minutes will be kept by the AMS (see the Project Organization Chart in 
A.12. Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project) – by recording the discussions and agreements 
of the JOC, the AMS can better ensure that the information will be passed on within UBC and the AMS 
and honoured (see 2.7.3. Bus Loop Committee). The JOC will “be responsible for reviewing the project 
budget, fundraising oversight, space allocations, and any unforeseen issues that may arise during a 
project.” It will also be responsible for making decisions where the PMWC cannot reach consensus.281

 

 
Though the JOC has higher decision-making power than the PMWC, they will perform less hands-on 
project work. Where the JOC cannot reach a decision, the issue will be discussed by the AMS Council and 
BOG.   

The PMWC will include six AMS reps and four UBC reps. The AMS PMWC reps, who will also sit on the 
SRC, will likely be: the VP Admin, MHPM Project advisor, SUB Coordinator, AMS Designer, and two 
students (either students-at-large or Councillors selected by AMS Council).282

                                                           
280 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as AMS SUB Coordinator, 2008/09 academic year 

 The UBC PMWC reps will 
come from Plant Operations, C+CP, UBCPT, and Infrastructure Development. This committee will meet 
bi-weekly and give bi-weekly updates to the AMS Council and monthly updates to the JOC. The meetings 
will be chaired by the UBCPT rep and project manager, who is stipulated in the Project Charter to be Rob 

281 UBC AMS, “4. Project Organization”, New Student Union Building Project Charter, 26 Apr. 2010, Prep. by 
MHPM, p.12-13, AMS Archives, Available upon request  
282 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from attending SRC meetings, May.-Jul. 2010 
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Brown,283 and UBCPT will take minutes for the meetings (see the Project Organization Chart in A.12. 
Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project). This committee will absorb functions of both the 
former SRC and the AMS management committee meetings. The PMWC will “be responsible for working 
in conjunction with the consultant team to establish and approve floor plans, layouts, design concepts, 
program modifications, appropriate program adjacencies, and any issue that may arise during the 
development process that requires the AMS and UBC oversight and or approval.”284

 

 UBC was 
comfortable giving the AMS a majority on this committee because it must reach decisions by consensus, 
not by voting. Where a decision cannot be reached by consensus, votes will be taken and the issue and 
votes will be communicated to the JOC for consideration. The AMS appreciated that they could send 
more reps to this committee, which allows more AMS reps to be meaningfully involved in decision-
making and oversight of the project.  

The presence of many UBC and AMS reps in the JOC and PMWC will undoubtedly improve the access to 
information and understanding of each side, regarding the other’s views on the project. Hopefully the 
combined experience and knowledge of the diverse reps will lead to more creative and better decision-
making for the project.  Hopefully The AMS did not officially stipulate who should serve as the UBC reps 
for the JOC and the PMWC, other than stipulating that Rob Brown, as the UBCPT project manager for 
the New SUB project, should chair the PMWC. The SRC however, has considered which UBC employees 
they feel would be most respectful of students and the easiest to communicate and work with on the 
committees. The SRC will make recommendations to UBC based on these discussions, but the final 
decision will be that of the UBC administration and BOG.285

 
  

 
3.3.2. SUB Renewal Committee (New SUB Project Committee) 
 
The SRC will, at least initially, maintain the same membership and continue meeting bi-weekly. The SRC 
will serve the important function of allowing a larger and more diverse group of AMS reps to become 
informed about project developments, and to analyse, brainstorm, problem solve, and come up with 
positions to present to the PMWC and JOC. The PMWC and JOC meetings will not allow much time for 
members to learn about and discuss project issues, so the AMS reps will be expected to come well 
informed and prepared with positions and ideas. Since the SRC includes both the AMS reps in the JOC 
and PMWC, it will also serve as an important touch point for committee members to cross-check  each 
other’s activities and views and make sure all the members are somewhat synchronized.286,287 The SRC 
will decide on the allocation of the five AMS ‘cost centers’ in general budget (see 3.6.1. Project 
Budget).288
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delegated to them by the JOC or PMWC. The SRC will also continue to create and oversee any student 
advisory committees as they are required.289

 
 

 
3.3.3. Design Client Committee & Design User Reps  
 
During the design process, the architects will treat the members of the JOC, PMWC and SRC, and the 
design user reps – who served as program user reps during the programming stage - as the primary 
project clients. This primary client group will be invited to key design meetings and workshops such 
as:290

• The initial design charrette; charrette on sustainability; and interior design charrette; 
 

• Review meetings during each of the three stages of design, where draft plans will be presented, 
and members can give comments; and  

• A final presentation and official approval at the end each of the three stages of design 
 
Additionally, the design user reps will meet with the architects to give design input on the spaces that 
relate to them, and do a final review and approval of those spaces. These duties will apply to each stage 
of the design process: concept development; design development; and construction drawings. As with 
the program user reps: the design user reps will be responsible for collecting input and feedback from 
their stakeholder groups; the design user reps will not be able to demand changes to the designs in a 
previous stage after they’ve given their approval; and UBCPT and the AMS will not be able to make 
major changes to approved designs unless they receive renewed approval from the relevant design user 
reps. This design user approval process is protected within the project charter (see 3.5. The 
Management of the Consultants and Sub-consultants).291

 

 To see where the activities of the design client 
committee and design user reps fit into the overall schedule for design consultation, see the activities 
marked with grey in the chart in A.19. Student Engagement Process. 

 
3.3.4. Two AMS Reps in the Integrated Design Process (IDP) and Construction Committee 
 
It is typical for large developments, especially those expecting to achieve a high level of sustainability, to 
use an Integrated Design Process (IDP), where the primary project manager, architects and sub-
consultants work together from the beginning to the end of the design process. A unique element of the 
New SUB project however, is that two AMS representatives will sit in on this IDP – possibly the MHPM 
Project advisor and SUB Coordinator.292
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Two AMS reps will also sit on the Construction committee during the construction phase of the project, 
though the identity of these reps has yet to be determined (see the Project Organization Chart in A.12. 
Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project).293

 
  

 
3.4. Consultant Selection  
 
Both the AMS and UBC wanted to have control over selecting the major consultants for the project: the 
primary project manager; the primary consultant (architect); and sub-consultants (i.e. engineers).294,295

 
   

 
3.4.1. UBC Position 
 
UBC wanted to appoint UBC Properties Trust (UBCPT) as the primary project manager – UBCPT is a 
private subsidiary of UBC, which UBC formed in 1988 to manage development projects on campus.296 
Since 2000, UBCPT has managed most development projects on campus,297 and during negotiations the 
UBC reps explained that: UBC trusts UBCPT’s ability to manage risk and complete projects on time and 
on budget; and before forming UBCPT, UBC had had problems with cost and time overruns with other 
project management consultants.298

 
  

UBC wanted to appoint HCMA/KPMB as lead architects for the project, or at least for the exterior design 
of the building. This was primarily because, as part of the UBoulevard project, UBC had contractually 
awarded this firm with monopoly over designing everything within UBoulvard.299,300 UBC was also 
concerned that if the AMS used a different architect, the UBoulevard area wouldn’t be complementary 
in terms of aesthetics and urban design. UBC also indicated that they had a policy of not working with 
some of the architects in the AMS’s shortlisted seven, because of problematic working relationships in 
previous projects at UBC.301

 
  

UBC wanted to select the sub-consultants through their own selection process administered by UBCPT, 
since they felt UBCPT could negotiate the best price with the most reliable firms based on previous 
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relationships. UBC also had a policy of not working with some of the sub-consultants that appeared in 
the EOIs of AMS’s shortlisted architects, because of poor experiences in the past.302

  
 

 
3.4.2. AMS Position 
 
The AMS was opposed to selecting either primary consultant without: an open invitation for applicants; 
AMS Council approval of the hiring committee members and criteria; and rigorous committee 
investigation of the applicants. The AMS preferred to continue the architect selection process which 
they began in December 2008 (see 2.8.2. Final Architect Selection), and since HCMA/KPMB had not 
applied to the initial shortlisting process it was not possible to admit them for the final selection stage. 
The AMS also preferred to select one architect for the entire building, rather than selecting one for the 
interior and using HCMA/KPMB for the exterior. The AMS felt the complicated coordination necessary to 
have two teams work together might make the project unnecessarily expensive, or hamper the green 
design process or the student consultation process.303

 
   

As was done in the shortlisting process, the AMS preferred to have the shortlisted architects select and 
negotiate the cost of their sub-consultants as part of their final proposals. The AMS was concerned that 
sub-consultants selected unilaterally by UBCPT might not be capable of the green design aspirations of 
the project, or might have poor working relationships with the chosen architect. Green design 
necessitates an integrated design process, where the architect and sub-consultants work together 
throughout the process, so healthy working relationships are essential. The AMS felt that the applicant 
architects: would know from prior experience which sub-consultants would be the best partners for the 
New SUB project; and would be motivated to negotiate reasonable fees with their sub-consultants to 
submit a competitive proposal for the project.304

 
    

For the primary project manager the AMS preferred to use a new open selection process (which would 
be open to UBCPT, as was the first selection process), or to appoint MHPM as the primary project 
manager since they’d already been vetted for this position during the initial selection process.305

 
   

If the primary consultants were appointed without contest (as proposed for UBCPT and HCMA/KPMB), 
or without AMS oversight (as proposed for the sub-consultants), the AMS felt they could not be 
accountable to students and ensure that the choices were the best for the project. Since neither UBCPT 
nor HCMA/KPMB had submitted proposals for the selection processes initiated by the AMS, the AMS 
had no assurance of their quality of service.306 The AMS was concerned that since UBCPT had not had to 
compete for its UBC projects in a competitive market,307 that their operations might not be at peak 
industry standard – especially in terms of how they manage risk, and report operations to their clients. 
The AMS also felt they had little assurance that the HCMA/KPMB team was the best choice for the New 
SUB project, because of the way they’d been selected for the UBoulevard project.308
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competition for UBoulevard in May 2005 had in fact been won by the architect team HCMA/MRY. MRY, 
which was responsible for much of the design of the Master Plan in the first year, left the team and was 
replaced by KPMB by an internal BOG decision in July 2006.309

 
  

The AMS was also concerned that appointing UBC’s choices would jeopardize the AMS’s ability to act as 
an informed and effective decision-maker in the project, because of the existing relationships UBC had 
with their chosen consultants.310 The AMS was concerned that even if the consultants were technically 
contracted to work for the AMS, they might still treat UBC as their primary client - sharing more 
information with them and deferring to them for direction.311

 
   

 
3.4.3. Final Agreement   
 
In the final development agreement, UBCPT was appointed as primary project manager, but the AMS 
was able to select the UBCPT lead for the project, Rob Brown, a VP of UBCPT. The SRC felt that Rob: was 
qualified and competent to head up the project; would be a respectful of students; and would be an 
effective team player.312 The final agreement allowed the AMS to retain control of the architecture 
selection process, but gave UBCPT primary control over selection of the sub-consultants.313 UBCPT 
however, will take into considerations the final architect’s recommendations for the sub-consultants 
(see A.13. Architect Selection).314

 
  

The final agreement also allowed the AMS to retain their MHPM Interim project manager, Guillaume 
Savard, as a Project advisor, financed out of the project’s budget. As of July 2010, the role and fees of 
the Project advisor are not definite, but could include: advising the AMS team, reviewing documents 
provided to the AMS by UBCPT; sitting on the JOC and PMWC to assist the AMS in articulating their 
views; and managing the AMS’s five cost centres (see 3.6.1. Project Budget), such as changes to the 
program, and the implementation of student consultation. 
 
 
3.5. Consultant Management  
 
Another contentious part of negotiations was the order of command, and the management protocols 
between the consultants and the AMS.  
 
Both parties wanted the primary project manager to act as primary administrator for the project, with 
the architect and sub-consultants sub-contracted through the primary project manager. However both 
UBC and the AMS wanted to act as project developer, with the primary project manager contracted to 
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their side directly. UBC would only allow the primary project manager to be contracted to the AMS if the 
AMS agreed to a long list of contractual responsibilities, but the AMS didn’t want to accept contractual 
responsibilities if it didn’t come with meaningful power - the AMS was concerned that due to the pre-
existing relationship between UBC and UBCPT, that the AMS might not be able to exert meaningful 
power over UBCPT’s actions.315

 

 In the end, the AMS agreed to have UBCPT be contracted directly to 
UBC, with UBC assuming the power and responsibilities of project developer. MHPM will be contracted 
directly to the AMS as Project advisor.  

 As the AMS’s Interim project manager, MHPM prepared a detailed project charter for UBCPT’s contract, 
which sets minimum standards for UBCPT’s operations, procedures, recording and reporting practices, 
and production of detailed project plans. The charter covers the typical areas of responsibility for a 
project manager, and the plans included are:316

• Content Plan: concerning the general deliverables expected of UBCPT, and the user approval 
process (see 3.3.3. Design Client Committee & Design User Reps)  

  

• Cost Plan: concerning financing and cost parameters and procedures  
• Time Plan: concerning the schedule and scheduling 
• Project Organization: concerning the governance and management structure and procedures, 

and the change management process (see 3.5.1.) 
• Communication Plan: concerning standards and procedures for communication 
• Quality Management Plan: concerning expectations for quality management  
• Procurement Management Plan: concerning the selection of consultants and other third-parties 
• Risk Management Plan: concerning expectations for risk management 
• Commissioning & Initial Operations Plan: concerning planning for LEED certification, and the 

AMS’s take-over and move in to the new SUB   
 
If UBCPT has major failures in fulfilling their contractual duties, the AMS can pursue mediation and 
arbitration, and in a worst case scenario they could terminate UBCPT’s contract. These methods 
however, would always be a last resort for the AMS.317 The AMS’s preferred approach is to work with 
the UBCPT reps on the JOC and PMW, and build relationships with other UBCPT team members, to 
encourage adherence to the charter guidelines and develop satisfactory solutions for both parties.318

 
 

 
3.5.1. Change Management   
 
Many changes to the scope and details of the New SUB project will occur during the design and 
construction stages – this is typical of any development project. These changes are typically 
documented, reviewed and approved by the architect, construction manager and project manager, but 
not necessarily the client (the AMS, in this case).319
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management process, to at least the minimum standard outlined in the charter (see A.20. Change 
Management Process).  
 
During the construction stage it is typical for many small changes to be made to costs and designs, for 
instance last-minute changes to the types of construction materials being purchased.320 All of these 
changes are documented in ‘change orders’ and entered into a ‘change log’. The JOC will not have the 
power to approve these small changes – since decisions on these smaller changes often have to be 
made quickly, sign-off power is impractical, and monthly approval would be only ceremonial.321

 

 The 
charter states however that the AMS should receive a copy of all the change orders and the change log 
at least monthly, so that they can review these changes.  

Change orders are sometimes preceded by formal ‘requests for information’ made by one of the 
primary consultants in the project, which can influence their decision to make changes. The charter 
states that when a request for information form is submitted, this form should be circulated to the 
architect, construction manager, and UBCPT project manager so that all the primary consultants are 
given warning of potential changes. If this process leads to a ‘potential change order’ form being 
originated, then the charter states that this should be documented in the change log, and that the AMS 
should also receive a copy of these forms at least monthly.  
 
Less frequently in the project ‘change requests’ will be made by one of the primary consultants in the 
project, and will require approval. Change requests generally regard decisions with greater cost 
ramifications, or that could fundamentally impact the scope of the program or the functionality of the 
building for the user. These change requests are generally made months before the actual change could 
take place. The charter states that the AMS should receive copies of these ‘change requests’ when they 
are originated, so that the AMS can meaningfully monitor, and dialogue with project consultants about, 
these larger changes. The charter suggests that request forms should require (see A.21. Change Request 
Form): 

• the originator to include the details of the change and give justification;  
• the architect, construction manager, and UBCPT to sign-off on the form and include a 

recommendation for whether or not the change should be made; and 
• the AMS’s final approval before the change is allowed  

 
While UBCPT’s change management process will likely differ somewhat from the charter’s suggestions, 
UBCPT must submit a detailed plan for the process within one month of beginning their mandate.322

 
   

 
3.6. Other Agreements Affecting Governance 
 
3.6.1. Project Budget 
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In negotiations AMS and UBC compared their estimated budgets for the project and compromised to 
agree on a general budget for the project. The JOC will oversee expenditures and approve any changes 
to the budget.323

 
  

The budget affects the governance and management of the project since it restricts the amount of 
money that the PMWC and JOC can allocate to each part of the project – such as consultants, 
construction, and consultation. The AMS agreed to contribute about $80 million towards the capital 
costs of the project, and UBC agreed to contribute about $25 million, making the total project capital 
budget about $103 million. Within the $103 million general budget, the AMS does have sole 
responsibility for allocating five cost centers, which account for $8.5 million of the total budget (see 
A.22. Budget Cost Plan). These cost centres:  

• Equipment & interior signage: which includes furniture but not computer equipment 
• AMS specialty consultants: such as legal advisors, and food retail consultants 
• The student engagement process: including the communication plan, SUB Coordinator and 

MHPM advising services 
• The moving plan: including necessary consultants, movers and communications 
• The AMS General Allowance: which can be used at the AMS’s discretion and is an important 

reserve for the AMS to influence the project324

o It could be used for public art, loading bays, to supplement the fees of an expensive but 
desired consultant, or to supplement cost overruns in one of the other four AMS cost 
centers 

 

  
The AMS must submit their budgets for each of the cost centers to the JOC, and must seek approval 
from the JOC if they wish to increase the budget allowed for any cost center.325 The allocation of the 
AMS cost centers will likely be largely determined by the SRC.326

 
   

3.6.2. Design, Program & Management of the New SUB  
 
UBC’s University Boulevard Design Guidelines dictate the general siting, form, massing of the new SUB 
which impacts on the freedom of the design process. When negotiating the urban guidelines for the new 
SUB, UBC pushed for a small building footprint that would have largely dictated the shape of the 
building. In the final agreement, the AMS was successful in securing a larger building footprint within 
which the architects can design and site the building. The AMS accepted other restriction however, such 
as agreeing that two covered - but not necessarily enclosed - walkways would crosscut the new SUB to 
allow continuous north-south views and pathways – one along the west sides of the current and new 
SUB, and another through the current SUB’s concourse and along the east side of the new SUB.327

 

 For 
diagrams of the agreed siting, form and massing of the new SUB, see appendices A.23. University 
Boulevard Siting Map, and A.24. University Boulevard Massing.  
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Outside of the new SUB’s building edge, the lease dictates that the AMS will be able to use and manage 
bookings in 7,000 ft2 of outdoor space on the west side of the building, and 3,000 ft2 on the north-east 
side of the building328 - the AMS manages 13,600 ft2 of outdoor space outside the current SUB.329 The 
AMS will only be able to put temporary structures in these outdoor areas, and UBC will be primarily 
responsible for designing, constructing, renovating and maintaining these spaces. The Aquatic Center is 
currently located on the New SUB’s east side, but if this building is demolished in the future, then the 
AMS can redistribute their allotted 3,000 ft2 on the north-east side of the building, along the rest of the 
east side.330,331

 
 

The AMS will hire a landscape architect to design the outdoor space within a 6m buffer of the edge of 
the building – they will likely use the same architect being used for the USquare’s landscape design, to 
ensure seamless and complementary design of the outdoor space.332 Mike Duncan – AMS President in 
2008/09 and UBC Alumni employee as of July 2010 – also began organizing a ‘USquare Activity Planning 
committee’ in summer of 2010. This committee will hopefully allow reps from UBC, UBC REC (the 
Athletics & Recreation Department), C+CP, the AMS, and any other organizations that face on to 
USquare, to: plan for annual uses and activity programming in USquare; and prepare for collective 
management of USquare in a new committee once construction is completed.333

 
  

The lease limits the new SUB’s program by only permitting two licensed venues. One of the venues must 
be located in the basement level, and neither of these venues can open on to USquare on the ground 
level, nor be visible from USquare334 – it is possible that a venue could be located on the west side of the 
building on an upper level, if it was sufficiently set back and not visible from USquare.335 These 
restrictions were necessary because UBC signed a contract with Mahoney & Sons giving them monopoly 
over serving liquor in the UBoulevard area.336

 

  

UBC wanted to use a typical commercial lease for the entire building, which would have given the 
owner, UBC, quite a bit of latitude to: evict tenants if they did not follow strict practices outlined in the 
lease; and control the activity in the public ‘common’ areas of the building according to strict standards. 
This would have severely curtailed the AMS’s ability to control and manage the spaces in and around the 
New SUB. In the final agreement, the commercial lease standards only apply to commercial spaces in 
the new SUB, while more lax standards apply to the non-commercial spaces in the building, which 
accounts for the majority of the space. The entire building will be managed by the AMS.337
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According to the Surrender Agreement, the AMS can keep up to 24,000 ft2 in the current SUB for AMS 
uses for up to 8 years, after which, UBC can moves these uses if they: 

 
“make best commercial efforts to provide functionally comparable alternative space on campus for the 
specific AMS activities that need to be moved (e.g. Film Society’s Norm Theatre, Photography Club, Pottery 
Club, etc) at no additional cost to the AMS”.338

 
 

Also, UBC is warranting the building for the first year after it is built. According to the development 
agreement: 

 
“UBC hereby guarantees and warrants the entire Building (and each part thereof) against defective design, 
workmanship, and materials, latent or otherwise, for a period of each part of the Building of one (1) year 
from the date of Substantial Completion of the Building (the “Warranty Period”), and UBC agrees, at its sole 
cost and expense, to repair or replace any defective item occasioned by defective design, workmanship or 
materials during the Warranty Period.”339

 
 

 
3.6.3. Public Private Partnerships  
 
In the spring of 2008, Partnerships BC, a department of the BC province, began to investigate whether 
the New SUB Project should be a public private partnership (P3). This investigation occurs for most 
public projects with a budget over a certain monetary amount, though most projects being carried out 
by UBCPT for UBC do not undergo the investigation. If the New SUB project had become a P3, then the 
AMS would have had to prepare documents detailing the requirements of the project, and much of the 
process would have been contracted out to a private project management firm – their duties could have 
included raising finances, selecting consultants, managing the development process, and potentially 
even maintaining the building after its construction.340

 

  Many AMS Councillors felt that this would 
prevent the AMS from participating meaningfully in the governance and management of project, and so 
in July 2008, AMS Council passed a motion which stated: 

“BE IT RESOLVED THAT should the SUB Renewal project be required by Partnerships BC to become a Public 
Private Partnership with a private third party other than the AMS, AMS Council will not approve the 
expenditure of any further fees toward the project.”341

 
 

In fall of 2008, Partnerships BC’s preliminary investigation found that the New SUB Project should be 
considered for a P3. UBC reps involved in the negotiation process, assisted the AMS in reviewing and 
commenting on Partnership BC’s preliminary report, which changed the report’s ‘rating’ of the New SUB 
project, and decreased the likelihood of further investigation. However, the AMS was still concerned 
that Partnerships BC would request a full investigation. UBC reps involved in the negotiation process, 
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however, indicated that if the AMS and UBC could come to an internal agreement about the governance 
and management of the project, then UBC could assist the AMS in preventing the New SUB project from 
becoming a P3.342,343

 

 When the AMS signed the agreements with UBC in May 2010, they were still 
awaiting confirmation from the Province of BC that the project did not need to become a P3 (see A.12. 
Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project).  

 
3.7. Conclusion of Part III 
 
In this section, I judge whether the negotiated governance and management structure of the New SUB 
project is, or is not, student-driven. In three tables I consider:   

• Accountability & Transparency: Are the actions of those with decision-making power in the 
negotiated structure transparent and can they be held accountable by the student-body? How 
so?  

• Broad Decision-Making: Are a large number and variety of students involved in decision-making 
in the negotiated structure? How so?  

• Meaningful Decision-Making: Do students play a meaningful role in developing and making 
decisions in the project in the negotiated structure? How so?  

 
The analysis tables also include recommendations for strategies that the AMS could use to make the 
New SUB project more student-driven in its later stages, in the context of the new negotiated structure. 
These recommendations could also be applicable to organizations in a context similar to that of the 
AMS. In the discussion section after each table I will summarize the analysis, and explore some of the 
reasons why different aspects of negotiated project structure made the project more, or less, student-
driven. I will not repeat analysis or discussion from Part I: Initial Governance & Management Structure 
where the processes have not been changed by negotiations. 
 
 
Accountability & Transparency 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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All key joint decision-making committees in the 
project – the JOC, PMWC, IDP, Design Client 
committee, and Construction committee - have at 
least two AMS reps, to provide transparency and 
accountability in the process. The AMS reps on the 
joint committees will present bi-weekly to AMS 
Council. The fact that the two primary decision-
making committees - the JOC and PMWC - each 
have 4 UBC reps, should increase transparency for 
the AMS, regarding UBC’s views and actions 
relevant to the project.  

The fact that the two primary decision-
making committees - the JOC and 
PMWC - each have 4 UBC reps, and 
must make decisions by consensus, 
does make the new structure less 
accountable to students, who cannot 
easily access or demand recourse 
against the UBC reps.  

                                                           
342 Personal Interview with a former AMS executive 
343 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, 2008/09 academic year 
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To maximize transparency for students, the AMS reps on the various committees should 
advocate for the benefits of sharing information, and work with their committee members 
to define boundaries for what information can and will be shared within the AMS, or with 
the larger student body.  

3.
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The AMS was able to select the architect, lead project manager - 
Rob Brown - and Project advisor. UBCPT will take into 
consideration the recommendations of the final architect when 
selecting the sub-consultants. 

UBC selected the primary 
project manager, UBCPT, 
and UBCPT will select the 
sub-consultants. 
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As primary contract-holder, UBC is primarily accountable for 
the development and execution of the New SUB project, 
and their responsibilities are outlined in the four 
agreements. The project charter included in UBCPT’s 
contract set a minimum standard for their transparency and 
accountability to the AMS, through the clauses regarding: 
recording and reporting to the AMS; and the user approval 
and change management processes.  

Since the AMS is not the 
primary developer for the 
project, they might lose some 
accountability in the process by 
not being the primary contract 
holder of the consultants.  
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The AMS can also hold UBC accountable for 
faulty design, materials or equipment, under 
the one year building warranty. The AMS 
Council helped to ensure an accountable 
process by passing a motion that the project 
could not become a P3.   

The decisions regarding relocation of AMS 
uses left in the current SUB will not be 
accountable to students, since UBC is 
responsible for determining when and how 
these uses should be relocated. 
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To increase transparency, and perhaps accountability, of the relocation of AMS uses left 
in the current SUB, the AMS should be prepared to form a joint committee with UBC as 
early as possible, to share information and ideas regarding relocation of uses. 

 
The negotiated structure for the New SUB project is less directly accountable to students than what was 
initially practiced by the AMS. However, the AMS was able to include contracts, protocols, and 
personnel in the new structure that should indirectly enhance transparency and accountability for 
students in the joint committees, and in the AMS’s relationships with the project consultants – this was 
especially important for consultants not vetted and selected by the AMS. The wording of the surrender 
agreement doesn’t gives specifics of the extent to which UBC is accountable for replacing AMS uses left 
in the current SUB, and since UBC is fully responsible for the relocation of uses, the process could give 
students little practical accountability as well.    
 
 
Broad Decision-Making 
 
Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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 The negotiated decision-making committee structure does not increase or 
decrease the number or diversity of students involved in decision-making. 
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Since the AMS was able to dictate the selection process for the 
architects, they were able to use a student-wide vote to 
contribute to the selection process. 
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 The negotiated consultant management process does not increase or decrease 
the number or diversity of students involved in decision-making. 
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In later stages of project, the AMS can 
unilaterally decide to use student-wide 
votes to contribute to project decisions-
making as long as the votes only impact 
on the AMS’s five cost centres.   

If the AMS wants to use student-wide votes to 
contribute to project decisions that impact on 
areas other than the AMS’s five cost centres, then 
the AMS will have to approve the use of student-
wide voting in the PMWC and JOC. 
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B Since allocating the AMS’s five cost centres is primarily the responsibility of the AMS, 

the AMS has more ability to use student-wide votes to help determine their strategies 
and decisions concerning these five cost centres. In later stages of the project, the AMS 
could perhaps use a student-wide vote to help decide how to use the general 
allowance in the budget. 

 
The negotiated structure for the New SUB project did not provide new opportunities for broad student 
decision-making in the project, but it also did not pre-emptively restrict broad student decision-making. 
The negotiated structure did allow the AMS to continue their plan to use a student-wide vote for the 
architect selection process. In future, the AMS will need to seek approval from the JOC and PMWC if 
they want to use a student-wide vote to contribute to project decision-making, unless the vote only 
concerns the AMS’s five cost centres.  
 
 
Meaningful Decision-Making 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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The additional knowledge and experience of the UBC reps on the 
joint committees might allow more complex discussions and 
effective decision-making than was possible in the AMS committees. 
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To take maximum advantage of the joint decision-making committees, the AMS must make 
sure that the SRC, user reps, and student advisory committees (see 4.7. Advisory 
Committees) carry out adequate research, review, discussion and planning to present 
legitimate, clear, and persuasive ideas and positions at the PMWC, JOC, IDP, Design Client 
committee, and Construction committee. If the AMS selects a student not employed by the 
AMS to sit on the IDP process, they should be paid a stipend to encourage and help them to 
commit the time necessary to do the job competently.   
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In general, the negotiated project structure re-organized, but didn’t diminish, meaningful student 
decision-making in the New SUB project. The new committee structure might in fact increase the 
meaningful decision-making power of students, because of the value of having various UBC reps on the 
committees.  
 
While the AMS was not able to rigorously select the primary project manager, they were able to exert 
meaningful decision-making power by selecting several critical project consultants - the final architect, 
Project advisor, and lead project manager. By selecting these consultants based on their ability and 
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The AMS was able to use a rigorous AMS hiring committee 
to select the final architect, and since they were chosen, in 
part, based on their ability and desire to work 
collaboratively with students, this should enhance 
meaningful student decision-making during the design 
process. By selecting UBCPT’s lead project manager, Rob 
Brown, the AMS was able to select someone that they felt 
would be able to work collaboratively with students. Having 
MHPM stay on as Project advisor will allow the AMS to 
oversee and collaborate on the project more effectively. 

The AMS was not able use a 
rigorous selection committee 
to select the project manager. 
As a result, the AMS is unsure 
of UBCPT’s ability or desire to 
work with students during the 
project, which could impact 
negatively on meaningful 
student decision-making in 
the future project.  
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The project charter included in UBCPT’s contract requires them to regularly 
communicate and share internal documents with the AMS, which will give the 
AMS the detailed information and early notice necessary for them to 
meaningfully contribute to decision-making and problem-solving in the project.  
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B The AMS should focus on forming strong relationships with the UBCPT employees 
working on the new SUB project, to encourage good communication and teamwork.  
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The meaningful decision-making power of students in the project 
is safeguarded by the AMS’s:  
• power to allocate the AMS’s five cost centres;  
• freedom to design within a large building footprint; 
• power to designate 10,000 ft2 of bookable space outside the 

building; 
• power to choose which uses should stay in the current SUB; 
• power and responsibility to manage the New SUB; and  
• avoidance of the New SUB project becoming a P3 
Also the USquare Activity Planning committee will hopefully give 
the AMS more information about, and influence over, the 
programming and management of the outdoor space adjacent to 
the new SUB in USquare. 

The meaningful decision-
making power of 
students in the project is 
limited by: the inability 
of the AMS to design 
outdoor space outside of 
the 6m building buffer; 
the requirements for 
north-south pathways 
through the New SUB’s 
building footprint; and 
the restrictions on liquor 
venues.  
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The AMS should support and advocate for the formation of the USquare Activity Planning 
committee, as early as possible. The AMS should also find out the end-date and exact terms 
of the Mahoney & Sons monopoly agreement, so that the AMS can work with UBC to 
renegotiate these terms so as to allow the AMS to move a liquor venue on to USquare after 
the current agreement expires - if this is possible then the AMS could develop a long term 
plan to move a liquor venue on to USquare.  
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desire to work collaboratively with students, the AMS also safeguard their future ability to meaningfully 
contribute to the project. The meaningful collaboration of the AMS was also safeguarded by the detailed 
protocols and terms that were included in the consultant contracts and the project agreements.  
 
A number of other agreements granted and limited the AMS’s rights in terms of budget allocation, and 
design and management of the new building. Many of the restrictions concern how the new SUB should 
interconnect with surrounding spaces, and how the AMS should interact with surrounding uses.  
 
After three years of project experience the AMS is ready to competently represent student interests 
within the new project structure, which will include many UBC reps and industry professionals.  These 
three years of experience have allowed the AMS to: 

• Develop successful committee structures and protocols to manage internal AMS discussion and 
decision-making by the AMS Council, SRC and advisory committees; 

• Become confident in selecting, and working and communicating with consultants;  
• Prepare the terms and protocols included in the consultant contracts and project agreements 

which safeguarded accountability, transparency, and decision-making for students; and  
• Develop important student positions like the SUB Coordinator, which have justification to 

continue in the project after several years of successful results 
These skills, protocols and personnel will be critical to the AMS effectively contributing to complex 
discussions and decision-making in the negotiated governance and management structure.  
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4. Part IV: Consultation    
 
4.1. Introduction  
 
Note: When ‘the AMS’ is referred to as an active entity implemented in the consultation process in Part 
Three, it refers most specifically to the SUB Coordinator, VP Admin and SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) - 
who were the driving forces behind consultation planning, implementation and decision-making - but it 
also refers to the AMS Council who were generally aware and supportive of consultation activities. The 
use of the term ‘AMS’ is not meant to imply that: the views of the student-body, AMS government, or 
AMS Council, were homogenous; or that the views and actions of the SUB Coordinator, VP Admin and 
SRC were perfectly representative of, or communicated to, AMS Council (for further details on the 
relationship between AMS Council and the SRC, see 2.4. AMS Council, and 2.7.1. SUB Renewal 
Committee & Project Management Committee).  
 
The New SUB’s consultation process provides an important precedent for involving a large and diverse 
‘client group’ in the design of a complex and ambitious building. The first three years of the New SUB 
consultation process provided unique challenges and opportunities for the AMS because: 

• It had to draw from a student population of 45,000 that was annually changing and two-thirds 
commuting,344

• While few students are professionals, they are becoming experts in their respective disciplines, 
and have access to cutting edge information; 

 and from other UBC community members; 

• The building must meet a high standard of green design (LEED Platinum or equivalent) (see A.12. 
Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project); and  

• The building must meet the needs of current users, current non-users that the AMS would like 
to serve better in the new building, and future students whose needs are difficult to anticipate 

 
Because of the pre-existing structures and protocols of the AMS, the consultation process developed 
and carried out by the AMS was assured of being reasonably accountable and transparent. However the 
AMS had no protocols or policies that dictated which consultation methods and tools should be used.345

 

 
The consultation process developed for the New SUB project depended heavily on precedents from 
consultation processes carried out recently on campus, and on the experience, knowledge, skills and 
values of the AMS reps and consultants that became involved in the project. 

Oversight of the consultation process in the first three years of the project was the responsibility of the 
SRC since it was formed in spring of 2007. This is important since the SRC is chaired by the VP Admin, 
and every VP Admin elected since 2007 has run on a platform promising student involvement in the 
New SUB project (see 2.6. AMS Executives & SUB Coordinator). The SRC largely delegated consultation 
coordination and implementation to the renovation consultant in 2007/08, and to the SUB Coordinator 
in 2008/09 and 2009/10. Since the SUB Coordinator was hired the AMS and SRC have played a much 
stronger role in developing standards and an overall plan for student consultation, implementing 
consultation, and ensuring that the outcomes and results of consultation are adequately analysed and 
considered.346

                                                           
344 UBC, UBC: Youbc: Commuter Students, 28 Jul. 2010, <https://you.ubc.ca/ubc/vancouver/commuter.ezc> 

  

345 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 – Jul. 2009 
346 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 – Jul. 2009 
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The SUB Coordinator will report and seek budget approval from the Project Management Working 
Committee (PMWC) after it forms in August 2010. However, the primary responsibility for overseeing 
the consultation process and the work of the SUB Coordinator will largely remain with the SRC, since the 
budget for these activities falls within the five ‘cost centers’ for which the AMS has sole responsibility 
(see 3.6.1. Project Budget).   
 
In analyzing whether the New SUB consultation process was student-driven, I first discuss how the 
context of other consultation processes on campus has influenced the AMS’s process: the UBC 
Vancouver Campus Plan; the UBC Farm workshop; and the Fairview Square workshops. I then outline 
and analyze major aspects of the New SUB’s consultation process, including:  

4.3.    Preliminary Needs Assessment 
4.4.    Comprehensive Consultation Planning & SUB Coordinator 
4.5.    Principles for Participatory Planning 
4.6.    Goals for the New SUB 
4.7.    Media & Communications 
4.8.    Advisory Committees 
4.9.    Draft Program Consultation 
4.10. Final Program Consultation 
4.11. SUB Curriculum Initiative 
4.12. Student-Wide Architect Vote  
4.13. Design Consultation 
4.14. Construction & Operation  

 
Lastly I conclude with a summary analysis of what made the first three years of consultation student-
driven and not student-driven, and recommendations for how future stages of the New SUB project 
could be more student-driven, and or a different project in similar situations could be more student-
driven than was the New SUB project.  
 
 
4.2. Context  
 
Other consultation processes which happened at UBC previous or simultaneous to the New SUB project, 
influenced the direction of the New SUB project by creating expectations and preconceptions in the 
minds of students for what the AMS’s consultation could or should be like.  
 
 
4.2.1. The UBC Vancouver Campus Plan 
 
In fall of 2005 UBC’s Campus + Community Planning(C+CP) Department began developing a new UBC 
Vancouver Campus Plan.347 The last comprehensive plan had been completed in 1992.348

                                                           
347 UBC, C+CP, Program Overview – Key Components, Campus Plan Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.campusplan.ubc.ca/process/index.php#p1> 

 In the first 

348 UBC, C+CP, UBC Vancouver, C+CP: Plans + Policies: Campus Planning Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.planning.ubc.ca/plans_and_policies/campus_planning/ubc_vancouver.php> 
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three phases, from fall of 2005 to spring of 2007, the C+CP carried out: many technical studies; focus 
groups with invited reps from different campus groups; public open houses and presentations with 
opportunities for discussion and feedback; and several short online questionnaires.349,350 60% of those 
who sent online feedback in phase three were students and of the 280 online comments received by 
C+CP, 105 stressed the need to preserve the UBC Farm – the next most common topic was mentioned in 
only 35 comments.351

 
  

In March 2008 C+CP carried out several large design workshops where students, faculty, UBC employees 
and design professionals worked in mixed groups to propose plans for the campus.352 Each workshop 
began with a presentation detailing specific requirements and constraints for the plan, such as budget, 
green-space, and facility space. With the help of an information binder each group drew a land use plan 
that met the requirements, and then presented their plan to the entire group.353 At a charrette later on, 
a smaller group of design professionals condensed these plans into three possible outcomes for the 
campus: distributed single uses in ‘Traditional Campus’; distributed mixed uses in ‘Villages in Precincts’; 
and centralized mixed uses in ‘Campus Crossroads’. In the fourth planning phase in fall of 2008 these 
three options were presented in a booklet with a questionnaire section, and the public could attend 
presentation and discussion sessions or give feedback online.354

 
  

Throughout the Campus Plan process, C+CP received feedback from a steering committee355 and 
technical advisory committee356,357

 

 about once a term – each committee had an AMS and Graduate 
Student Society (GSS) rep. The detailed results of each planning phase were also posted online, except 
for the design workshops and charrette which occurred in spring of 2008. 

In the spring and fall of 2008, many students and other UBC community members came forward with 
criticisms of the Camus Plan process. In particular, many were concerned that: the direction of the Plan 

                                                           
349 UBC, C+CP, A Workshop on the Scope and Process for Reviewing UBC Vancouver’s Campus Plan, 18 Nov. 2005, 
Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/2005_Nov03_Workshop_Notes_Compilation.pdf> 
350 UBC, C+CP, UBC Vancouver Campus Plan Review: Phase 2 Ideas & Issues: Consultation Summary Report, Jan. 
2007, Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/Phase_2_Consultation_Summary_Report_January_2007.pdf> 
351 UBC, C+CP, UBC-Vancouver Campus Plan Review: Phase 3 - Talking About the Future: Consultation Summary 
Report, 30 Apr. 2007, Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/Phase3_Consultation_Summary_Report_May07.pdf> 
352 UBC, C+CP, UBC Vancouver Campus Plan Review: Phase 4 - Three Design Options: Consultation Summary 
Report, 30 Jan. 2009, Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/Ph4_ConsSumReport_Jan30-09.pdf> 
353 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from attending Vancouver Campus Plan Design Workshop, Mar. 2008 
354 UBC, C+CP, UBC Vancouver Campus Plan: Phase 4 - Options Review: Consultation Discussion Guide and 
Feedback Form, Oct. 2008, Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/Ph4_Discussion_Guide_Oct08.pdf> 
355 UBC, C+CP, Steering Committee, Campus Plan: Contact Us Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/team/steering_committee/index.php> 
356 UBC, C+CP, Technical Advisory Committee, Campus Plan: Contact Us Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/team/technical_advisory_committee/index.php> 
357 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from sitting on the Vancouver Campus Plan Technical Advisory Committee, 
2008/09 academic year 
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had been overly determined by technical studies; consultation had been too ‘controlled’ to allow 
creative input; the detailed results of the design workshops and charrette had not been made public;358 
none of the three options, presented in Phase Four, preserved the entire 24 ha area of the UBC Farm 
and its forest buffer; and the sprawling ‘distributed single uses’ option contradicted the strong 
consultation support for sustainable development.359,360,361 Students and other community members 
sent a strong and clear message of displeasure in C+CP presentations and feedback booklets, and many 
more were mobilized outside of the planning process in activism activities in support of the UBC Farm.362 
UBC responded by announcing in spring of 2009 that they would preserve the 24 ha UBC Farm area for 
academic use only.363

 

 Since these concerns dominated the debate and discussions in Phase Four of the 
Campus Plan process, many other aspects of the Plan failed to receive adequate attention.   

Impact on the New SUB Project 
 
Many UBC students became disillusioned with consultation in general because of the Campus Plan 
process. Those responsible for overseeing the AMS’s New SUB consultation were committed to not 
repeating the mistakes of the Campus Plan process, and developing a consultation process that would 
win back the trust of students. One lesson that the AMS took from the Campus Plan process was the 
importance of posting all consultation results online, so that students would know that their input had 
at least been considered and how it had contributed to later planning documents. The AMS learned that 
they should regularly seek student criticism and suggestions when developing planning processes and 
materials to help spot and resolve problems – meeting with advisory committees about once a term was 
not sufficient for this.364

 

 The AMS also learned that students might be happier with the overall direction 
of the process if broad consultation was used at the beginning to expand the possibilities of the process 
and give direction to the technical research, rather than allowing technical research at the beginning to 
dictate the process. Finally the AMS learned the importance of providing open and creative consultation 
forums where participants could impact on plans in a more creative and meaningful way. 

 
4.2.2. The UBC Farm Workshop 
 
In November 2008,volunteers from Friends of the Farm – an organization which organizes and 
implement fundraising and other events for the UBC Farm - in partnership with the design firm Co-

                                                           
358 UBC, C+CP, UBC Vancouver Campus Plan Review: Phase 4 - Three Design Options: Consultation Summary 
Report, 30 Jan. 2009, Campus Plan: Program Overview – Key Components Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://campusplan.ubc.ca/docs/pdf/Ph4_ConsSumReport_Jan30-09.pdf> 
359 SDS, “Campus planning: a shit sandwich: UBC’s consultation features a variety of unsavoury options”, 30 Sep. 
2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, <http://ubyssey.ca/archive/2008.09.30/20080930%20page%2015.pdf> 
360 Kreitzman, Maayan, “Consultation or lip service?”, 30 Sep. 2008, The Ubyssey, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/archive/2008.09.30/20080930%20page%2015.pdf>   
361 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
362 Ferrari-Nunes, Rodrigo, “Student Power and the UBC Farm”, 2 Jan 2010, UBC Student Media, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://ubcstudentmedia.wordpress.com/2010/01/02/student-power-and-the-ubc-farm/> 
363 UBC, “New UBC Farm Sign Unveiled at Preservation Ceremony”, 8 Apr. 2009, UBC Reports, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www.publicaffairs.ubc.ca/media/releases/2009/mr-09-farm.html> 
364 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from sitting on the Vancouver Campus Plan Technical Advisory Committee, 
2008/09 academic year 

84



 
 

Design, ran a one-day design workshop to generate ideas for the future uses of the UBC Farm.365 This 
day was attended by about 100 participants and 30 facilitators (artists, note-takers, and speakers) – with 
many participants also acting as volunteers for the event. The workshop began with presentations and a 
short film on the farm, after which attendees collectively discussed ‘a day in the future life of the farm’ 
to generate ideas for future uses. The facilitators split these ideas into general theme groups, and then 
the large attendee group split into 10 groups of 10-15 members, each devoted to a different theme. 
Each smaller group discussed their theme while a note-taker recorded their ideas and an artist visually 
represented those ideas. At the end of the day all the drawings and notes were displayed so that 
participants could peruse and indicate how much they liked the ideas presented using a point system. 
This design workshop was very popular with the participants, who were proud of their results.366 After 
the workshop Co-Design prepared a summary of the day's events and results for the UBC Farm’s 
records. These records were used in spring and summer of 2009 to inform the South Campus Academic 
Plan for the Farm.367

 
 

Conclusion Analysis  
 
The UBC Farm workshop provided an important example to UBC students and the AMS for how a large 
and diverse number of students could be successfully involved in a planning workshop for a public and 
learning space. The use of scoring on the day to help judge the merit of the different ideas, and the 
creation of a summary report, provided accountability and transparency in the process. It was also 
appropriate that this expansive and creative workshop came before the academic planning process for 
the farm that began in the spring of 2008. 
 
 
4.2.3. The Fairview Square Workshops  
 
UBC’s Office of the Architect, within C+CP, carried out a series of public design workshops on Fairview 
Square over several months in fall of 2008. The ideas discussed at the first workshop were general and 
value-driven and the following workshops were more specific about the qualities of the space.368 At 
each new workshop the architect’s team presented their analysis of the last workshop and new ideas to 
make sure they had understood the student input and were heading in the right direction.369

                                                           
365 Pikersgill, Mark, “A vision for the UBC Farm”, 10 Dec. 2008, Regarding Place, 
<http://regardingplace.com/?p=2581> 

 Since the 
process took place in one school term the same students could come back at each workshop to verify 
that the designs were on the right track, and build on the experience they’d gained in the previous 
workshops. These workshops were well-received by students, who felt their input had been taken 

366 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field Notes from attending the UBC Farm Workshop, Nov. 2008 
367 UBC, Cultivating Place: An Academic Plan for Applied Sustainability on South Campus and Beyond, Dec. 2009, 
Prep. South Campus Academic Planning Committee, UBC Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www.landfood.ubc.ca/cultivatingplace/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2009/12/Cultivating-Place-
v28.pdf> 
368 UBC, Office of the Architect, Fairview Square Workshop 1: Summary and Results, 14 Oct. 2008, C+CP: Plans + 
Policies: Forms + Documents: Documents: Campus Projects: Fairview Square Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://planning.ubc.smallboxsoftware.net/smallbox4/file.php?sb4aba59d282dff> 
369 UBC, Office of the Architect, Fairview Square Workshop 4 - Agenda DRAFT, 4 Dec. 2008, C+CP Website, 
<http://planning.ubc.smallboxsoftware.net/smallbox4/file.php?sb4aba5a91b871d> 
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seriously. The Architect’s Office also posted all of the workshop results and summaries in the 
‘documents’ database of the C+CP website.370,371

 
  

Conclusions  
 
These workshops provided an important example to the AMS for how students could be meaningfully 
involved in the design process for a public space. It also showed the value of repeat participants, since 
these participants could verify past consultation analysis and ‘next steps’, and could build on the 
confidence, skills and knowledge they’d gained from previous workshops. The process would have been 
more transparent however, if the results had been posted in a more obvious website location like the 
Fairview Square project page.372

 
  

 
4.3. Preliminary Needs Assessment   
 
In spring of 2007 the SUB Renewal Committee (SRC) was formed by the AMS Council and tasked with 
preparing a preliminary needs assessment and renovations study. The purpose of the needs assessment 
was to investigate how much and what type of space was necessary to fulfill student needs for the next 
60 years. A renovations study was also needed to estimate the costs of providing this new space through 
different renovation and construction options.373

 
   

Though these studies required consultation with students, the SRC did not at this time hire a student to 
oversee consultation. They instead delegated the duties of planning and implementing consultation to 
the consultants hired to carry out the renovation studies. A hiring committee selected Cannon Design as 
renovation consultant in August 2007. Since the AMS and SRC did not have any mandate or policy for 
consultation at this point, the style and amount of consultation carried out was determined by the 
consultant. One of the deciding factors in hiring Cannon was their enthusiasm and vision for involving 
students.374

 
  

Cannon ran an online survey in August 2007 which received 1,200 respondents. In fall of 2007 Cannon’s 
team leader, Christopher Rowe, taught a course at the UBC School of Architecture and enlisted his 
architecture students to facilitate focus groups. In October and November 2007 Cannon carried out 22 
focus groups to gain a deeper understanding of student needs and interests, and used a public 
information booth in the current SUB to collect comment cards. They ran a second online survey in 

                                                           
370 UBC, C+CP, Fairview Square, C+CP: Plans + Policies: Forms + Documents: Documents: Campus Projects Website, 
28 Jun. 2010, <http://planning.ubc.smallboxsoftware.net/forms_documents/documents/libraries218.php> 
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November which had 2,900 respondents. All together 4,000 students participated in the two surveys 
and focus groups; about 12% of UBC’s full-time student population.375

 
   

In the first survey students were asked to choose their top needs in the new building, from a list of pre-
determined options (the #1 choice was: green space / roof garden).  
 
The focus groups targeted different stakeholder groups on campus. These groups met for an hour, 
usually at lunch or from 5-6pm, in the SUB Council Chambers or a space that would be more convenient 
and known to the stakeholder group members. The stakeholder groups targeted were:376

• General  
 

• REC and Varsity  
• Resource Groups  
• Greeks  
• Residences  
• Audiology and Speech Sciences, Dentistry, Nursing, Medicine, Occupational 

and Environmental Hygiene, Pharmacy, and Rehab Sciences  
• SCARP and Architecture  
• Commerce  
• Science  
• Journalism, Law, LAIS  
• Education, Forestry, LAFS, Human kinetics, and Social Work  
• Arts and Music  
• Applied Sciences  
• Graduate Students  

 
All the groups had the same general themes, discussing: 377

• Goals: High-level ambitions for the project 
 

• Facts: Statements, perceptions, and observations of the current SUB or other related topics  
• Needs: Deficiencies in the current SUB, and future requirements for the new SUB 
• Concepts: Specific ideas and applications, models seen elsewhere  

Participants discussed these themes, wrote down their ideas on flashcards, and then organized their 
flash cards into the four theme groups on a large sheet of paper. At the end, each student was given 
three stickers to stick on the ideas they most liked.378

 
  

In the second survey students chose the top amenities they wanted to retain from the current SUB (#1 
was ‘AMS food and retail’), the top amenities they wanted in the new building (#1 was ‘more and 
different food options’), and the top goals or ‘qualities of space’ they wanted in the new building (#1 
was ‘daylighting and views’). The focus groups had generated a long list of ideas which were used to 
inform the answer choices for the second survey. 
                                                           
375 UBC AMS, UBC SUB Renewal: Summary of Consultation, Feb 2008, Prep. Cannon Design, UBC AMS: New SUB 
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376 Kreitzman, Maayan, "Want to be consulted? It’s your fuckin’ week”, 17 Oct. 2007, UBC Insiders, 28 Jul. 2010, 
<http://ubcinsiders.blogspot.com/2007/10/wanna-be-consulted-it_17.html> 
377 UBC AMS, UBC SUB Renewal: Summary of Consultation, Feb 2008, Prep. Cannon Design, UBC AMS: New SUB 
Project Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/cannonreport.pdf>  
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On November 7th Canon Design hosted its annual design forum, bringing together architects, engineers, 
and planners from 25 different countries to examine the SUB Renewal process. Forum participants 
explored the renovation and construction options available for creating a more environmentally and 
student friendly SUB, incorporating ideas from student consultation, and cost estimates. In January 2008 
Cannon released its consultation summary report and renovations study with recommendations for 
AMS Council.379

 
 

 
4.4. SUB Coordinator & Comprehensive Consultation Planning 
 
After the Referendum and MOU allowed the AMS to move forward with the programming process, the 
SRC decided it was necessary to take a more proactive role in consultation with students. Based on a 
recommendation from the previous VP Admin, the 2008/09 VP Admin hired the first SUB Coordinator in 
July 2008 to assist with the consultation process and other project duties.380

 
  

The VP Admin and first SUB Coordinator worked together to develop a consultation plan for the coming 
year. In September 2008 however the SUB Coordinator resigned and I was selected as the second SUB 
Coordinator. I reviewed the work done by Cannon Design and the first SUB Coordinator, and in October 
2008 I started working with the VP admin, SRC and newly selected program consultants to develop a 
comprehensive plan for student consultation.381

 
  

Some aspects of the consultation plan developed in 2008/09 were overarching, in the sense that they 
could be applied to all stages of the project. These included the: principles for participatory planning; 
media & communications; advisory committees; and goals for the New SUB.  
 
Other aspects of the plan were tailored to specific stages or aspects of the project, and their 
implementation overlapped with specific SUB Coordinators: I oversaw the programming process in the 
2008/09 academic year; the third SUB Coordinator oversaw the SUB Curriculum initiative in 2009/10 and 
the architecture selection process in March 2010; the fourth SUB Coordinator was hired and took over in 
May 2010, and will be responsible for overseeing the design consultation process and the continuing 
SUB Curriculum initiative.382

 
  

The SUB Coordinator, by carrying out comprehensive consultation planning, developed a framework for 
consultation which served student interests, and then coordinated with the consultants to share in the 
responsibilities of implementing consultation. By sharing in consultation implementation, the AMS was 
able to take more full advantage of AMS employees and knowledge – such as the AMS secretaries and 
club administrators who were able to help contact and schedule meetings with many stakeholder 
groups. It also allowed the AMS to carry out a more full and flexible consultation process, at little cost to 
the AMS. In my year as SUB Coordinator, we added many aspects to the consultation process on short 
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notice - such as the thematic workshops and graduate student survey. It would have been very 
expensive to renegotiate contract fees with the consultant to carry out these tasks, since the consultant 
no longer had compete with other firms to win the contract.383 The SUB Coordinator and other staff at 
the AMS, who are paid on a salaried basis, were enlisted to help with the new duties at no additional 
cost to the AMS.384

 
  

Because the SUB Coordinator was publicized frequently as the general contact for the New SUB project, 
it made it less confusing for students wanting to access information about or discuss the project. When I 
served as SUB Coordinator I received visits and emails from student frequently who wanted to speak 
about the project, give suggestions, raise particular concerns, or find out how they could become 
involved. Many of these students ended up becoming part of consultation forums or activities, or 
working with me to develop solutions to their concerns or those of their stakeholder group.385

 
  

For a general description of the duties of the SUB Coordinator see 2.6.1. SUB Coordinator. 
 
 
4.5. Principles & Goals   

4.5.1. Principles of Participatory Planning 
 
The first task which I worked on with the VP Admin was developing simple principles to promote a 
student-driven consultation process. The three general principles are (for a full description see 1.3.3. 
Methods of Analysis): 

• Accountability and Transparency  
• Broad Engagement  
• Meaningful Engagement 

 
They have been publicised on the AMS Website since fall of 2008 so students would be aware of the 
standards the AMS was aiming for, and could hold the AMS to those standards.386

 
 

4.5.1. Principles and Goals  
 
In October 2010, I worked with the program consultants to develop goals for the New SUB. These goals 
were meant to be used to inspire and judge the program for the building, and possibly its design later in 
the process. The initial goals were a synthesis of:  

• The AMS Strategic Framework387

• Brainstorming sessions within the SRC
 

388

• Brainstorming sessions within the New SUB Student Advisory Committee (NSSAC)
 

389

                                                           
383 Savard, Guillaume, Personal Interview with MHPM Interim project manager, 18 May 2010 

 

384 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
385 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
386 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
387 UBC AMS, The AMS Strategic Framework, 23 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/AMS_Strategic_Framework__updated_Feb_23_2008_.pdf>. 
388 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2010 

89



 
 

 
I and members of the NSSAC gave out written surveys to find out how important AMS Councillors and 
general students felt the various ‘goals’ were to the building. Respondents were asked to rank each goal 
from 1 to 5 - 1 being very unimportant and 5 being very important – and were given space to comment 
on the goals or suggest other goals. While there were slight differences in how students ranked these 
goals, the surveys mostly confirmed that students felt they were all important, and nothing critical had 
been left out.390,391

 
  

The complete list of goals or ‘values’ for the New SUB includes (for full descriptions, see A.7. New SUB 
Program Goals): 

1. Governance 
2. Empowerment 
3. Advocacy 
4. Services 
5. Community Building 
6. Student Development (capacity building) 
7. Institutional (UBC) Development 
8. Environmental Sustainability 
9. Financial Sustainability/Entrepreneurship 
10. Diversify & Increase Users 
11. Vital Campus Place 
12. Student Academic Life 

  
Developing the goals gave AMS councillors, SRC, NSSAC and some students-at-large the opportunity to 
articulate their overall aspirations for the building. The goals helped the program consultants to identify 
and prioritize aspects of the program that would fulfill the intangible needs of students, not just tangible 
ones. For instance, because of the goal to improve ‘governance’ the program prioritized creating a new 
AMS Chambers/Forum which will accommodate a large audience, and be highly visible and easy for 
students to access.392,393

 

 If the program and building succeed in fulfilling these intangible goals, the new 
building will surely enhance student leadership and involvement in campus and AMS life in the future. 

 
4.6. Media & Communications 
 
An integral part of the consultation process is communications. The AMS had an in-house 
communications and design team which had a great deal of experience and expertise in developing 
advertising and communications campaigns. The design department was able to develop graphics and 
format information in a way that was effective and eye-catching. The communications department also 
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helped to develop budgets, and strategies for which media to use and how to disseminate it. It was 
important to always speak to the design and communications departments as early as possible when 
developing consultation plans, to give the departments ample time to develop an overall 
communications strategy, develop and approve a budget, and design, revise, produce and distribute 
media.394

 
  

Media and methods used so far by the New SUB project include:395,396

• Small posters for advertising around campus 
 

• Facebook pages 
• A New SUB webpage on the AMS website  

o The AMS New SUB website included project history, future project and consultation 
plans, consultation results and project reports. 

• Open houses and permanent displays around campus 
o Foam-core information boards were used for displays  
o Pamphlets and flashcards could be taken away by visitors  
o A 6x6 ft model of the USquare area was used to give context  

 The model, as well candy, served as effective ‘ice-breakers’ to attract students 
to information areas and occupy them while they read information or spoke to 
an attendant. 

o Volunteers sometimes manned the displays to answer questions 
o These displays were often put up at large campus events like ‘clubs days’ during fall 

initiation, and the ‘welcome back’ day for alumni during the summer 
• Mass emails to UBC students  

o When introducing the consultation events for each terms, and advertising important 
events like surveys, the AMS sent a broadcast email to the entire UBC community 
through the UBC administration. It was necessary to give the UBC administration several 
days notice to check over the email.  

o I developed large internal consultation email lists through facebook, workshop attendee 
lists, AMS clubs lists, online surveys, and emails I received from individual students. I 
emailed these lists regularly with updates and sometimes with questions or internal 
documents for comment – the members of these lists occasionally responded with 
comments 

o When carrying out workshops or interviews that were relevant to particular AMS clubs, 
services, or businesses, the SUB coordinator could get their contacts from the AMS 
website or administration, and email these groups directly to invite their participation. 

o Each email I sent, generally included information about the project, and opportunities 
for involvement 

• AMS Council presentations and emails 
o The SUB Coordinators encouraged AMS Councillors to inform their constituents about 

project events through their websites and meetings, and by forwarding the emails they 
sent them to their constituent email lists 
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To attract students to longer events like workshops it was important to give students plenty of early and 
repeat notice, and display signs to direct students to the event on the day. It was also effective to 
advertise and offer meals or snacks, especially at lunch-time events. Offering meals however was 
expensive and required more cutlery, and often food went un-eaten, so after the programming phase 
the AMS served only snacks.397

 
 

In its first three years the project did not use a great deal of face-to-face advertising – by giving public 
presentation or having volunteers regularly attend displays, or carry out short surveys. These are good 
tools to judge students’ reaction to the project on the ground, and have frank discussions.398

 
 

 
4.7. Advisory Committees 
 
I formed the two student advisory committees in the 2008/09 academic year. They were not required 
within the formal governance structures of the AMS, but I felt that I needed more student oversight and 
assistance when making the many decisions necessary in my positions.399

 
  

 
4.7.1. New SUB Student Advisory Committee (NSSAC) 
 
I formed the New SUB Student Advisory Committee (NSSAC) in October 2008 to provide input and 
oversight of the consultation process for myself and the SRC. According to my job description I had the 
power to plan, facilitate and analyze consultation, and work with consultants to incorporate 
consultation feedback into their work. I felt I lacked the authority and expertise to do this job well 
without regularly receiving critical and creative input from a range of students. A committee seemed 
most appropriate for this role, since it would allow: reliable attendance; complex discussions; and those 
involved to gain familiarity with the project.400

 
 

I included a short invitation for students in a broadcast email sent to the entire UBC community, and I 
sent emails directly to clubs and associations on campus, inviting them to send a representative to the 
committee. In these invitations I explained the purpose of the committee, the expected meeting dates 
and times, and asked interested students to email me with a description of: why they were interested in 
participating; what they felt they could ‘bring’ to the committee; and whether they would be able to, or 
interested in, participating for more than a year (see A.8. Invitation to Participate in the New SUB 
Student Advisory Committee). Many first year students responded who had an interest in participating in 
the project throughout their time at UBC. The number of official participants was capped at 20 allowing 
all those who applied to be involved, but regular attendance at meetings was 10-15 members, which 
was a more productive and manageable number to work with. In winter of 2009 I set a meeting time 
that would allow the largest number of members to continue participating, and a second call for 
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participants was made to replace those students who could no longer be involved. Over the course of 
2008/09, about 23 different students attended the NSSAC meetings.401

 
 

The responsibilities of the committee in 2008/09 evolved according to the suggestions and interests of 
the members, but broadly included:402

• Discussing and making suggestions for communications and consultation plans and materials 
  

• Assisting with communications and outreach campaigns, or consultation events 
• Reviewing feedback from consultation, and summarizing and prioritizing that feedback for 

delivery to the SRC and consultants 
o Raw feedback was first refined and categorized by myself so that the committee could 

break into smaller groups to analyse each category. Each group then presented their 
analysis to the whole group before they made collective recommendations  

• Reviewing consultants’ work, like the Detailed Program, to ensure it was consistent with the 
input from the NSSAC and consultation process; and recommending changes where it wasn’t 
consistent 

• Meeting with consultants occasionally to discuss consultants’ work and give recommendations  
 
The committee was disbanded in April 2009 and hasn’t been reformed since, since little consultation 
took place in 2009/10.403 The fourth SUB Coordinator will likely reconnect with NSSAC members and add 
those interested to a list of informal online network of advisors for the design stage of the project. The 
SUB Coordinator will exchange project information and comments with these advisors online, and may 
call meetings occasionally to help discuss and resolve particular consultation issues.404,405

 
 

 
4.7.2. Sustainable SUB Committee (SSC) 
 
Though the AMS had high hopes for the ‘sustainability’ of the New SUB project, they were very vague, 
and initial consultation with students was not sufficient to develop more concrete ideas – few students 
had the expertise to discuss specifics, and even when students had expertise, focus groups and 
workshops didn’t afford them the time to properly develop these ideas. In addition, many of the 
sustainability-related ideas were new to consultants, who were unsure of how to include them in their 
work and therefore left them out. While some of these issues were addressed through targeted 
stakeholder interviews - the food co-op club ‘Sprouts’406 was able to give input on the rooftop garden - it 
became clear that the inclusion of boundary-pushing sustainability ideas in the project would require 
the ongoing work of ‘expert’ students.407
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I formed the Sustainable SUB Committee (SSC) in January 2008 to better define the goal of making the 
New SUB an ‘innovate green building’, as well as propose strategies for student involvement that could 
make the project more sustainable. While the NSSAC didn’t require very proactive members as they 
acted more as ‘commentators’, the SSC required students with the confidence, creativity and expertise 
to develop and draft new principles and ideas. For this reason the call for participants asked for students 
with a particular interest in sustainable design or environmental sustainability and also some academic 
or work experience in the area. Few students applied and the eventual regular membership included: 
two Masters’ students in architecture; two undergraduate students and one PhD student in engineering; 
the sustainability advisory from the Interim project manager team; and the AMS Sustainability 
Coordinator.408

 
  

The responsibilities of the committee were developed by the committee themselves and included:409

• Developing a New SUB Sustainability Charter (see A.25. Sustainability Charter), which described 
succinctly what the AMS aimed for in an ‘Innovate green building’ 

  

o The Charter includes principles and ideas for the design and use of the building, and 
international standards useful for assessing the design, such as the Living Building 
Challenge 

o The Charter was used in the final architect RFP to give direction to the architects’ 
proposals, and it will be included in the AMS’s contracts with the architect and primary 
project manager, to evaluate their work   

• Making connections with professional and academic ‘sustainability advisors’ who could give the 
AMS ad-hoc advice on the New SUB project 

• Developing ideas for how students could be involved in the project 
o The SSC generated many ideas for the architect selection, design process, and SUB 

Curriculum Initiative   
• Reviewing the ‘Environmental Management Plan’ in the RealPac Lease used as a template in 

lease negotiations with UBC 
o The SSC commented on how its wording would impact the sustainable design and 

management of the building   
• Developing future responsibilities for the SSC, which included: 

o The SUB Coordinator or another rep from the SSC participating in the Integrated Design 
Process (IDP) to provide oversight and communicate developments to the SSC and 
PMWC 

o Reviewing drafts from the design process and providing commentary to the IDP and 
PMWC through the SUB Coordinator 

o Assisting with design workshops 
o Reviewing and summarizing the deliverables from SUB Curriculum classes  before they 

are passed to the architects 
 
In spring of 2009 the SSC members developed a terms of reference that enshrined these responsibilities, 
and was approved by the SRC (see A.26. Sustainable SUB Committee Terms of Reference). As chair it is 
the responsibility of the SUB Coordinator to form the committee and help it complete its mandate. In 
fall of 2009 the SUB Coordinator invited back the previous members to finalize the New SUB 
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Sustainability Charter. Over the winter and fall terms of 2009, about 12 different students attended 
meetings.410

 
 

In fall of 2010 the fourth SUB Coordinator will invite back the old members and invite new members to 
sit on a new version of the SSC, which will somewhat follow the terms of reference. The SUB 
Coordinator will be the chair of the SSC and likely sit as a rep on the IDP for the SSC and PMWC. The SSC 
will advise the SUB Coordinator on the design process, and may assist with the SUB Curriculum Initiative 
and design consultation process - with other duties arising as the process evolves and committee 
members suggest them. The SUB Coordinator will likely meet with the committee on an irregular basis 
as work demands, communicating with them mostly online.411,412

 
  

 
4.8. Draft Program Process 
 
I developed a rough consultation plan for the program in late September 2008 to prepare for the hiring 
of the program consultants. After the program consultants started working in October 2008 I was able 
to work with them to develop an overall consultation strategy. We divvied up responsibilities between 
the AMS and the consultants that would support the overall strategy, and complement the skills of each 
organization. Since the consultant’s contract was somewhat set in terms of their consultation 
responsibilities, the AMS also tended to take on those duties which were not already included in the 
consultants’ contract. 
 
The consultation done previously by Cannon Design to some extent dictated the consultation required 
for the program. The work they had done gave us a general idea of what students wanted in the building 
and what were their priorities. What we decided to add to this was in-depth discussion of the different 
uses for the building, to understand the fine-grained needs of users, and perhaps generate ideas for new 
and creative uses of space that weren’t raised in previous consultation. We also wanted to open more 
channels for students to be informed about the process, and to makes suggestions or critique the 
process.  
 
In October and November 2008, three major types of engagement were carried out for the Program: 

• Broad communication with the general public through the website, displays, flash cards, and 
open houses (see 4.6. Media & Communications)  

• Broad engagement through thematic workshops organized around 10 issues  
• Targeted engagement through interviews with dozens of existing user groups  

 
 
4.8.1. Thematic Workshops 
 
The purpose of the thematic workshops was to:  

                                                           
410 Metchie, Jensen, Personal Interview with SUB Coordinator Apr. 2009-2010, 21 May 2010 
411 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC May-Jul. 2010 
412 UBC AMS, New SUB Student Engagement Communication Plan – 2010-11, 3 Jun. 2010, Prep. Andreanne Doyon 
AMS SUB Coordinator, UBC AMS: VP Administration Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/New_SUB_Student_Engagement_Communication_Plan.pdf> 

95



 
 

• Better develop some of the ideas presented in the Cannon consultations (i.e. how might an 
‘interfaith center work’?); 

• Explore and develop creative ideas for uses in the building (i.e. ‘how could the New SUB 
promote cycling by commuters and within campus?); and  

• Develop ideas for achieving some of the lofty goals of the building (i.e. ‘how could the New SUB 
be an unprecedented green building, and have an increased diversity of users?’). 

 
Cannon ran workshops for specific stakeholder groups which discussed general ideas. The thematic 
workshops were open to all students but addressed specific issues. The workshops were held from 12-
1pm for the last week of October and first week of November, and the topics were: 

• A SUB to last 100 years: Predicting the Future 
• Nightlife & Artlife in the New SUB: Entertainment, Performance & the Arts 
• Sports & Recreation in the New SUB 
• Spirituality & Religion in the New SUB 
• Commuter Students & the New SUB 
• Creating a more Inclusive SUB 
• Zero Footprint SUB: Sustainability & Food Security 
• Public Space Inside & Outside the New SUB 
• Considering the Bus Loop 
• What is to be done with the Old SUB?  

 
Sessions received a turnout of between 7 and 35 students, with a collective turnout of about 150 
students. At the beginning of the sessions a powerpoint presentation was used to introduce the New 
SUB Project and the topic and purpose of the session, and explain the activities that would be used in 
the session. Students were given stacks of sticky notes and large markers to write down their ideas. A 
series of matrices were drawn on poster paper hung on the wall, and students would put their idea 
sticky notes in the most relevant box of the matrices. Usually the top x-axis of the matrices were labelled 
with ‘uses’ or ‘users’ of the SUB which related to that session’s topic, and the left y-axis of the matrices 
were labelled with ‘contexts’ or ‘criteria’ for thinking about those uses.413

 
  

For instance in the first matrix of the Nightlife & Artlife workshop, the x-axis was labelled with uses – 
music, performance arts, etc. – and the y-axis was labelled with ‘current activities’ and ‘desired future 
activities’. A sticky note with the idea ‘jam space’ would go in the matrix box connecting ‘music’ with 
‘future desired activities’. As participants discussed the future activities they wanted, space and 
management issues particular to those uses arose, and so in a second matrix each of the same x-axis 
uses - music, performance arts, etc. - was considered according to different physical and management 
characteristics in the y-axis, such as room qualities, foot-traffic, adjacency to other uses, etc. For 
instance a sticky note suggesting the sound qualities necessary for a music practice room would be 
categorized under ‘music’ and ‘room qualities’. In the third matrix the same x-axis of uses - music, 
performance arts, etc. – would be considered in terms of the general y-axis category of ‘overall priorities 
and goals’. This category would include such ideas as ‘preference should be given to spaces that allow 
overlap between activities’, which applied to the x-axis categories of music, visual arts and performance 
arts. I prepared an excel sheet with the proposed x and y-aces before each workshop and had an 
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assistant transcribe the matrices sticky notes ideas during and after the workshop (for an example, see 
A.27. Nightlife & Artlife Thematic Workshop, Matrices Results).414

 
   

The x and y-axis labels did change between workshops to be appropriate for the topic being discussed. 
However, the x-axis was often consistent between the matrices within each workshop to make the 
process less confusing. The category labels along the x and y-axis were written on large sticky notes, so if 
participants thought of new category groups, or wanted to rearrange the categories, the labels could be 
changed quickly. In the first workshop I even asked participants to suggest the x-axis categories 
themselves, but this was confusing for participants and took too much time, so from that point on I 
proposed categories at the beginning and invited participants to suggest changes or modifications.415

 
   

Initially I planned to have participants do a prioritizing exercise at the end, evaluating the x-axis use 
ideas against a y-axis of the goals for the New SUB (see 4.5.2. Goals for the New SUB Program). This idea 
was scrapped after the first workshop for several reasons: there was not enough time; participants 
seemed confused and uninterested in this exercise; and it ultimately might not have been very useful for 
evaluating the different use ideas. At the end of the session participants were asked to write down their 
name and email on a form if they wished to receive future updates on the project.416

 
 

The excel sheet matrices were given to the program consultants to inform the program. The consultants 
included a summary of the matrices from each workshop in the Detailed Program.417 I also enlisted the 
NSSAC to analyze the workshop results and make recommendations to the program consultants based 
on their analysis. First I made a list of all the spaces suggested in the Cannon consultation and thematic 
workshops and categorized them into different space types. Then the NSSAC broke into groups to study 
several space types each. They discussed the problems and benefits of each space, ranked the important 
of the spaces, and chose most and least important spaces to be included in the New SUB (A.28. NSSAC 
Chart for Analyzing Program Uses). The groups presented their findings to each other for comment, and 
then I compiled a master list of recommendations which was sent digitally to the consultants, and which 
I presented personally at the SRC.418

 
  

 
4.8.2. User Meetings & First Club Survey 
 
As part of the program consultant’s contract they facilitated about 40 program meetings with about 30 
stakeholder groups.419
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VP Admin also attended to: oversee the consultant’s communication with students; judge whether 
follow-up meetings were necessary; and eventually judge how well the consultants included the 
interview feedback into the program. The consultants and I took turns taking minutes for the meetings, 
and shared the minutes we wrote with each other to improve transparency and accountability.420

 

 We 
did not however, always share these meeting minutes with the clubs who had attended the meetings.  

The consultants also prepared and sent out a survey to all the 350 clubs at UBC, hosted by the online 
service Survey Monkey, which asked general questions about the type and amount of club and storage 
space they preferred, and the number of times per weeks and durations of time they preferred to use 
their space. 107 clubs responded to this survey.421 This was necessary since few club reps attended the 
‘general club’ interviews scheduled with the consultants, and the consultants needed more information 
about the space demands of clubs. Several of the largest clubs at UBC, which represented memberships 
of hundreds of students, did not respond to invitations to be interviewed, but some of these large clubs 
did respond to the survey. Unfortunately I and the SRC didn’t find out about this survey until after it had 
been sent out, so we couldn’t contribute to the question list included.422

 
 

 
4.9. Final Program Process 
 
After the consultation of fall term was completed, the results were analyzed by the consultants to 
inform the first draft program. The resulting draft was completed in December 2008, and reviewed in 
January 2009. After the review the SRC decided that more consultation was needed to resolve certain 
issues and refine the program. This consultation was carried out from February to April 2009 and 
included: 

4.10.2. Communication of Draft Program  
4.10.3. Follow-up User Meetings & Second Club Survey  
4.10.4. New SUB Program Survey  
4.10.5. Graduate Student Program Survey  

 
This was followed by final discussion, modification and approval of the program, which wasn’t 
completed until December 2009. A Food Services consultant was hired in June 2010 to prepare a 
detailed Food Services Plan for the New SUB. This study will lead to further small changes to the 
program in August 2010 (see 4.9.6. Final User Meetings and Food Consultant). 
 
  
4.9.1. Review of the First Draft 
 
The December 2008 draft program had pending decisions, gaps and mistakes that the AMS wanted to 
resolve before releasing it to the student body. This first draft was however circulated digitally to the 
SRC and NSSAC.  
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The NSSAC reviewed the report to ensure that their recommendations and the consultation feedback 
had been adequately incorporated. The committee members spotted some omissions or problems with 
the first draft, and presented these to a program consultant rep in January 2009. In some cases the 
program consultant gave an explanation for their choice that was adequate for the NSSAC and in other 
cases they agreed to modify the report. Some problems could not be resolved with the information 
available so it was decided to gather necessary information with survey questions.423

  
 

A similar process was carried out by a temporary program review committee (see 2.7.4. Program Review 
Committee). This committee included the SRC, AMS student executives AMS head managers, and 
thevprogram consultants. The consultants had highlighted many policy choices in the first draft to be 
decided on by such a committee, since the consultants didn’t feel they had the authority or information 
to make those decisions. The committee members went through the document together, discussing 
problems and policy choices in each section, and where the committee couldn’t reach a decisions they 
decided to use follow-up interviews or survey questions to help resolve the issues. In January the 
consultants made the agreed upon changes and produced a second draft program.424

 
  

 
4.9.2. Communication of Draft Program 
 
In January and February 2009 I developed a communications campaign for the draft program with the 
NSSAC, program consultants, and AMS Design & Communications department.  We prepared materials 
including: foam-core information boards, handouts, and a comment form in which students could 
identify their feedback by the page or section it referred to in the program.425

 
   

The New SUB webpage was updated in February with uploads of the full program, handout, displays, 
comment form, and materials and results from the thematic workshops. A mass email was sent to 
students in early March 2009, directing them to the website information, and informing them of the 
upcoming survey. Students were invited to send general comments or fill in the comment form on the 
website – comments could be sent digitally or handed in to the AMS offices.426

 
  

In March one set of displays was rotated around the SUB concourse with handouts, while a second set 
was displayed at various locations around campus. For one week from 12-3pm NSSAC members and I 
took turns to speak with students at the SUB Concourse displays. Art and writing supplies were also left 
with comment sheets by the SUB concourse displays but these were stolen when the booth was 
unattended.427

 
 

Very few general comments and comment sheets were received from individual students as a result of 
this communications campaign – those that were, were discussed by the SRC. There were, however, 
some important stakeholder groups that came forward with challenges to the program as a result of the 
campaign.428
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4.9.3. Follow-up User Meetings & Second Club Survey 
 
In February 2009 we sent a program update email to all AMS clubs and other AMS user and stakeholder 
groups, in which we included the section(s) of the program relevant to each group. For instance, AMS 
Councillors received the ‘AMS Forum/Chamber’ section, the Graduate Student Society (GSS) received 
the ‘Graduate Centre’ section, and clubs received the ‘AMS Clubs Facilities’ section. We invited all the 
groups to reply with general comments or to fill in the comment form.429

 
   

I also emailed the AMS clubs with a second ‘clubs survey’, which was developed together by the 
program consultants and myself. We received 13 responses to this survey which helped to refine the 
model for club space in the program.430 The survey asked clubs specific questions about their spatial 
needs such as (for all questions, see A.29. Second Club Program Survey Questions):431

• Whether they preferred access through a hallway or lounge space; 
 

• What specific space accommodations or facilities their club required; and 
• Which clubs they would like to be grouped with.  

 
As a result of the public communications campaign, and the stakeholder group email update, several 
groups came forward with specific problems and issues with the program. From February to April 2009 
the consultants and I met and worked with these groups to resolve their issues. During this time we also 
approached several stakeholder groups to help us resolves specific program issues – for instance I spoke 
with the food co-op club ‘Sprouts’ to help us refine the program guidelines for a rooftop garden, 
community kitchen, and their club space. Similar to the program review meetings, these meetings 
resulted with the consultants: adequately justifying their choices; modifying the program; or deciding to 
use survey questions to help resolve the issue. To resolve the questions that the GSS executive had for 
the Graduate Centre it was necessary to design an additional survey targeted at graduate students (see 
4.9.5. Graduate Student Program Survey).432

 
 

 
4.9.4. New SUB Program Survey 
 
The program consultation plans in October 2008 proposed using an online survey in the spring of 2009 - 
the exact purpose of this survey was uncertain, but it seemed likely that it would be necessary to consult 
a larger number of students before finalizing the program. The role of the survey became clear during 
the review of the first draft program, when the internal AMS reps felt they needed to better understand 
the opinions and habits of large number of students before deciding on some policy choices and space 
options.433
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This survey did not explicitly ask students to choose the spaces that should be included or removed from 
the program. The SRC felt it was important that these decisions be clearly retained by the SRC and AMS 
Council, since they depended on the complex interplay of demand, cost, space, and other issues. To 
include those questions would have misled students and could have led to an outcry or resentment if 
the results of the survey weren’t implemented by the SRC. Instead the survey focused on drawing out 
the experience and preferences of students, by asking them questions such as (for all questions, see 
A.30. New SUB Program Survey Questions):434

• What kind of consultation they would prefer for the design stage of the project;  
 

• How often and how much they would pay to use particular services (to decide whether new 
services were feasible and what scale of service was needed);  

• How they prioritized the possible uses of the building (to guide the SRC’s decisions of which uses 
to include); 

• Whether they would like to be emailed with regular updates, or to volunteer for the project by 
helping to brainstorm SUB Curriculum classes (see 4.10. SUB Curriculum Initiative); and  

• A number of profiling questions, such as their affiliation to UBC and/or department, their use of 
the current SUB, and whether they commuted or lived on campus (so that we could see if the 
respondents were a diverse and representative sample, and could analyze whether there were 
patterns in how certain types of students answered the questions)  

 
I used the online service Survey Monkey to prepare and host the survey. The surveys assumed students 
had no former knowledge of the New SUB project, so any information necessary to answer questions 
was included in the short intro, or in each particular question. I designed the first draft of the survey in 
March 2009, and circulated it for comment to the Interim project manager, program consultants, SRC, 
NSSAC, SSC and AMS Policy Advisor.  After modifying the survey based on feedback, and having it 
approved by the SRC, I activated the survey for two weeks in April 2009. A broadcast email was sent 
with a link to the survey on the first day it started, and a reminder email was sent at the beginning of the 
second week, which again bumped the response rate. The survey received about 1,500 respondents, 
and about 2,000 written comments were collected from the survey, not counting written responses to 
profile questions.435

 
 

After the survey was completed, I prepared the results for the NSSAC and SRC to review. Each 
committee discussed the results of each question, and made a decision as to what impact it should have 
on the program, or the rest of the project. I relayed the recommendations of the NSSAC to the SRC. The 
changes which the SRC decided to make to the program were recorded by the Interim project manager 
and sent to the program consultants. The results of the survey were summarized and posted on the 
AMS website by the third SUB Coordinator in summer of 2009.436

 
 

 
4.9.5. Graduate Student Program Survey 
 
In March 2009 I used the service Survey Monkey and worked with the GSS to develop a survey to better 
understand graduate student needs and preference for both the GSS Koerner building and the New SUB. 

                                                           
434 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
435 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
436 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 

101



 
 

The survey had to be prepared quickly to allow: the survey to run before the end of the school year; and 
the results to be presented at an upcoming general meeting for the GSS Council. Again I worked with the 
program consultants, Interim project manager, NSSAC, and AMS Policy Advisor, as well as a research 
advisor employed by the GSS, to improve the survey. Based on this advice I included a profiling question 
not included in the general survey, asking whether the respondent identified as having a disability, and 
whether they had any suggestions to improve disability access in the new building. The survey asked 
graduate students questions such as (for all questions, see A.31. Graduate Student Program Survey 
Questions):437

• Which services they preferred to have in Koerner Vs. the New SUB; 
 

• How exclusive they wanted the graduate spaces to be to graduate students; 
• Whether they would like to be emailed with regular updates, or to volunteer for the project by 

helping to brainstorm SUB Curriculum classes or taking on a SUB Curriculum project (see 4.10. 
SUB Curriculum Initiative); and  

• A number of profiling questions, such as their affiliation to UBC and/or department, their use of 
Koerner’s and the current SUB, and whether they commuted or lived on campus (so that we 
could see if the respondents were a diverse and representative sample, and could analyze 
whether there were patterns in how certain types of students answered the questions) 

 
The survey was announced in a broadcast email and ran for two weeks in April 2009. The survey 
received about 500 respondents, and about 1,100 written comments were collected from the survey, 
not counting written responses to profile questions. Based on the survey results I worked with the GSS 
executives and program consultants to develop a new proposal for the Graduate Center in the program, 
and I presented the survey results and program recommendations to GSS Council in May 2009, as well 
as the SRC. In the summer of 2009 the GSS hired a graduate student to prepare a detailed analysis and 
summary of the survey which was posted on the AMS website,438 and the program consultants created a 
new version of the Graduate Center program section which was sent to the GSS executive.439

 
 

 
4.9.6. Final User Meetings and Food Consultants 
 
In fall of 2009 the third SUB Coordinator worked with the Interim project manager to receive final 
approval from the various program user reps for the program (see 2.7.5. Program User Reps). Some 
stakeholder groups – in particular some AMS administrative departments, and the GSS – raised new 
issues with the program and asked for further changes before they would give their approval. Through 
discussion and negotiation final compromises were agreed upon and all the user reps approved their 
sections of the program by December 2009.440

 
  

In June 2010 the SRC hired a Food Services consultant to prepare a detailed Food Services Plan for the 
New SUB. The consultants carried out further interviews with AMS Managers and employees for their 
study, but they did not need to carry out further broad consultation since they were able to use and 
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analyze the results from the New SUB and Graduate Student surveys of spring of 2009. The report of the 
food consultants will lead to further changes to the ‘AMS Food Service Facilities’ section of the program 
in August 2010.441

 
  

 
4.10. SUB Curriculum Initiative 
 
When discussing the design consultation process with the SSC, it was suggested that the AMS should try 
to incorporate research and design projects related to the New SUB into regular UBC classes. This arose 
out of the realizations that:442

• Many UBC departments were incorporating cutting edge sustainability thinking into their 
curriculum and research, and it would be a waste to not leverage some of that knowledge 
and expertise for the New SUB project;  

  

• It took a great deal of time and sometimes specific expertise for students to develop 
proposals or ideas for green design and sustainable operations and management;  

• Students were busy with school, social life, and extra-curricular activities, and they were 
much more likely to commit a large amount of time and high quality of work if it was part of 
a course for which they were receiving credit; and 

• Though the final architect would be highly qualified to take on the project and any necessary 
research, they would never have the time to investigate all the topics they wanted, and they 
might be interested in delegating some topics to students 

 
 
In the general and graduate program surveys in spring of 2009, I asked students to give suggestions for 
SUB Curriculum classes and research projects that could benefit the new SUB, and asked students to 
share their contact information if they were interested in attending SUB Curriculum brainstorming 
sessions in the spring. In May 2009 I called several meetings with students to brainstorm class and 
project ideas. From the survey comment and meetings, the third SUB Coordinator and I developed a list 
of ‘desired’ SUB Curriculum classes and projects (see, A.9. List of Desired SUB Curriculum Classes & 
Projects, June 2009).443

 
 

Identifying and approaching the multitude of departments at UBC was a huge undertaking and took 
myself and the third SUB Coordinator a large part of the summer of 2009. We first scanned course 
descriptions and departmental web-pages to identify faculty and department heads, and professors, 
that oversaw or were leading research or courses relevant to the New SUB project and our list of 
‘desired’ SUB Curriculum classes and projects. We then developed introductory letters that were 
tailored to each faculty, department and professor, and included examples of SUB Curriculum projects 
that were relevant to their discipline and research (for examples, see A.10. Introductory Letters for the 
SUB Curriculum Initiative).444
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We sent introductory letters to faculty heads first. If they didn’t respond in two weeks we sent 
introductory letters to relevant department heads of those faculties – if the faculty head didn’t respond 
in two further weeks we moved on to relevant professors within those departments. When faculty, 
department heads, or professors did respond, we met with them to discuss their potential to be 
involved, and to ask if they could direct us to other contacts that might want to be involved. We also 
spoke with the directors of the SEEDS program at UBC - which coordinates a large number of applied 
sustainability-related courses at UBC – who directed us to a number of relevant course instructors.445

 
    

While not all the instructors we spoke to were interested in developing a class in the short term, some 
wanted to be involved later on. To keep track of all the contacts and correspondence the third SUB 
Coordinator and I developed a database in Excel. Each sheet was devoted to a particular subject area, 
and each row was devoted to a particular contact with successive columns having a chronological record 
of when and what information had been exchanged (for an example, see A.11. SUB Curriculum Contacts 
& Actions Database).446

 
  

We were eventually able to set up six classes for the upcoming academic year, in which students 
produced assignments or projects relevant to the New SUB project:447

• APSC 261 (fall) - Applied Science: Technology & Society I 
 

o Students researched sustainable mattresses, light bulbs, paints, utensils, laundry, 
garbage bags, hand drying, and computer hardware 

• APSC 262 (winter) - Applied Science: Technology & Society I 
o Students researched sustainable utensils, garbage bags, net zero water, renewable 

energy options, a red list of materials, and alternative building materials 
• ENDS 401 (fall) - Environmental Design: Studio 3, Institution(s) 

o Students studied the current SUB and proposed New SUB program space designs 
• MECH 457 (fall/winter) - Mechanical Engineering: Design Project 

o student prepared proposal for a living wall 
• LFS 450 (winter) - Land & Food Systems: Land, Food & Community III, Capstone Project 

o Students prepared a business plan, and operations plan and design for a rooftop garden 
• CHBE 484 (winter) - Chemical & Biological Engineering: Green Engineering Principles and 

Applications for Process Industries 
o Students prepared a bio-fuel feasibility study 

 
After meeting several times to develop a useful and achievable assignment, either the class instructor, 
or the third SUB Coordinator and I, developed an assignment proposal for each class.448 The class 
instructors took most of the responsibility for implementing and overseeing the assignments, but the 
third SUB Coordinator attended the introduction and final presentations of the assignments for each 
class. The SUB Coordinator also reviewed the final work of these classes and prepared summaries which 
were presented to the SRC.449
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Land & Food Systems project which started to develop a business and management plan for a rooftop 
garden in the New SUB. Perhaps if their involvement continues, the Land & Food Systems department 
can play a role in constructing and managing this garden once the New SUB is constructed. APSC 261 
was warmly received by the course instructor, and will likely also repeat, with some modifications, in 
2010/11.450

 
 

Basic requirements for participating in the SUB Curriculum Initiative were also included in the Architect 
RFP, so that the applicant architects could account for the time commitment in their estimated hours 
and contract fees for the project. The responsibilities expected of the architect’s were:451

• Suggesting SUB Curriculum classes that would be useful for the design stage, and looking over 
the SUB Coordinator’s assignment proposals for the classes to give input 

  

• Sending an architect team rep to visit each class once during the term 
o The architects will likely receive invitations to see the introduction and final 

presentations of the assignments, but they only have to go once and the AMS prefers 
that they attend mid-way through the assignments to give direction to the students  

• Reading a summary of each class’s work (prepared by the AMS) and writing a written response 
to be posted on the AMS website 

o The architects will receive the complete works of the students but they only have to 
read the summary 

 
These requirements can give some assurance to students that their work and ideas will be considered by 
the architects.  There is no requirement however that the architects must use the ideas and 
recommendations of the students. It is written in the terms of reference of the SSC that they might 
assist in reviewing and summarizing the work of the SUB Curriculum classes.452

 
   

 
4.11. Student-Wide Architect Vote 
 
 In February 2010, the SRC received permission from UBC to move forward with the architect selection 
process (see 2.8.2. Final Architect Selection). The third SUB Coordinator had to quickly plan and 
coordinate the public communications campaign for the student-wide vote to reduce the number of 
shortlisted architects from seven to three.453

 
    

The SRC invited reps from the seven shortlisted architect teams to be given a tour of the current SUB, 
and an introduction to the AMS’s voting and campaign plans. The architects were able to discuss the 
proposed process amongst themselves and decided on rules which would make it fair for all the teams. 
The process decided on, dictated that:454

• Each team was expected to make a public presentation 
 

o The presentations took place in the lounge south of Pacific Spirit Cafeteria in the 
current SUB, because it was passed by a lot of foot-traffic and visible through the 

                                                           
450 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
451 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
452 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
453 Metchie, Jensen, Personal Interview with SUB Coordinator Apr. 2009-2010, 21 May 2010 
454 Metchie, Jensen, Personal Interview with SUB Coordinator Apr. 2009-2010, 21 May 2010 
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south exterior window wall, but guarded from the sound and activity of the 
surrounding public spaces 

o The presentations took place between 11am-1pm over the course of one week, and 
each team had 20min to present and 25min for questions 

o Each firm had to address four issues: company profile and past projects; proposed 
design team; approach to sustainable development; and student participation 
during design and construction 

• Each team could produce a pamphlet to hand out at their presentation, that would also be 
posted on the AMS website 

• Each team was expected to make a video that would be posted on the AMS website 
o The videos had to be less than 10 minutes 
o The videos could only include footage from their presentations or from slides or 

videos used in their presentations 
o The AMS hired the video club to film all the presentations, but the teams could 

choose to use their own equipment and technicians 
o Each team was given their raw presentation footage on the Friday of the 

presentations week, and they had to hand in their edited video two days later, on 
Monday 

• Each team was also interviewed for an article in the Ubyssey student newspaper455

 
 

Despite the clear rules, there were complications. One of the architect teams filmed their own 
presentation and kept the footage, therefore having more time to edit the contents of their video. Many 
of the teams used social and online media to communicate with students by: starting facebook groups; 
sending campaign emails through department or club list-serves; or commenting on student blogs that 
were reporting on the process. Some teams were more successful at this approach than others. Some 
notable students on campus posted endorsements for certain teams on websites and blogs, which upset 
some firms, especially in cases where those students had been previously involved in the New SUB 
project or AMS government. Another issue arose when the SRC realized, through the Youtube ‘views 
counter’, that those team videos at the top of their website page were getting viewed much more than 
those at the bottom, simply because students lost the patience to watch all the videos. The SRC 
reversed the order of the videos mid-way through the voting process, which did partially rectify the 
inequality in video views.456

 
 

In the end about 2,400 students voted and the three finalists were announced, but not the percentage 
of votes that they received, or their ranking.457 Reps from all seven teams were invited to a debriefing to 
discuss the benefits and problems with the process. Though some had specific complaints, many agreed 
that they had learnt a great deal from the process – especially how social media can be used to 
communicate with large user groups.458

 
  

                                                           
455 Anonymous, “Profiles: meet the architects (Part I)”, 30 Mar. 2010, Ubyssey, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://ubyssey.ca/news/profiles-meet-the-architects-part-i> 
456 Metchie, Jensen, Personal Interview with SUB Coordinator Apr. 2009-2010, 21 May 2010 
457 UBC AMS, Architect Selection, UBC AMS: New SUB Project Website, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/architect_selection/> 
458 Metchie, Jensen, Personal Interview with SUB Coordinator Apr. 2009-2010, 21 May 2010 
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4.12. Design Process 
 
The design consultation process for the New SUB project had to be determined in some detail prior to 
the final architect selection process. Unlike program consultation, design consultation is largely led by 
the architects and at least requires their participation - if the AMS wants to change or increase 
consultation during the design stage they have to renegotiate the contract duties and fees of the 
architect, which can be prohibitively costly. To avoid renegotiations, the AMS included a minimum 
standard for design consultations in the RFP for final architect selection. In their response to the RFP 
each architect proposed a consultation strategy in terms of schedule, cost, methods, and purpose of 
consultation. A modified plan could be negotiated before the contract was signed, but this plan will 
hopefully change little or not at all during design.459

 
 

I began to gather ideas for design consultation in fall of 2008, and began to discuss and develop an 
overall plan with the Interim project manager, SRC, NSSAC, SSC and third SUB Coordinator in spring of 
2009. A question in the New SUB Program Survey also asked students which aspects of the New SUB 
they’d most want to be involved in designing.460 The design consultation parameters were finalized in 
June 2010 for inclusion in the RFP for the committee architect selection process.461

 
 

The three stages of design are concept development, design development and construction drawings. It 
is an iterative process between the architects and the client (or primary project stakeholders), where the 
architects present proposals and drafts and the stakeholders give input and approvals.462 In the New 
SUB Project however, ‘the client’ is potentially the entire AMS community. Design is arguably the part of 
the project which the largest number of students wanted to participate in, but it is also a complex and 
technical process requiring difficult decisions to fulfill the program while staying on budget.463

 
   

The design consultation process developed by the SRC attempts to give students-at-large meaningful 
opportunities to influence the design with their ideas and expertise, while clearly retaining decision-
making power in the PMWC and JOC. The architects will treat the PMWC as primary project 
stakeholders and go to them regularly for input and approvals. The architect will also meet with the 
design committee for charrettes and large presentations, and with design user reps to develop plans for 
specific aspects of the building (see 3.3.3. Design Committee & Design User Reps). The SUB Coordinator 
might also share and discuss some design proposals and issues with the network of student advisors and 
SSC members. This privileged role of input, oversight, and decision-making is justified because these 
stakeholders have in-depth knowledge of the project, the AMS and UBC, and are accountable to the 
AMS and UBC through their respective governance structures.464

  
 

The below discussion will be limited to those consultation elements designed specifically for broader 
student involvement (which are marked in green in A.19. Student Engagement Process):  

                                                           
459 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2010 
460 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
461 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
462 Savard, Guillaume, Personal Interview with MHPM Interim project manager, 18 May 2010 
463 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 - Jul. 2009 
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4.13.1. Master Plan Kickoff & Communications 
4.13.2. Design Workshops 
4.13.3. 90% and 100% design proposals 

 
 
4.12.1. Master Plan Kickoff & Communications 
 
To create student awareness and excitement around the design process, the architect is expected to 
carry out a large scale Kickoff event in fall of 2010. The exact nature of this event is not dictated by the 
AMS, but it is likely to include a large public presentation to students, and an open house where 
students can see displays and speak to reps from the architect team, the AMS and UBC. The architects 
are also expected to update students on the project and consultation events regularly – likely through 
posters and handouts on campus, and multimedia tools online. The architects may choose to have a 
permanent display booth or ‘design office’ on campus where they can regularly communicate with 
students.465,466

 
  

While the architects are largely responsible for developing and running the kickoff event and 
communications campaign, they will work with the SUB Coordinator and other AMS staff to develop an 
overall communications strategy and to coordinate events and media, because the AMS has: a huge 
amount of experience advertising for students; and many resources for contacting various stakeholder 
groups. To not confuse students, the cooperation between the AMS and the architects will need to be 
seamless and consistent. This will require regular communication between the parties and some 
protocols and rules. Some of the ‘rules’ currently being considered by the fourth SUB Coordinator and 
SRC include:467

• Using the AMS’s established logo and ‘branding’ for all advertising 
 

o The architects can be given the templates used by the AMS Design Department 
• Telling students to send comments directly to the SUB Coordinator, or at least to ‘CC the SUB 

Coordinator when sending comments to someone else on the AMS or architect team 
o Students should be told that the SUB Coordinator can’t advocate on behalf of student 

input, and make sure it’s not lost or forgotten, if they haven’t received it 
• Encouraging the architects to share communication and consultation plans as early as possible 

with the PMWC and SRC, so the SUB Coordinator can advise them and connect them to relevant 
AMS personnel or resources 

 
 
4.12.2. Design Workshops 
 
The architect RFP communicated that the architects are expected to carry out about five design 
workshops during the concept development phase and five more during the design development phase. 

                                                           
465 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
466 UBC AMS, New SUB Student Engagement Communication Plan – 2010-11, 3 Jun. 2010, Prep. Andreanne Doyon 
AMS SUB Coordinator, UBC AMS: VP Administration Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/New_SUB_Student_Engagement_Communication_Plan.pdf> 
467 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
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These workshops should be open to about 20-40 students each. The proposed topics for the concept 
development workshops were informed by student responses in the New SUB Program Survey:468

1. Overall organizations of space, circulation areas, and large internal public spaces 
 

2. Medium sized public spaces (i.e. social lounges and seating areas) 
3. Green space (exterior, interior, and rooftop) 
4. Art in the building 
5. Bookable rooms and club space 

 
The architects are also expected to prepare a summary of the products and ideas generated at each 
session, to be posted online.  
 
 
4.12.3. 90% and 100% Design Proposals  
 
Near the end of each of the three design phases, the architects are expected to present a ‘near final cut’ 
to students. This information should at least be posted online where it can be easily accessed by 
students, but it might also be presented at a public presentations or open house. Presenting this 
information will give students a chance to spot issues and missed opportunities in the design while 
there’s still time to modify the plans before final approval. While design drafts and proposals will be 
presented to the PMWC and design committee, these 90% proposals are the only proposals that the 
architects are required to share with the public. Since the design process can be complex and 
convoluted the SRC decided it should be up to architects to decide if they want to more regularly share 
their work with the public – they could use a blog to post evolving information and graphics in an 
informal way.469

 
  

Once each design phase is complete, the architect will share and present their ‘100%’ plans to the 
PMWC and design user reps to receive final approval. Once approved a summary of the plans will be 
posted publicly online. 
 
 
4.13. Post-Design Process  
 
There are few concrete plans for consultation after the design stage, but below I will discuss several 
ideas that were discussed by the SRC, NSSAC and SSC, and developed in the my own long term 
consultation plans when I worked as SUB Coordinator.470,471

 
  

4.13.1. Post-design Advisory Committees  
 
Long before the building is complete the AMS will likely need to form committees to develop plans for 
the management and allocation of space in the New SUB. Potential committees could address: 

                                                           
468 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from sitting on the SRC, May-Jul. 2010 
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• How to increase diversity of users and disability of access through building management and 
possibly communication campaigns or events 

• How to construct, finance and manage a community garden 
• How to manage and allocate a space for entrepreneurial student projects  
• How common club space should be managed, and which clubs should be grouped together 
• The development of business plans for the undetermined commercial spaces, such as for a 

grocery store   
• The development of management and user protocols for public spaces such as the social 

lounges, performance spaces, large public spaces, green spaces, and the kitchen co-op  
 

4.13.2. Post-design Media & Communications   
 
During the construction phase, until the grand opening, the responsibility for regular communications 
will largely shift from the architect to the project’s construction manager.472

 

 During post-occupancy this 
responsibility will at some point revert to the AMS, and to the SUB Coordinator until that position is 
terminated. General communications are necessary to ensure that students are well informed about the 
new building, and can easily voice suggestions and criticisms.  

Construction Kickoff 
 
At the beginning of the construction phase the architects, construction firm, AMS and UBC will likely 
collaborate to hold a ground-breaking event. This day will likely include presentations, information 
displays, and the opportunities to speak with reps from the various parties. 
 
Grand Opening 
 
The AMS and UBC will likely collaborate to hold a large grand opening for the New SUB. This event will 
honour all those who played an important role in the project, and celebrate the strong role that student 
leadership and involvement has played in the project. It will likely seek to attract a large number of 
students, faculty, staff, alumni, and other community members, and include presentations, displays and 
festivities.  
 
 
4.13.3. Post-design Consultation 
 
The amount of consultation needed will likely decrease during the construction and post-occupancy 
phases, but the AMS will still need to continually reassess whether consultation is necessary, and which 
tools are appropriate.  The AMS can employ a large number of techniques and methods, including 
surveys, user interviews, focus groups, workshops, and SUB Curriculum projects. 
 
Post-occupancy evaluation 
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The AMS should carry out user interviews, a club survey, a graduate student survey, and a student-wide 
survey sometime in the building’s first year of use - perhaps after it’s been open for the full fall or winter 
term - to check what’s working and what needs modifications in the organization and management of 
the building. This is important because UBC is warranting the building for the first year after it is built 
(see*).  
 
 
4.14. Conclusion of Part IV  
 
In this section, I judge whether the consultation process for the New SUB project was student-driven. In 
three tables I consider:   

• Accountability & Transparency: Was the development, implementation, and use of consultation 
transparent to students, and could participants hold those who were managing the consultation 
accountable for carrying out a good process? How so? 

• Broad Consultation: Did consultation engage a large number and variety of students? How so? 
• Meaningful Consultation: Did consultation deal with complex and important issues, and did the 

results of consultation significantly influence the project? How so? 
 
The analysis tables also include recommendations for strategies that the AMS could use to make the 
consultation process more student-driven in the remainder of the project, and for how a similar project 
could be more student-driven than was the New SUB project. In the discussion section after each table I 
will summarize the analysis, and explore some of the causes for why different aspects of the 
consultation process were able to be student-driven.  
 

 
Accountability & Transparency 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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The consultation work of Cannon Design was 
reasonably accountable and transparent to 
the AMS due to a rigorous selection process, 
and their good communication and close 
working relationship with the AMS. 

Since the AMS did not have a student 
devoted to communicating and working with 
Cannon, they could not closely monitor their 
work and how they used consultation 
feedback. 
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t If the SRC had hired a SUB Coordinator in the spring or summer of 2007, they could 

have closely monitored the work of Cannon to ensure that it met the standards of the 
SRC and adequately used student feedback. 
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The SUB Coordinator helped to make consultation more transparent and 
accountable by: collecting and disseminating all information relevant to 
consultation; acting as a clear central contact for members of the New 
SUB project and UBC community who wanted to discuss or get 
information on consultation; ensuring that consultants properly 
considered student feedback; liaising with students that were dissatisfied 
with project decisions; and generally acting as a watchdog for 
accountability, transparency, and broad and meaningful consultation. 
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4 
The development and publication of comprehensive consultation 
plans on the AMS website allowed students to critique and modify 
the plans before and as they were implemented. 
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The ‘principles for participatory planning’ and ‘goals for the New SUB’ 
clearly stated the aspirations of the New SUB process and building, and 
provided a standard to which students could hold the process 
accountable. The surveying and publication of the goals gave students an 
opportunity to comment and prioritize them. 
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The AMS used the AMS website, facebook, email, 
posters, handouts, displays with attendants, and other 
media to make the project and consultation process 
transparent to students, and actively invited criticism 
and suggestions. To make the project more transparent 
the AMS posted draft reports as well as final reports, 
and consultation workshop slides and raw feedback as 
well as the summary reports, always as soon as possible. 

The communications campaigns 
did not take advantage of popular 
online media such as blogging and 
twitter. In 2009/10 some of the 
detailed consultation information 
from previous years was removed 
from the AMS website, reducing 
transparency of the process. 
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B The SUB Coordinator could use twitter to remind students of upcoming surveys and 

workshops, and they and the architect could use a blog to post longer updates, making the 
internal workings of the project more transparent to students in an interesting format. To 
ensure transparency, the AMS should keep up the consultation materials and results from 
the entire New SUB project on the AMS website until the project is completed. 
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The advisory committee members helped to 
spread information about the project through 
word-of-mouth. They made the SUB 
Coordinator and consultants more 
accountable to students by reviewing their 
work in relation to consultation feedback and 
New SUB ‘principles’ and ‘goals’. 

The advisory committees were not selected 
using a hiring process, and their minutes 
were not posted on the AMS website. Also, 
the committees lacked mechanisms to 
ensure their continuation (see section 
Accountability & Transparency - 2.6. AMS 
Executives & SUB Coordinator, in 2.10. 
Conclusion of Part II).  
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In the case that too many students apply to sit on a committee the SUB Coordinator should 
enlist the SRC to help them review the applications and make a final decision. Since the new 
online network of advisors will theoretically be larger and more public, the SUB Coordinator 
could host message boards and document postings for the group on a public webpage, which 
could be reached from the AMS website – this information should at least be made public to 
all the AMS Councillors. 
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During draft programming: the process was overseen 
by the AMS Council, SRC, SUB Coordinator and 
NSSAC; AMS reps attended the user interviews and 
took or received the minutes from all the meetings; 
and the AMS also received the results of the club 
survey from the consultants. 

During draft programming: the user 
reps did not always receive the 
minutes from their interviews; and 
the AMS didn’t have the advance 
notice to give input on the 
consultant’s club survey. 
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All user meeting participants in the remainder of the project should be sent meeting minutes 
for verification and further comment. The SUB Coordinator should stress to consultants that 
they must give clear advance notice of their consultation tools, and seek input and approval 
for those tools. The SUB Coordinator should also collect the results of all consultation carried 
out by consultants, so that the AMS can make the consultants accountable for properly 
considering that feedback. 
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During final programming the program was reviewed and cross-checked by the 
SUB Coordinator, Interim project manager, NSSAC, SRC, AMS review committee, 
user reps, and a large number of AMS clubs and stakeholder groups, and 
reviewed superficially by students through the communications campaign.  
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The SUB Curriculum process was overseen by the SUB 
Coordinator and SRC. The requirements for the architects 
will make them more accountable to the students involved. 
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The development and coordination of the architect selection 
process was accountable to the SRC, who received input from 
the AMS Council, NSSAC and SSC about the process. The vote 
itself was accountable to those students who voted, and 
allowed a certain amount of information about each architect 
team to be made public to all students.  

The ranking of the firms was 
not revealed so students 
wouldn’t challenge the final 
decision if the architect 
selection committee chose a 
different winner. 
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The design consultation process was developed by the SUB Coordinator and SRC, 
and influenced by input from the NSSAC and SSC. The exact terms of the architect’s 
contract were negotiated by the AMS architect selection committee, and any 
changes to the contract during the project - especially budgetary - will be negotiated 
by the PMWC or JOC. Consultation will be administered by the SUB Coordinator, SRC, 
and the architects, and overseen by the PMWC. The consultation plan itself provides 
transparency and accountability by requiring the architects to work with the SUB 
Coordinator, carry out a kickoff event and communications campaign, and post their 
design workshop results, 90% proposals, and final plans online. 
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The SUB Coordinator, SRC and PMWC will oversee communication 
and consultation during the construction stage, and at least the SRC 
will have oversight during early occupancy. The process will be 
made transparent through the construction kick-off, grand 
opening, and ongoing communications campaign.  

The SUB Coordinator 
position and SRC do not 
have set end-dates.  
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The AMS should keep the SRC and SUB Coordinator – with at least one student advisory 
committee - until the end of the first year of building occupancy. The SRC can provide 
oversight and decision-making authority and the SUB Coordinator can create transparency 
and ensure that the transition into the new building is smooth by: chairing temporary 
management committees; carrying out post-occupancy evaluation; and coordinating a 
communications campaign to familiarize students with the design, organization and 
management of the new building. 

 
The consultation process was fairly accountable and transparent in its first three years. The entire 
process was monitored by the SRC, and the AMS Council was given relevant presentations and final 
approvals several times each term.  
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The consultation abilities and responsibilities of consultants were rigorously vetted by hiring committees 
and enshrined in contract, and the SRC worked closely with consultants to carry out consultation, 
though the AMS hasn’t always been successful in giving advance input for, and receiving record of, the 
consultation work of consultants. The work of consultants also lacked the oversight of the SUB 
Coordinator and student advisory committees in 2007/08. 
 
Since fall of 2008 the SUB Coordinator has provided a clear contact for those involved and has been 
responsible for ensuring that consultation was: accountable & transparent; broadly engaging; and 
meaningfully engaging. The student advisory committees, clubs, and other AMS stakeholder groups, 
were given regular access to internal information for criticism. The AMS used a range of media online 
and on-campus to disseminate a great deal of information about the project to students-at-large, and 
invited and responded to their comments and criticisms. The selection of the three architect finalists 
was also accountable to the 2,400 students who voted.  
 
However, the SUB Coordinators were not always open and consistent in their sharing of information. 
Meeting participants were not always sent meeting minutes, the minutes of the SSC and NSSAC were 
not made public or passed by AMS Council, and AMS Council did not always have access to as much 
internal information as the NSSAC and SSC. Also, the advisory committees lack mechanisms to ensure 
their continuance in the project.   
 
 
Broad Consultation 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 

4.
3.

 P
re

lim
in

ar
y 

N
ee

ds
 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

5 

Cannon involved about 4000 students through their 
consultation, and explicitly targeted 22 interest and 
academic groups on campus through their focus groups.   
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The SUB Coordinator supported broad engagement of students by: providing a 
clear and easy contact for the large and diverse UBC student body to email or 
visit; developing a comprehensive consultation plan that would broadly 
engage students; implementing consultation tools that broadly engaged 
students (i.e. workshops, and surveys); identifying and scheduling meetings for 
the consultants with stakeholders groups; and coordinating the involvement 
of students though advisory committees, or as irregular advisors or volunteers. 
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The ‘principles for participatory planning’ articulated how broad 
engagement should be part of consultation. The ‘goals’ included many goals 
that would indirectly engage more students in the new building, and made 
‘increasing the number and diversity of users’ in the new SUB an explicit 
goal of the program.  

The surveys 
used to assess 
the goals did 
not have a wide 
audience. 
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If the architect uses a list of goals to guide the design process, the SUB Coordinator 
should send out a short online survey to allow students to weigh-in and comment on the 
proposed goals. 
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The communications campaigns and tools broadly 
engaged students because they attracted them to surveys 
and workshops, and prompted them to write or come 
forward to the SUB Coordinator with ideas and concerns 
with the program. Emails were always ‘active’ by 
including information and opportunities for involvement.  

It is uncertain how many students 
the campaigns ‘reached’ and 
which of the communication 
tools were the most effective in 
drawing students to involvement 
opportunities.  
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B The SUB Coordinator should create a short survey asking students which communication 

tools: they preferred; and they felt had been most effective in informing them about the 
project, and about involvement opportunities. This survey could be sent out and online and 
brought to workshops and other involvement opportunities for the participants to fill in. The 
results can be used to inform future communication plans.  
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The advisory committees involved students from different 
departments and stakeholder groups on campus, few of 
whom were otherwise involved in school politics. 
Members that had attended many meetings often wrote 
online responses to my updates and questions, even if 
they no longer attended meetings - likely because they 
knew I was relying on them for feedback and would use it, 
and because they had the experience of sitting on the 
committee to inform their comments. 

The number of committees was 
limited by the time it took to 
chair them. Committee members 
that only attended a few 
meetings, and members of my 
large internal consultation email 
lists (see 4.6. Media & 
Communications), rarely 
responded to my online updates 
and questions.  
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For the online network of advisors to effectively involve a large number of students, it is 
important that the SUB Coordinator has some face-to-face meetings so that: the SUB 
Coordinator can explain project information, and what kind of advice the AMS needs and 
how they’ll use it; the advisors can see that the SUB Coordinator is relying on their feedback 
and will feel responsible for responding; and the advisors can ask questions, and discuss how 
they’d like to be involved and how’d they’d like to use online media or meetings to 
communicate. Beyond email this online network could use tools like a collective public blog, 
message boards, or teleconferencing.   
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During draft programming: the thematic 
workshops were open to all students and 
engaged about 150 student; the user 
meetings involved 30 stakeholder groups; 
and the AMS was able to engage 170 of 350 
clubs through the club interviews and survey.  

The AMS didn’t use a general student survey 
to ask questions or collect contact 
information, the number of workshops was 
limited by the time it took the SUB 
Coordinator to coordinate them, and the 
number of user meetings was limited by the 
consultant’s contract requirements. 
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contact information of students interested in updates, and involvement, and a medium 
sized survey at the end of the term could have been used to allow students to help 
prioritize uses for the program. 
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The surveys informed and involved 2000 students. 
Students far preferred to give comments on the 
project within the comment boxes of the survey – 
3000 comments were received this way – to sending 
comments directly to the SUB Coordinator.   

The general and graduate surveys 
probably would have had more 
respondents if they had had fewer 
than 40 questions. 
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B Given the ability of the surveys to inform and engage students, this tool should be used at 

least once each term to update students, ask questions, and collect contact information for 
future involvement opportunities. The SUB Coordinator should try to space out surveys by at 
least several months, with no more than 20 questions each, to get the maximum number of 
respondents.  
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The SUB Curriculum Initiative has 
engaged students through six 
classes so far. 

The number of SUB Curriculum classes was restricted by 
the time it took to locate and meet with instructors 
interested in participating. The AMS also received little 
response from the social sciences. 
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The SUB Coordinator should try to establish classes in the social sciences to address some of 
the unresolved ‘goals’ for the project (for instance, the goal of increasing the diversity of 
users through research in disability access, or in the sociology or anthropology of reaching 
out to alienated students). The SUB Coordinator should refer and add to the database of SUB 
Curriculum contacts so that they can more efficiently communicate with contacts that have 
already exhibited interest. The SUB Coordinator should also publish an AMS webpage with 
‘desired SUB Curriculum assignments’ and directions for how to start a class, and encourage 
faculty and students to come to the AMS with ideas and proposals for how these assignments 
could be achieved.  
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The student-wide vote gave the opportunity for every student to impact 
the decision, and 2,400 students voted. Students actively shaped the 
campaign process by using social media, blogs, email lists, and 
endorsements – the architects took advantage of this to varying success. 
The AMS was able to anticipate many problems with the campaign and 
voting process, and announce appropriate rules, by meeting with the 
competing teams. The AMS already had a policy of preventing current AMS 
reps from giving public endorsements in student-wide votes. 
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B In any future student-wide votes, the AMS should consult with student advisors (for 

instance, past members of the AMS’s elections committee, which oversees the elections),473
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to help anticipate how online media could affect the process and how this should be 
controlled. The AMS could perhaps have encouraged students with past involvement in the 
project and AMS government to not give endorsements.  

4 

Holding 10 public workshops is very resource-intensive and 
uncommon even in large developments, and should engage 200-
400 students. Any student will be able to attend the design 
workshops and access and comment on workshop summaries, 90% 
design proposals, and final plans posted online. 

The AMS did not 
demand more than 10 
workshops because of 
the time and cost they 
require. 
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During the post-design stage, the SRC is 
tentatively planning to engage students through 
advisory committees, the SUB Curriculum 
classes, and post-occupancy evaluation.  

No consultation plans for the construction 
or post-occupancy stages have been 
formally recognized or ratified by the SRC. 

 
                                                           
473 UBC AMS, “Code of Procedures – Section IX A: Electoral Procedures”, May 2008, UBC AMS: Student 
Government: AMS Elections Website, 5 Jul. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/SectionIX.ElectoralProcedures_.pdf> 
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In the first three year of the project, students were broadly engaged through the surveys, workshops, 
user meetings, advisory committees, SUB Curriculum classes, and student-wide vote for the architect. 
The most effective tool for informing students about consultation opportunities was probably the 
broadcast emails, but it was important to use a range of media, and to ‘attract’ students to events with 
engaging displays and sometimes food. 
 
The surveys were easily the consultation tool that engaged the largest number and diversity of students. 
While the thematic workshops, advisory committees, and SUB Curriculum classes involved a smaller 
number of students, they drew participants from across campus and involved a broad range of students. 
To attract a broad range of participants it was necessary to tailor invitations to the intended audience, 
and give potential participants clear expectations for their involvement. To engage a broad and diverse 
number of disciplines in the SUB Curriculum initiative it was important that the SUB Coordinators: 
contacted all faculties, and many departments and professors; used tailored emails to help respondents 
understand how they could be involved; and developed a contact database to keep track of past 
correspondence. 
 
The consultation tools with the highest participation rate:  

• Required little background information;  
• Didn’t require too much time (no more than 30min per ‘event’);  
• Were easy to access and understand;  
• Had a clear purpose for the project;  and 
• Were interesting and fun to participate in  

 
These kinds of quick and superficial consultation tools were most useful for having students: rank 
options; or share their priorities, experiences, behavioural patterns or contact information for updates 
or involvement opportunities.  
 
The factor which probably discouraged the most students from participating in consultation tools was 
their length – for example, the general and graduate surveys included about 40 questions, and the 
combined length of the architect selection videos was about one hour. The greatest barrier to 
implementing more consultation tools to engage a larger number of students – such as surveys, 
thematic workshops, advisory committees, and SUB Curriculum classes - was the amount of time it took 
the SUB Coordinator and other AMS employees and volunteers to coordinate these tools and analyze 
the results.  
 
 
Meaningful Consultation 
 

Student-driven Non-student-driven 
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Through Cannon’s UBC course, 
architecture students helped to develop 
and facilitate focus group. 

Students were not involved in developing 
consultation plans, analyzing feedback, or 
monitoring the use of feedback.  
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t If the AMS had hired a SUB Coordinator or formed a student advisory committee in the 

spring or summer of 2007, those students could have played a meaningful role in 
developing consultation and digesting feedback  
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Cannon’s consultation process 
was appropriate for the 
beginning of the planning 
process, since it allowed general 
and open discussions to take 
place in the focus groups, and 
allowed many students to help 
rank priorities for the new 
building through the surveys. 

Cannon’s focus groups and surveys didn’t explicitly ask 
students about controversial aspects of the project such 
as their preferences: for different fee structures; for 
different building locations, or between total renovation, 
total construction, renovation-expansion, or no project. 
Without qualitative and quantitative answers to these 
questions, Cannon and the AMS lacked important input 
from students when considering different project options, 
and the concerns of students.  
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To address the larger contextual questions around the project, the AMS and Cannon could 
have led one or two workshops, focused on discussing issues such as the purpose, size, 
scope, siting and cost of the project. One such workshop could have been offered for UBC 
‘insiders’ – AMS and UBC reps and staff, and faculty reps – and another offered for general 
students. These workshops would have had to be at least 2-3 hours long to allow adequate 
discussion of the issues. Once these workshops generated ideas and framed the issues, 
Cannon could have included questions in their surveys regarding the different options, to 
gauge overall student opinion on the issues. 
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The SUB Coordinators supported meaningful engagement by: liaising with 
consultants to develop more appropriate and effectives methods for 
consultation; pushing the consultants and SRC to use methods that would let 
students give input on complex issues; ensuring that feedback was analyzed and 
considered adequately; and developing new ways for students to contribute, 
such as through the SUB Curriculum initiative and student advisory committees.  

 

4 
Preparing a comprehensive consultation plan, allowed student 
members of AMS Council, SRC, NSSAC, SSC, and students-at-large 
to contribute ideas to, and shape, the consultation process.  
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The ‘principles for participatory planning’ provided a guideline for 
‘meaningful’ engagement, and the ‘goals’ survey provided an opportunity 
for students to weigh in on the guiding goals of the building’s program.  
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The communications strategy 
was heavily informed by input 
from the student advisory 
committees. 

The communication campaigns didn’t make great use of 
student volunteers, or tools like surveys and 
presentations, which would have allowed immediate 
interactive engagement with students.  

R:
 N

ew
 S

U
B 

To make emails not just ‘active’ but ‘interactive’, the SUB Coordinator should send a 
monthly newsletter by broadcast email, which includes project information, opportunities 
for involvement, and a short survey. The short survey can allow the SUB Coordinator to 
space out project questions, and easily collect contact information for different involvement 
opportunities. The SUB Coordinator should also coordinate at least one large project 
presentation or ‘Town Hall meeting’ each term, to allow students to become informed and 
discuss the project in a public forum.  
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The NSSAC and SSC had a large 
impact on the communications 
and consultation plans, the 
program, and other aspects of the 
project - the SUB Coordinator, 
SRC, and consultants followed 
many of their recommendations, 
and included the Sustainability 
Charter in the program.  

Some topics could have been explored further by the 
committees but they lacked the time - committee 
members generally couldn’t contribute more than 1 
hr/week to meetings, and most members weren’t 
interested in doing research work outside meetings, or 
assisting at communications or consultation events. The 
NSSAC was less member-driven than the SSC and 
required more preparatory time from the SUB 
Coordinator – likely because the membership was larger 
and contained more 1st year undergraduates.  
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For topics which warrant forming advisory committees later in the project, see 4.13.1. Post-
design Advisory Committees. If the SUB Coordinator is chairing more than two committees it 
will likely require them to work full-time, or for another SUB Coordinator to be hired part-
time. The SUB Coordinator should collect contacts for a ‘volunteer network’ - members can 
meet irregularly to be trained to assist with events such as consultation workshops, open 
houses, and on-campus surveys. Work that requires more than 1 hr/week should be 
assigned to AMS employees or SUB Curriculum courses where students receive pay or credit 
for their work.  
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In draft programming: the workshops 
and interviews identified specific 
needs, and generated creative use and 
space ideas; NSSAC reviewed 
consultation and helped prioritize the 
uses for the program; and the club 
survey was useful in estimating 
average club needs.  

In draft programming: the workshops didn’t have 
sufficient time or attendance to resolve the issues 
of ‘sustainability’ (though this was later adopted by 
the SSC) and ‘increasing diversity of users’; wider 
students weren’t involved in prioritizing uses for 
the program;  and the AMS wasn’t able to contact 
several of the largest clubs on campus, to interview 
or work with them. 
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To allow more to students to help prioritize the uses for the new SUB: workshop 
participants could have placed several stickers on the idea sticky notes that they liked most 
at the end of each workshop (see 4.2.2. The UBC Farm Workshop, and 4.3. Preliminary 
Needs Assessment); participants could have been invited to a general follow-up meeting, 
where they could have broken into groups, prioritized the different types of uses, and given 
recommendations, as was done by the NSSAC (also, see 4.2.3. The Fairview Square 
Workshops); or the SUB Coordinator could have prepared a short survey allowing all 
students to weigh-in on their preferred uses for the new SUB. 
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To address the issue of increasing diversity, the SUB Coordinator could: develop a short 
survey devoted to the issue; or form an advisory committee or find a SUB Curriculum course 
to examine the issue. These options should be pursued as soon as possible, so the finding 
can impact the design and management of the building. The SUB Coordinator should also 
devote time to making contact with all the largest UBC clubs (at least those with 200+ 
members) to encourage the club reps to pass on information about the project through 
their meetings and email lists. Club executives should be encouraged to attend workshops, 
become part of the SUB Coordinator’s network of online advisors, and sit on committees 
that are relevant to them (such as a management committee for the new clubs space). Club 
executives might even be willing to call a meeting with their members to carry out a 
targeted workshop for the project. 
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Because the second club survey and general and graduate program surveys 
followed the review process, very specific and useful questions could be 
designed for these surveys. The survey results were used to determine the 
inclusion and scale of many uses in the program. The meetings with the program 
review committee, user reps, and various stakeholder groups and clubs were 
indispensible for critiquing, improving, and negotiating the final program. 

  

R:
 N

ew
 

SU
B 

Online surveys are the broadest way in which to involve student opinion in the project, 
and the results are useful and respected because of the number of respondents, so it is 
important to maximize their potential to inform complex and meaningful decisions in the 
process.  
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The SUB Curriculum classes have so 
far provided useful results for the 
New SUB project and the AMS as a 
whole, and at least two classes will 
likely repeat in 2010/11. 

In 2009/10, it sometimes took a long time for faculty 
to hand over the products of the classes. The AMS 
hasn’t been able to develop SUB Curriculum projects 
for Masters and Doctoral students so far, because this 
requires the expertise and input of the project 
architects and sub-consultants.  
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The SUB Coordinator should film the final presentation of each class so that they can pass 
this video on as a substitute for a written summary of the students’ work, if the other class 
products are delayed in coming from the professor. The SUB Coordinator should have 
discussions with the architect, sub-consultants, project manager, and construction 
manager as soon as they are hired to develop ideas for undergraduate classes as well as 
Masters and Doctoral projects. 
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The ability of some architects to sway students 
with their online and media savvy, was a valid 
determinant of student votes, since it indicated 
that these firms would be able to communicate 
effectively with 45,000 students through media 
and online tools during the design process.  

The online and media savvy of architects 
might have influenced some students 
more than the content of the proposals. 
Also, many students didn’t watch all 
70min of the seven 10min videos.  
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so students would have been more likely to watch their collective length of 35min.  
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Students will be able to meaningfully impact the designs as part of the network of 
online advisors, as SSC members monitoring the IDP, through the SUB Curriculum 
classes, and through the ten public design workshops - which will be held on 
topics that are not easily covered by any of the AMS committees or user reps. 
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During the post-design stages, the SRC is tentatively planning to 
meaningfully engage students through: SUB Curriculum classes; 
advisory committees; and user interviews, focus groups, 
workshops, and surveys for post-occupancy evaluation;  

No detailed plans for the 
post-design consultation 
have been developed or 
ratified by the SRC, so far.  

 
Considering the complex and technical nature of the New SUB project, the UBC student body has had a 
very meaningful and significant impact on the project through the consultation process.  
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In 2007/08, the broad and prioritizing consultation carried out by Cannon set the tone for the project 
pursued by the AMS, and for the later work of the program consultants and AMS. Since 2008/09, the 
SUB Coordinator position and the use of comprehensive consultation planning has allowed the AMS to 
take a leadership role in advocating for, developing, and carrying out meaningful and appropriate 
student consultation for the project.  
 
The advisory committees gave a number of students the ability to regularly review and make important 
recommendations on the communication and consultation plans and materials - the AMS may have 
failed to anticipate some of the problems with the architect student-wide vote campaign because the 
NSSAC was not active in 2009/10, and available for advice. For the advisory committees to be effective it 
was important that: 
• Members were appropriate for the role of the committee; 
• Members were presented with clear plans and agendas but invited to suggest changes and new 

responsibilities; 
• Meetings had realistic goals and included interesting tasks;  
• Group size allowed complex but inclusive discussions (5-15); 
• Meetings lasted 1-1.5 hrs to allow updates and complex discussions; 
• Meetings were only called in those weeks with sufficient work 
• Meetings minutes were circulated for accountability, reminders, and those who missed the 

meeting; and 
• Members attended several face-to-face meetings - to become comfortable with, and committed 

to, the committee - before being expected to give online feedback 
  
The AMS and consultants have worked together to appropriately and effectively use tools such as user 
meetings, stakeholder meetings, thematic workshops, surveys, and SUB Curriculum classes. Effective 
communication campaigns are also critical for ensuring student turnout and informed participation - in 
spring of 2010 students were given a range of resources on the seven shortlisted architects to make an 
informed decision in the student-wide vote for the three finalists. The meetings with the user reps, and 
various stakeholder groups and clubs were most successful when they:  

• Included 5-15 people with the varied experience to allow creative problem solving and the 
authority to allow final decision-making; 

• Ran 1-2 hours to allow complex discussions; and  
• Were attended by at least one program consultant and the SUB Coordinator, and sometimes the 

VP Admin and Interim project manager, to aid problem solving, allow executive decision-making, 
and reduce conflict or misunderstanding. 

 
The SUB Curriculum initiative was effective because the SUB Coordinators: worked closely with 
instructors to develop useful and achievable assignments; and visited each class at least once to give 
students encouragement and direction. 
 
Some opportunities for meaningful consultation were missed however. In 2007/08 the AMS and Cannon 
failed to engage students in discussion and prioritization of the project as a whole – in terms of fees, 
siting, scope, etc. Since 2008/09, the AMS has experienced a learning curve in terms of how to 
appropriately use consultation tools. For instance, the AMS learned that: those who joined advisory 
committees were often not interested in more public roles like volunteering at consultation events; 
workshops allowed insufficient time to explore complex issues like ‘sustainability’ and ‘increasing 
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diversity of user’; and information tools for student-wide votes have to be short enough to allow 
students to easily digest the information on all the options. Limited staff time has been another ongoing 
barrier to carrying out meaningful engagement, and has prevented the AMS from working more closely 
with large clubs, and coordinating more workshops, surveys, committees, and SUB Curriculum classes. 
The amount of meaningful engagement in the post-design stage will certainly decrease if the SUB 
Coordinator and SRC are eliminated. 
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5. Part V: Recommendations 
 
5.1. Summary Recommendations   
 
In this section I present summary recommendations for how to achieve a student-driven project by 
applying the principles of participatory planning. In the below sections I expand on, and explain, the 
recommendations presented here. 
 
Accountability & Transparency 
 
With this measure I considered issues such as:  

• Whether the project was legitimately representative of students; 
• Whether the activities and details of the New SUB project were transparent to students; and 
• Whether students were able to critique and challenge the project if they felt it was not 

representative of student wishes or interests.  
Examples of New SUB project characteristics which affected accountability and transparency for 
students include: the type of governance structure managing the project, and how it represented 
students; AMS policies and conventions for their operations and communications; and contracts and 
agreements which dictated the operations and communications of other project partners. 

 
A project is most accountable and transparent to students when:  

1) The project is embedded within a healthy representative system of governance and 
management, in which student representatives play a key role 

2) Decision-making roles are clear, transparent, and subject to cross-surveillance 
3) Information is considered ‘public until proven classified’ 
4) Selection processes, contracts and written protocols guard accountability and transparency  

 
 
Broad Decision-Making & Consultation 
 
With this measure I considered issues such as: 

• Whether the project involved a large number and variety of students, in decision-making and 
consultation. 

Examples of tools which facilitated broad student decision-making in the New SUB project include: 
referendums, and decision-making committees with diverse membership. Examples of tools which 
allowed broad student consultation include: surveys; advisory committees with diverse membership; 
meetings with large clubs and other stakeholder groups; and SUB Curriculum classes held in a range of 
academic disciplines.  
 
Broad decision-making by students and broad consultation with students is most successful when: 

5) Different student groups are approached and involved in ways that are appropriate and 
effective for those groups 

6) Broad tools draw on students’ personal knowledge, experience, and values, rather than 
technical or project knowledge 

7) Broad tools require a predictable and modest time commitment 
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Meaningful Decision-Making & Consultation 
 
With this measure I considered issues such as:  

• Whether students were able to meaningfully contribute to the forums or consultation tools of 
which they were a part;  

• Whether the forums and consultation tools of which students were a part, dealt with important 
and complex aspects of the project; and 

• Whether the forums and consultation tools of which students were a part had significant 
impacts on the direction of the project 

In the New SUB project meaningful student decision-making was facilitated, among other things, by: 
having students sit on decision-making committees; and giving clear and important decision-making 
responsibility, and the appropriate support, to students in elected and hired positions. Meaningful 
student consultation was facilitated, among other things, by giving clear and achievable roles, and the 
appropriate support, to the participants in consultation tools such as: advisory committees, surveys, 
interviews, workshops, and SUB Curriculum classes.  
 
Decision-making by students and consultation with students is most meaningful when: 

8) Students are familiar with the project through intensive involvement, and receive information 
from multiple sources 

9) Students work in groups which allow complex and inclusive discussion, and clear communication 
between groups  

10) The student groups regularly communicates with outside project partners, like consultants  
11) The student groups seek assistance and training where necessary 

 
 
General  
 
The general recommendations apply equally to each of the principles 
 
A project is most accountable and transparent to students, and can most broadly and meaningfully 
involve students when: 

12) Roles have clear responsibilities and decision-making power, with room for critique 
13) Appropriate students are identified for specific roles, and appropriate roles are designed for 

different students. 
14) Resources and effort are devoted to ‘effective’ public communication  
15) A representative body for students initiates the project 
16) A watchdog is devoted to developing standards for student-driven processes (in terms of 

principles, goals, and methods for the project), monitoring the behaviour of team members, and 
building commitment to student-driven processes within the project team 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Probably the most important recommendations are: 
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1) The project is embedded within a healthy representative system of governance and 
management, in which student representatives play a key role 

15) A representative body for students initiates the project 
16) A watchdog is devoted to developing standards for student-driven processes (in terms of 

principles, goals, and methods for the project), monitoring the behaviour of team members, and 
building commitment to student-driven processes within the project team 

 
 
5.2. Accountability & Transparency  
 
A project is most accountable and transparent to student when:  
 

1) The project is embedded within a healthy representative system of governance and 
management, in which student representatives play a key role 

 
Projects, especially large complex projects, should try to take maximum advantage of tried-and-tested 
representative systems. For decision-making to be accountable to a large and disparate student body, it 
is important to have a functioning democratic system in which student representatives are elected on a 
platform, oversee and vote on the activities of the larger organization, and can be scrutinized and held 
accountable for their actions in office. It is also necessary to have an accountable system: for selecting 
and delegating responsibilities to employees, committees, and consultants; and for guaranteeing 
transparency in operations of the organization.  
 
 

2) Decision-making roles are clear, transparent, and subject to cross-surveillance 
 
It’s important that those in decision-making positions have clear roles and responsibilities to which 
other students can hold them accountable. In the New SUB project, general transparency in the actions 
of decision-makers through meeting minutes, quarterly reports, and AMS Council presentations allowed 
their actions to be scrutinized by the student population and student media. To ensure that project 
team members – including elected reps, employees, volunteers and consultants - are fulfilling their role 
on a more detailed level, it’s important that other team members regularly have the opportunity, and 
responsibility, to review their work through internal exchange of documents, meetings, and committee 
updates. 
 
 

3) Information is considered ‘public until proven classified’ 
 
With a large development project there is a tendency to keep information private unless it is absolutely 
required to make it public because of public demand or a consultation process. To ensure that a process 
is accountable to students, it is important to always assume that information should be made public to 
students-at-large unless there is legitimate legal or strategic reason to do otherwise. An open 
conversation of the pros and cons often reveals that there are few legitimate reasons to keep 
documents internal. This includes project meeting minutes, the working and final products of the 
organization and consultants, as well as schedules, materials and results from consultation events.  
Posting these documents online builds informal trust with students. 
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4) Selection processes, contracts and written protocols guard accountability and transparency  
 
Whenever a representative organization delegates activities and decision-making to a new decision-
making body, or an outside firm or organization, the parent organization needs to take precautions to 
ensure that the actions of the new group meet the standards of accountability and transparency of the 
parent organization. This can be partly achieved through a rigorous selection process, in which 
applicants are vetted for their ability and willingness to be accountable and transparent to the parent 
organization. The parent organization can also write specific protocols which dictate the powers and 
responsibilities of the delegated body. These protocols are especially important in the case where the 
parent organization was unable to select and vet the new partner.  
 
 
5.3. Broad Decision-Making & Consultation 
 
Broad decision-making by students and broad consultation with students is most successful when: 
  

5) Different student groups are approached and involved in ways that are appropriate and 
effective for those groups 

 
The student body is large and diverse and can be categorized and approached in a number of different 
ways. When a particular student group has been identified as appropriate for involvement, it is 
important to develop a strategy for contacting members of the group, and doing so in a way that they 
will want to be involved in the project. Some groups of student have similar characteristics or interests, 
but no official association. These students can be contacted through general communications. Other 
groups of students can be contacted through clubs, associations, or government constituencies. It is 
advisable that general communications also mention the various individual groups that are being 
contacted directly, since group members who see these general communications can then contact their 
representatives directly about becoming involved through their group. 
 
When announcing involvement opportunities - whether through a general announcement or to a 
specific group - it is important to tailor the announcement to the audience, explaining clearly: why their 
involvement is being sought; why involvement might interest and benefit them; and what they can 
expect from involvement. Project members can work with group representatives to decide whether the 
larger membership should be involved through emails, meetings, or another medium. For the SUB 
Curriculum Initiative it was necessary to contact and tailor correspondence to faculty and departmental 
heads and professors, since they had information about, and control over, involving students through 
classes.  
 
 

6) Broad tools draw on students’ personal knowledge, experience, and values, rather than 
technical or project knowledge 

 
Because broad tools cannot rely on students having prior knowledge of the project, it’s most effective to 
have students comment and answer questions that relate to their personal experience as students, and 
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their values. This can include ranking options, sharing behavioural patterns and preferences, or signing 
up to be involved in other consultation or volunteering opportunities. When more detailed project 
knowledge is necessary for students to take part in a broad tool – like a referendum, or stakeholder 
group meeting – it’s important to include all the necessary information in the body of the process or 
survey, as well as communicate this information to the relevant students beforehand. In surveys it’s 
useful to collect profile information – about age, academic program, whether they commute or live on 
campus, etc. – to draw correlations between the preferences of different ‘groups’ of students, and to 
see whether certain groups have not been engaged with the consultation tools. Targeted meetings or 
committees - with students from particular groups, or with particular academic backgrounds or interests 
- can be formed to have more complex discussions that relate to the experience and preferences of 
those students.  
 
 

7) Broad tools require a predictable and modest time commitment  
 
Broad tools which require a large time commitment will generally attract fewer participants, and using a 
large number of ‘short’ tools can equally create consultation fatigue in students, but it’s sometimes 
difficult to collect the necessary information in a short amount of time or using few tools. For that 
reason, it’s important to lay out a clear plan and timeline for broad tools, which: collectively doesn’t 
demand too much time from students; can be communicated to students to give them clear long term 
expectations for their involvement; and meets the needs of the project for student input.  
 
One guideline might be to expect students to devote no more than 30min-1hr to broad tools over the 
course of one academic term – which is about the time it takes to complete several small surveys, one 
large survey, one workshop, or one meeting with a club. Also, while most students who come to a 
presentation or meeting are willing to stay for about an hour, those working online likely have a shorter 
attention span, only willing to devote 10-20min to an online activity in one sitting.  
 
 
5.4. Meaningful Decision-Making & Engagement 
 
Decision-making by students and consultation with students is most meaningful when: 
 

8) Students are familiar with the project through intensive involvement, and receive information 
from multiple sources 

 
Since most students don’t have advanced technical knowledge and work experience, it’s important that 
they build expertise through repeat involvement in the project, and exposure to different types of 
project information. This familiarity with information gives students the skills and knowledge necessary 
to contribute to discussions, and work with other project members and consultants confidently. In the 
New SUB project: some elected reps and employees worked on the project on a daily basis; permanent 
committee members received internal documents and regular updates from various project members; 
temporary committees, like the hiring committees,  were expected to digest a large amount and variety 
of information over a short period of time; and participants in the general and graduate program 
surveys received detailed information within each question to help them answer specific and 
complicated questions. The design workshops carried out for the SUB Farm and Fairview Square also 
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demonstrated how new participants can be introduced to a great deal of information using various 
engaging techniques over the course of a full day, or several shorter workshops.  
 
 

9) Students work in groups which allow complex and inclusive discussion, and clear 
communication between groups  

 
The most constructive forums included a variety of members, such as elected student reps, AMS 
employees, volunteers, different students-at-large, expert advisors, consultants, and UBC reps. Varied 
participants can debate issues from many perspectives, and come up with creative solutions to 
problems. Usually at least 5 meeting participants are necessary to have dynamic discussions and an 
adequate combination of personnel with expertise and decision-making authority.  
 
In meetings with greater than 15 members it was difficult for all those present to discuss issues 
together. When there were many attendees, or a smaller group had difficulty discussing issues 
collectively, the group could be broken into working groups of 3-7 members - these smaller groups could 
discuss the same issue, or discuss different issues, and then present their recommendations to the 
larger group.   
 
It was important that some members sat in several groups – such as AMS Council, the SRC, SSC, and 
NSSAC. These members could easily and clearly transfer necessary information about the project 
between the various groups.  
 
Meetings required about 1-2hrs to allow updates, complex discussions and possibly group work. 
Irregular meetings of several hours were sometimes necessary to solve complex issues, and guarantee 
the attendance of extra members, such as with the program review committee meetings.  
 
 

10) The student groups regularly communicate and collaborate with outside project partners  
 
Examples of important outside partners in the New SUB project included some consultants, and the UBC 
administrators who influenced the negotiation process without sitting regularly on the negotiation 
committee. While not all project partners can, or are willing to, regularly attend committee meetings, it 
is important that student groups try to communicate and collaborate with these outside partners 
frequently and starting as early as possible to: establish project directions; give each other updates; 
critique each other’s work; perform tasks together or for each other; and make decisions together. This 
can occur through correspondence and document exchange, or through irregularly meetings. If student 
groups, or outside partners, carry out too much work in isolation, they can: lose out on the opportunity 
to benefit from the input of the other group; become heavily invested in their work and resistant to 
criticism from the other group; or waste time and resources by moving in a direction which the other 
group doesn’t support. If student groups, or outside partners, are left out of work, they can become 
resistant to what the other groups is doing due to misunderstandings. Both student groups and outside 
partners can assist with communication by preparing summaries of their work and recommendations for 
each other - for its consultants, the AMS prepared summaries of the AMS’s consultation activities, and 
their recommended changes to the consultants’ work. The AMS was not able to regularly communicate 
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and collaborate with key UBC decision-makers influencing the negotiation process, which likely 
undermined the negotiation process.   
 
 

11) The student groups seek assistance and training where necessary 
 
It is important to identify which roles in the project require or would benefit from advanced skills, 
knowledge or experience. If students cannot be selected for these roles with the necessary background 
or characteristics, it might be advisable to hire a professional assistant, or find professional training, for 
the students selected for these roles. While most students involved in the New SUB project were able to 
competently fulfill their roles without additional training, there were some roles – including sitting on 
the negotiation committee – that may have benefited from professional assistance or training. The AMS 
benefited greatly from hiring an Interim project manager before completing negotiations, to advise and 
carry out professional work for the AMS. 
 
 
5.5. General 
 
A project is most accountable and transparent to students, and can most broadly and meaningfully 
involve students when:  
 

12) All roles have clear responsibilities and decision-making power, with room for critique 
 
When participants have a clear understanding of their powers and purpose within the project, they can 
avoid duplicating the work of other participants, and devoting time to issues which they can’t influence. 
For a committee this means giving members clear objectives, areas of oversight, and directions for when 
they should report their actions and defer decisions to a higher body. For a survey or referendum this 
means including a clear description of the purpose of the question(s), and of how the results will be 
used. Knowing the limitations of their work, participants are able to work flexibly within those 
boundaries – proposing new committee functions that will support their purpose, or filling in a survey 
comment box with personal ideas that they know the survey is trying to collect and would be useful for 
the project.  
 
Having roles with clear and explicit limitations on responsibilities and decision-making powers also 
allows students to articulately and legitimately challenge these roles, and constructively propose 
changes to the system – students could ask for a change in committee responsibilities and reporting 
practices, an additional survey on a different unaddressed topic, or for a different consultation tool, like 
workshops, to be used to further explore a survey topic. It is important that students are invited to 
critique and suggest changes to the roles in the project - whether that is by having committee chairs 
invite members to critique the system of roles, or inviting respondents to critique the survey itself in a 
survey comment box. 

 
 

13) Appropriate students are identified for specific roles, and appropriate roles are designed for 
different students. 
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It is also important that the purpose and powers of roles be appropriately matched to those actors 
taking them on. It’s important that the students in each role have the commitment, skills, knowledge, 
time, access to resources, and decision-making authority within the organization, necessary to fulfill the 
responsibilities of their role. In the New SUB project this could depend on: their legitimacy and powers 
within the AMS governance structure as an elected rep, AMS employee, or student-at-large; whether 
and how they were reimbursed for their time; their past knowledge of and experience with the project; 
their academic background; and their interests. For instance:  

• Roles with key decision-making power, like sitting on the negotiation committee, were more 
appropriate for those in top elected and management position in the AMS 

• Roles which required a large time commitment were more suitable for salaried members of the 
AMS 

• Roles which required specific expertise, like sitting on the SSC, required the AMS to use special 
advertising and screening methods to find appropriate students 

• Roles for students-at-large, like participating in surveys and workshops, had to be designed 
assuming the participants had little time to offer, and little background knowledge of the 
project.   

  
It is important for key decision-makers to work amongst themselves, and with project consultants, to:  

1. Identify which students are the most appropriate to take on specific, necessary roles in the 
project, and identify how to reach out to and involve those students 

2. Brainstorm how different students - elected reps, employees, committees, volunteers, and the 
many different students-at-large - can ‘contribute’ to the project, and come up with appropriate 
roles for them  

 
 

14) Resources and effort are devoted to ‘effective’ public communication  
 
The fact that project documents and minutes are officially ‘unclassified’, that a consultation event is 
‘open to the public’, or that a survey is ‘student-wide’ doesn’t mean anything if few students are aware 
of, can access, or choose to take advantage of these facts. It’s important to reach student through a 
range of engaging online and on-campus mediums, such as presentations, displays, handouts, videos, 
and social media so that students will know: about general developments in the project; how the 
process is accountable to them; where they can access more detailed information; how they can 
become involved; and how to contact project members. 
 
Successful broad communication tools: 

• Have easily recognizable graphics or ‘branding’ so students can recognize project information in 
their email box, or on a poster on campus 

• Have attractive design and attracting elements like large colourful posters, models, and candy 
• Require only a minute to digest the key information, but direct students to where they can 

access further information, or participate in consultation  
• Don’t require prior knowledge of the project to understand 

o All communications could contain a short blurb (2 or 3 sentences) and graphics 
summarizing the history, purpose, and timeline of the project 

• Include: information; consultation and volunteering opportunities; contact information to 
comment or be added to email lists; and possibly a survey.  

130



 
 

o This gives students the opportunity to learn, become involved, and critique the process 
with every announcement, making communications interactive rather than static, and 
appealing to students with different interests in the project  

o Consultation events should also include these three elements of learn, involve, and 
critique  

o Regular online communications could include a 1-5 question survey which allows 
general comments, and gives the opportunity to sign-up to e-mail lists 

 
 

15) A representative body for students initiates the project 
 
It is important that student organizations take the lead on projects to set a high standard for student 
accountability, transparency, decisions-making and consultation from the very beginning. By initiating 
the New SUB project, the AMS had the time to: develop an effective internal committee structures and 
protocols to govern and manage the project; hire student and non-student personnel to manage the 
project; and become acquainted with the complexities of building development, consultant selection, 
and negotiation, among other things. Because the AMS had time to improve and refine these structures, 
protocols, personnel, and skills, they could justify and articulate the value of maintaining a student-
driven process in negotiations. Also it’s important that student organizations fully take advantage of 
opportunities for student leadership and involvement early in a project, since these opportunities tend 
to diminish as project advance, becoming for complex and technical.  
 
 

16) A watchdog is devoted to developing standards for student-driven processes (in terms of 
principles, goals, and methods for the project), monitoring the behaviour of team members, 
and building commitment to student-driven processes within the project team 

 
It is important that those in key decision-making and management roles in the project are explicitly 
committed to the principles of: accountability & transparency, broad decision-making & engagement, 
and meaningful decision-making & engagement. It is advisable to appoint a team member or even a 
committee as a ‘watchdog’ for these issues. The SUB Coordinator and NSSAC played this role in the New 
SUB project. The watchdog(s) can: 

• Be selected based on their passion and commitment to the issue 
• Advocate on behalf of implementing the principles, and present specific ideas for how they can 

be applied to different aspects of the project 
• Educate those within and outside the project about the issues, to build commitment  
• Review the past performance and future plans of project team members to assess whether 

they’ve adequately and exhaustively applied the principles 
• Act as a general contact for those within and outside the project who have questions, 

complaints or suggestions regarding the principles 
It is important that those in the watchdog role have time to devote to this issue, and have meaningful 
influence in the decision-making groups of the project.  
 
 
5.6. Conclusion of Part V 
 

131



 
 

Probably the most important recommendations are the first and last: 
1) The project is embedded within a healthy representative system of governance and 

management, in which student representatives play a key role 
15)   A representative body for students initiates the project 
16)   A watchdog is devoted to developing standards for student-driven processes (in terms of 

principles, goals, and methods for the project), monitoring the behaviour of team members, and 
building commitment to student-driven processes within the project team 

 
For a large and complex project to be student-driven, it relies on a student-driven system of governance 
and management already being in place. The longer this system has existed: the more legitimacy it will 
have acquired in the eyes of other project actors; and the more likely it is that protocols and ‘corporate 
culture’ will have developed that safeguard accountability and student decision-making in the process. 
Younger student organizations, or those that have historically had weak mechanisms for accountability 
and student decision-making, can develop new mechanisms in the short term, perhaps based off of 
other student organizations. However it is unlikely that these organizations will achieve a highly student-
driven process because: these organizations may not seem reliable or legitimate in the eyes of other 
project actors; and they will not have the benefit of an informal ‘corporate culture’ and time-tested 
policies that ensure a student-driven process.  
 
Similarly, the earlier a representative student organization initiates the project, the longer they have to 
create and improve new mechanisms, positions, and committees, to manage the project, and the more 
prepared they will be to represent student interests when they inevitably have to work with outside 
partners such as consultants and university administrators.  
 
In any large and complex venture however, even a long-existing student-driven organization will be 
unable to anticipate and ensure all opportunities are taken for accountability and student decision-
making power. It is important that the organization explicitly appoints a student, and perhaps a 
committee, to focus on the ‘student-driven’ aspects of the project, looking for problems and 
opportunities in the process. It is important that those appointed have a strong voice in the decision-
making structure of the project, and that they have the time, incentive and commitment to devote 
energy to the job.  
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7. Appendices  

A.1. Acronyms 
 

• 20**/** (i.e. 2007/08): Unless stated otherwise, this refers to academic years, lasting from 
September to April and including a fall and winter term 

• AMS: Alma Mater Society 
• AMS Term: The annual term of AMS Executives and Councillors, which runs for a year and starts 

in the spring, since elections usually take place between February and April 
• BOG: UBC Board of Governors 
• C+CP: Campus + Community Planning 
• GSS: Graduate Student Society 
• In-camera meetings: Confidential meetings in which no public minutes are taken   
• JOC: Joint Oversight Committee,  
• PMWC: Project Management Working Committee 
• MHPM: Many Happy Projects Managed 
• NSSAC: New SUB Student Advisory Committee 
• Rep: representative 
• SRC: SUB Renewal Committee 
• SSC: Sustainable SUB Committee 
• SUB: Student Union Building 
• UBC: University of British Columbia 
• UBCPT: UBC Properties Trust 
• UBoulevard: University Boulevard 
• USquare: University Square 
• VP Admin: AMS executive Vice-President of Administration 

 
 
A.2. Key People Involved in the New SUB Project as of April 2010 
 
Taken from the New SUB Signing Ceremony Video,474 and my own field notes:475

 
  

AMS Executives 
Bijan Ahmadian (AMS President, 2010-11) 
Blake Frederick (AMS President, 2009-10) 
Michael Duncan (AMS President, 2008-09) 
Jeff Friedrich (AMS President, 2007-08) 
Kevin Keystone (AMS President, 2006-07) 
Jeremy McElroy (AMS VP External, 2010-11) 
Stefanie Ratjen (AMS VP External, 2008-09) 
                                                           
474 UBC AMS, New SUB Signing Ceremony Video, shot 30 Apr. 2010, AMS archives, available upon request.  
475 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 – Jul. 2009, and sitting on the SRC, Oct. 
2008 – Jul. 2010 
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Ekaterina Dovjenko (AMS VP Administration, 2010-11) 
Crystal Hon (AMS VP Administration, 2009-10) 
Tristan Markle (AMS VP Administration, 2008-09) 
Sarah Naiman (AMS VP Administration, 2007-08) 
Elin Tayyar (AMS VP Finance, 2010-11) 
Tom Dvorak (AMS VP Finance, 2009-10) 
Chris Diplock (AMS VP Finance, 2008-09) 
Brittany Tyson (AMS VP Finance, 2007-08) 
Sophia Haque (AMS VP Finance, 2006-07) 
Alex Lougheed (AMS VP Academic, 2008-09) 
Brendon Goodmurphy (AMS VP Academic, 2007-08) 
 
AMS Employees 
Andreanne Doyon (SUB Coordinator, 2010-2011) 
Jensen Metchie (SUB Coordinator, 2009-2010) 
Bronwyn Jarvis (SUB Coordinator, 2008-2009) 
Joyce Shen (Sustainability Coordinator, 2009-2010)  
Carolina Guimaraes (Sustainability Coordinator, 2008-2009) 
Bernie Peets (General Manager) 
Ross Horton (General Manager) 
Henry Chen (AMS Treasurer-Controller)  
Sheldon Goldfarb (AMS Archivist/Researcher) 
Nancy Toogood (Food & Beverage Manager) 
Jane Berry (Facilities Development Manager) 
Michael Kingsmill (AMS Designer)  
Jeffery Smith (AMS Facilities and Retail Manager) 
Kelli Seapaul (AMS Communication Manager) 
Alison Henry (AMS Communications) 
Valeria Levens (AMS Executive Secretary) 
Joanne Pickford (AMS Administrative Assistant) 
Adrienne Smith (AMS Policy Advisor, 2008-2010) 
David Wells (AMS Policy Advisor) 
 
AMS Committee Reps 
Aicha Shaikh (GSS Councillor, SRC) 
Darren Peets (GSS Councillor, SRC) 
Jason Penner (GSS Councillor, SRC) 
Luke Luukonen (GSS Councillor, SRC) 
David Katz (GSS Councillor, SRC) 
Sonia Purewal (Science Councillor, SRC) 
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Guillaume Houle (Arts Councillor, SRC) 
Natalie Swift (Forestry Councillor, SRC)  
Andrew Carne (Engineering Councillor, SRC)  
Joel Mertens (Engineering Councillor, SRC)  
Spenser Rocky (Commerce Councillor, SRC)  
Max Unger (Student-at-large, SRC) 
Stewart Burgess (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Stefan Storey (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Ivan Tang (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Gerard Cadger (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Edwin Guerra (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Shelley Long (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Jay Worthing (Student-at-large, SSC) 
Brock Dale (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Beverly Ma (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Alex Wright (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Jon-Scott Kohli (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Dan Boland (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Billy Flanigan (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Daniel Gipps (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Rosario Francikiewicz (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Sehee Kim (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Yiwei Liu (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Wendy Hsu (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Katie Fenn (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Pavani Gunadasa (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Lindsay Chloe Clark (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
Claire Faughnan (Student-at-large, NSSAC) 
 
UBC Administration 
Stephen Toope (UBC President and Vice Chancellor) 
Brian Sullivan (VP Students) 
Anne DeWolfe (VP Students Office) 
Michelle Aucoin (VP Students Office) 
Stephen Owen (VP External and Community Relations) 
Pierre Ouillet (VP Finance, Resources and Operations) 
Barbara Miles (VP Development and Alumni Engagement) 
Lisa Castle (Associate VP Human Resources) 
Hubert Lai (University Counsel) 
Peter Smailes (Treasury) 
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Bryon Braley (Treasury) 
James Ridge (Registrar) 
Janet Teasdale (Student Development and Services) 
Karen McKellin (International Student Initiative) 
Moyra Van Nus (Project Development, Major Gifts) 
Suzanne Poohkay (Infrastructure Development) 
John Metras (Campus and Community Planning) 
Nancy Knight (Campus and Community Planning) 
Tracy Bains (Campus and Community Planning) 
Linda Moore (Campus and Community Planning) 
Gerry McGeough (University Architect) 
Janice Robinson (Residence Life) 
Robert Philip (Athletics and Recreation) 
Andrew Parr (Student Housing & Hospitality Services)  
 
UBC Faculty 
Cynthia Girling (School of Architecture and Landscape Architecture) 
 
AMS Alumni 
Doug Aldridge (AMS Alumni) 
Grant Burnyeat (AMS Alumni) 
Fraser Hodge (AMS Alumni) 
David Boris (AMS Alumni) 
Bill Dobie (AMS Alumni) 
Irfhan Rawji (AMS Alumni) 
 
Consultants 
David Hewko (Cannon Design) 
David Wilkinson (Cannon Design) 
Chris Wilkinson (Cannon Design) 
Jordan Lock (ArchUS) 
Simon Richards (Cornerstone Planning Group) 
Ana Policzer (Cornerstone Planning Group) 
Guillaume Savard (MHPM) 
Richard Harris (MHPM) 
Ronan Chester (MHPM) 
Anny Doherty (MHPM) 
Al Poettcker (UBC PT) 
Rob Brown (UBC PT) 
Craig Knight (UBC PT) 
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Franco Tranolini (Davies LLP) 
Dennis Yee (Davies LLP) 
Micheal Sawyer (Richard Buell Sutton LLP) 

 
 
A.3. Summary of the MOU Agreement 
 
This summary is taken from the AMS website:476,477

 
  

 
MOU Summary of Key Issues 

 
The final agreement on the key items is summarized here: 
 

a) UBC's capital contribution: UBC originally offered $20M, and eventually agreed to $25M. The 
AMS had floated $40 million at first, based on the proportion of UBC’s contribution to the 
original building (2/3rds of the capital cost). However, UBC argued, they were at the time (in 
1968) paying in large part for Pacific Spirit Place, which UBC controls. 
 

b) Maintenance level: the building will be continued to be maintained by Plant Operations, but at a 
higher than current levels – at least APPA level 3, if not higher. This is a cost that the AMS could 
not afford to pay. The cost of maintaining a building over its life cycle is approximately 
equivalent to the capital cost (~$100M). 
 

c) Pro-rata share of common areas: UBC argued that the spill-over from AMS businesses causes 
work for the custodial staff working the common areas. UBC wanted the AMS to pay ~20% of 
the common area custodial costs, but in the final agreement states that UBC will cover the cost.  
 

d) IPF: The AMS currently pays for the utility costs of our commercial businesses, but have 
negotiated that the proceeds go toward a jointly administered student initiative fund. In this 
new agreement, the IPF will be maintained at 2008 purchasing power ($219,000 per year).  
 

e) GMSL: UBC collects a pseudo-municipal tax from all independent organizations on campus, 
including ancillaries such as UBC Parking and UBC Housing and Conferences. UBC insisted on this 
item. The MOU says that we will pay GMSL, at a level specified to be $100,000 per year (for the 
current square footage of our Commercial Space). This money will go toward a fund overseen by 
a joint committee, and will be used to improve the public space surrounding the SUB. 
 

f) The definition of Commercial Space: the AMS developed a precise definition of Commercial 
Space, that includes only our for-profit business, and none of our non-profit subsidiaries (Film 

                                                           
476 UBC AMS, MOU Summary of Key Issues, UBC AMS: New SUB Project: Timeline Website, 28 Jun. 2010, 
<http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/MOUsummary.doc> 
477 UBC, UBC AMS, Memorandum of Understanding, 30 Jul. 2008, UBC AMS: New SUB Project: Timeline Website, 
28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/MOUfinal.pdf> 
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Soc, Natural Food Coop, etc) or associated non-profits (CiTR, Ubyssey, etc). It is important that 
this is made clear. 
 

g) Lease length: the length will be 40 years with the AMS having the option of extending it for 
another 15 years.  (UBC's original position was amortization + 5). 
 

h) Architects: this is a thorny, but important issue. The AMS got wording that indicates autonomy 
in appointing our consultants: “The AMS will designate architects for the New Building and 
consultants (for programming and sustainability, etc.)...” 

 
 
A.4. SUB Renew Referendum Question 
 
This Referendum Question is taken from AMS Council minutes and the AMS SUB Renew Referendum 
website:478,479

 
  

 
Do you support the AMS establishing a graduated SUB Renewal Fee (the ‘Fee’) to contribute to the 
construction of a new Student Union Building?  
 
Note: 

• The Fee would be levied on all active AMS members on a yearly basis. 
• The amount of the Fee would be $20 in the 2008/9 school year, $30 in 2009/10, and would 

continue to increase by $10 per school year up to and including the 2016/17 school year. 
• The Fee would continue to be levied until the AMS has completed all its financing obligations for 

the new Student Union Building. 
• The Fee will not be levied until the AMS reaches agreement with the University as to the terms 

of the University’s financial contribution for the construction of a new Student Union Building to 
be located on or in the proximity of University Square. 

• The AMS Council will establish a process for active AMS members demonstrating need to apply 
for a refund of the Fee. The Fee was designed to finance $80M dollars of the building. The AMS’ 
goal was use the momentum generated by the referendum to negotiate with the University to 
secure as many funds from UBC as possible to finance the rest of the building. 

 
 
A.5. SUB Renewal Committee Terms of Reference 2007 
 
Motion passed at AMS Student Council Meeting, Feb.7, 2007: 
 

4.  MOVED KEVIN KEYSTONE, SECONDED DAVID YUEN: 
 

                                                           
478 UBC AMS, “Minutes of Student Council”, 27 Feb. 2008, UBC AMS: Student Government: AMS Student Council 
Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/Feb_27th_Council_Minutes.pdf> 
479 UBC AMS, AMS Referenda 2008 - SUB Changes: The Question, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010,  
<http://www.ams.ubc.ca/yes/?page=q1> 
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“Whereas the increase in the number of students on campus has meant a greater demand for the 
facilities and services in the Student Union Building, and 
 
Whereas it is important to identify the unmet needs of the users of the Student Union Building, 
including individual students, AMS clubs, constituencies resource groups, AMS staff, and other members 
of the University community, with a view to embarking on upgrades, restorative work, or extensions, 
 
Therefore be it resolved that Council strike an ad hoc SUB Renewal Committee with the following 
composition and terms of reference: 
 
Composition: 

a) the Vice-President Administration, who shall be chair; 
b) two (2) current members of Council; 
c) two (2) current members of Council who shall remain on the committee indefinitely, whether or 

not they remain members of Council; 
d) the General Manager, who shall be non-voting; 
e) the Facilities Development Manager, who shall be non-voting; and 
f) the Designer, who shall be non-voting. 

 
Terms of Reference: 

a) To identify the unmet needs of the users of the Student Union Building, including individual 
students, AMS clubs and constituencies, AMS staff, and other members of the University 
community. 

b) To create plans to address the unmet needs identified, giving priority consideration to the needs 
of students; these plans may include major restorative work and upgrades to the current 
building, the construction of additional space, or both. 

c) To identify possible sources of the funding required to implement the plans, and to create a 
Case for Support for a fundraising campaign. 

d) To prepare the documents required for approval of the plans by the necessary University and 
AMS bodies, including Council, the AMS Executive Committee, the UBC Executive Committee, 
and the University’s Board of Governors.” 

 
Note: Requires 2/3rds                     ... Carried 
 
 
A.6. New SUB Project Committee Terms of Reference 2010 
 
Motion passed at AMS Student Council Meeting, June 16, 2010: 
 
From the SUB Renewal Committee 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED THAT Council amend the SUB Renewal Committee terms of reference and composition 
as follows: 
 
Composition: 

a) the Vice-President Administration, who shall be chair; 
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b) the President 
c) two (2) current members of Council; 
d) two (2) current members of Council or students at large who shall remain on the committee 

indefinitely, whether or not they remain members of Council or students; 
e) the General Manager, who shall be non-voting; 
f) the Facilities Development Manager, who shall be non-voting; 
g) the Designer, who shall be non-voting; 
h) two (2) students-at-large, who shall be chosen through an application process. 

 
Terms of Reference: 

a) To plan and act as a steering committee (receiving direction from Council, reporting to Council 
and making recommendations to Council) for the New SUB Project for the AMS 

b) To carry-out the Student Engagement Process for the New SUB Project. 
c) To act as the body that appoints representatives to the various SUB committees. 
d) To liaise with other AMS committees and organize collaboration on points of mutual concern. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the new name of the ad-hoc committee shall be The New SUB Project 
Committee and not the SUB Renewal Committee and that the Code be amended accordingly.” 
 
Note: Requires 2/3rds. 
 
 
A.7. New SUB Program Goals 
 
These goals are taken from the New SUB Detailed Facilities Program:480

 
   

                                                           
480 UBC AMS, SUB Renewal Project: Schematic Design Program, 12 Feb. 2009, Prep. Cornerstone Planning Group, 
p.A-viii, UBC AMS Website, 28 Jun. 2010, <http://www2.ams.ubc.ca/images/uploads/SUB_Program_Final.pdf> 
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A.8. Invitation to Participate in the New SUB Student Advisory Committee  
 
This letter was personalized for different clubs and associations on campus to invite them to send a 
representative to sit on the student advisory committee: 
 
 
Topic: The New SUB Project needs you to send a REPRESENTATIVE for the SUB Advisory Committee!! 
 
Hi, 
 
My name is Bronwyn Jarvis and I’m working as the SUB Coordinator for the New SUB Project this year. 
We’re rolling out the consultation process starting next week and one of the most important parts of 
this process will be the advisory committee. This advisory committee will be composed of 
representatives from the largest clubs and associations on campus, along with other student 
representatives. The representatives will be responsible for:  
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• Developing recommendations for the SUB committee on the programming and design of the 
new SUB 

• Commenting on the larger consultation process 
• Relaying the commentary of their constituents 
• Reviewing the work of our consulting companies to ensure that the input of students has been 

incorporated sufficiently 
 
The advisory committee is a long term commitment and we would prefer students who’ll be continuing 
their studies at UBC in the 09/10 school year. The representative must at least be available to attend the 
committee meetings this fall, scheduled for: 

1. Fri, Oct.17th: 12:30-2 (NOT mandatory) 
2. Fri, Oct.24th: 12:30-2 (mandatory) 
3. Fri, Nov.14th:12:30-2 (mandatory) 
4. Fri, Nov.21st:12:30-2 (mandatory) 
5. Fri, Nov.28th: 12:30-2 (mandatory) 

 
We’re hoping that you’ll be able to send a representative from your organization – you can either: 

• Select this person among yourselves and forward me their contact info, or 
• Forward this email to your constituents and ask them to contact me directly with some basic 

info about themselves so I can make the final decision 
 
The relevant info is: 

• What interest they have in the New SUB Project 
• What they feel they could bring to the advisory committee 
• What their availability is for the fall meetings 
• Whether they’ll be attending UBC in the 09/10 school year 

 
I’d appreciate it if you could respond as soon as possible to tell me whether you’ll be sending a 
representative. The first meeting is next Friday, and I’ll need to send out more requests if you don’t 
decide to participate, but I hope that’s not the case! This process should be really fun and interesting for 
everyone involved, and a great opportunity to learn about programming, design, and consultation 
methods, as well as a chance to make a lasting impression on the University.  
 
 
A.9. List of Desired SUB Curriculum Classes & Projects, June 2009  
 
Taken from my field notes:481

 
 

Urban Gardening / Rooftop Community Gardens research 
• How can a community garden be used to promote a more sustainable way of life on campus? 

o Work to create a model to use the garden as a teaching tool 
• Rethinking community garden forms 
• Research into management of community gardens 

                                                           
481 Jarvis, Bronwyn, Field notes from working as SUB Coordinator, Oct. 2008 – Jul. 2009 
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• Life Cycle Analysis and Life Cycle Cost Analysis on community gardens, using example from 
around Vancouver to apply on UBC 

o Productivity potential of urban agriculture 
o Research topic: What are the possible functions of urban agriculture, applicability 

• How to use traditional/industrial farming methods to improve urban agriculture  
o Potential use of UBC Farm research 
o Adapting Urban agriculture to various locales and urban environments 

 This would work well in conjunction with research into what purpose of urban 
agriculture 

 
Rooftop Garden Design work 

• Rooftop garden design on a public building like a community centre or SUB 
• Engineering design project for a rooftop garden or green wall irrigation system and/or support 

system 
o Integrating building systems into the community garden management systems (ei HVAC 

or domestic water) and sustainable systems (rainwater) 
 
Life Cycle Analysis Tracking on SUB Food Outlets 

• Carbon foot print of food outlets; ingredient transport, employee transport, customer outputs 
o Research the inputs vs. outputs of operating the food outlets  
o Produce models of how to track this information and how to analyze it 

• Produce a sustainable business model for the SUB food outlets using one as an example 
o  Reduce carbon emissions for campus food outlets while increasing beneficial outputs 

(i.e. energy in vs. energy out) 
o Is there a practical way to ask a business leasing a space to be sustainable without 

jeopardizing that business’s competitive advantage 
 This could potentially be an emerging field of research with wide applicability 

• How Life Cycle Analysis information be relayed to customers in a meaningful way 
o Communications and marketing research project on customer information methods and 

the effectiveness  
 

Business Plan for New SUB 

• Develop a sustainable and competitive business plan for a multi-use building  
o Business student project (design or research) 

 

Public Building Design Research 

• Research in traffic flows, way-finding and permeability of public buildings with multiple floors 
o How can upper floors attract the necessary traffic to be useful 

 This could have an impact on density projects; expanding viable space vertically 
rather than horizontally 

 Geography, planning, architecture, environmental design 
o Psychology of public building use (ie mall traffic) 

• Research stress reduction methods for public buildings 
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o How to make public building more accessible and less intimidating; promote public 
interaction 

• Psychological health of people using public buildings and the relationship to the built 
environment 

o Research current users of the SUB and how the build affects them 
 

Building Accessibility 

• Design project to develop new innovative technology to improve building accessibility for all 
disabled users 

 

Public Kitchen Design concepts 

• How to improve kitchen design for public use: sanitary issues, equipment management 
• What do people want in a community kitchen 

 

Green Building Research 

• Life Cycle Analysis and Life Cycle Costing Analysis on Green building technology (ie geothermal 
heat exchangers, natural ventilation, natural lighting) 

• Research existing green buildings in either North America or Europe:  
o What they did; How they did it; How well it worked; What was learned; Applicability to 

other situations (UBC SUB) 
• Research on Green Building Acoustic problems and potential solutions 

o Could also be incorporated into a design project to produce a acoustic absorber for use 
in a Green Buildings 

 

Building Control Systems 

• Using sustainable technology (photovoltaic cells, wind turbines) for control systems (ie 
automatic doors, window shades, exit signs, sprinklers, clocks) 

o Research on existing systems and their effectiveness 
o Design project to develop a working prototype of a system concept 

 

Passive Lighting Design and Research 

• Design project working with Lorne Whitehead on light collectors 
o Produce a prototype that can collect light from multiple angles and transport it to a 

specific room at specific reflection angle 
o Design a all passively lit building using light refraction and light collection concepts 

 

Transportation / Bus Loop Research 
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• Research underground transportation design and traffic flow patterns 
• Emissions control for underground transit 

o Engineering Design project to remove hazardous air particles using sustainable, low 
energy technology 

 

Healthy and Affordable Meals 

• How to provide healthy, carbon conscious, and affordable meals 
• Food allergy safe building 
• Ethical vending machines 

o Sauder school of business research possibility 
• Design a vending machine that is suitable for perishable foods and is energy conscious 

 

Combat Room Research/Design 

• Study on injuries in physical combat activities for the combat room 
• Study coaching and refereeing methods for the combat room, 

o Ways to prevent injury while still building participant skill 
• Multipurpose room design for various groups: dancing, combat activities, yoga 

 

Eco-Friendly and Sustainable Building Materials 

• Incorporating eco-friendly materials for building applications (ie paint, wood products) 

 
A.10. Introductory Letters for the SUB Curriculum Initiative 
 
These two introductory letters were sent by myself and my Co-SUB-Coordinator in the summer of 2009, 
to a dean, and several professor, to invite them to participate in the New SUB Curriculum Initiative: 
 
 
Topic: The AMS’s New SUB Curriculum Initiative 
 
Dear Dean (Insert Name), 
 
My name is Bronwyn Jarvis, and I am a Co-Coordinator for the New SUB Project at the AMS. I’m working 
with my Co-Coordinator, Jensen Metchie, to involve students and the UBC community at large in the 
New SUB project.  
 
I’m writing to inform you about a ‘New SUB curriculum initiative’ that we are currently pursuing, and I 
hope that you’ll be able to spare some time to discuss how this initiative can be a success within your 
faculty. If you don’t have time to devote to this project, I would greatly appreciate it if you could refer us 
to administrators, department heads, or faculty members within your Faculty that might be interested 
in championing this initiative.  
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For the New SUB curriculum initiative the AMS hopes to incorporate research, project, and studio work 
into the 2009/2010 UBC curriculum that could contribute to the design, construction, and operation of, 
the new SUB.  There are limited ways in which the University community can contribute to the New SUB 
Project on a volunteer basis, given demanding schedules. We are hoping to fill some of this gap by 
allowing faculty members, TAs and students to contribute to the project as part of their regular 
academic activities.  
 
This is an amazing opportunity for: 

• UBC students: who will have the ability to apply their learning in a tangible way, and impact 
their campus far into the future 

• Faculty members and TAS: who will have the opportunity to incorporate applied learning into 
their courses and receive support from the new SUB project design team and other 
professionals involved in the project 

• The designers and operators of the new SUB: who will benefit from the wealth of ‘brainpower’ 
and cutting-edge research at UBC  

 
So far we have had several brainstorming sessions with students to generate: 

• Ideas for coursework that would be relevant to the project 
• A list of classes that might be appropriate for partnership 
• A list of faculty members and TAs that might be interested in collaborating  

 
By meeting with you we hope to: 

• Understand your opinion on what are the greatest opportunities as well as challenges  for this 
initiative within your faculty 

• Discuss the best method to inform faculty members and TAs about this opportunity and garner 
interest and involvement 

• Discuss what kind of support and resources faculty members and TAs might need in order to 
offer classes that are both relevant to the SUB project, and meet regular UBC curriculum 
requirements 

• Collect contacts for people within your Faculty who could help us to further develop this 
curriculum initiative in terms of: 

o Developing ideas for course components that could be relevant to the new SUB project 
o Identifying classes that would be most appropriate for incorporating ‘new SUB’ 

coursework 
 
Thank you for your time, and I hope to hear from you soon! 
 
 
Topic: The AMS’s New SUB Curriculum Initiative 
 
Hello Professors (Insert Names), 
 
My name is Bronwyn Jarvis, and I am a Co-Coordinator for the New SUB Project at the AMS.  I’m working 
with my Co-Coordinator, Jensen Metchie, to involve students and the UBC community at large in the 
New SUB project. 
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Jensen and I spoke several weeks ago with Dean X and Y, about the possibility of incorporating term 
projects into classes in the Faculty of Land and Food Systems that could be used to inform the design 
and operations of the New SUB. They referred us to you as faculty that might be interested in the 
projects that we brought up.  
 
The projects we are hoping to have students complete are critical to the success of the ‘community 
garden’ and ‘community kitchen’ that are being planned for the new SUB.  
 
Specific class projects could include (but are not limited to): 

• Comparison of business and management models for the community garden, based on the 
social/environmental/economics benefits/disadvantages of different options, including: 

o Volunteer or paid labour  
o Land managed collectively or in plots  
o Produce sold, used internally by AMS, or donated externally  

• Recommendations for what should be grown in the garden and what technologies and inputs 
should be used based on the environmental/economic/social benefits/disadvantages 

• Business plan for a ‘free vegan lunch’ program to be run out of the community kitchen (perhaps 
modelled after the Concordia program) 

• Business and management plan for ‘community kitchen’, to determine: 
o If, and  how much, students should have to pay to use service 
o If students  should be trained to use service, and if so, develop training manual 
o How and when space should be open, accessed, monitored, cleaned 
o What are the most sustainable appliances based on triple bottom line assessment 
o If there is potential to use spaces for academic purposes  

 
If you are interested in incorporating any of these projects into a class, or if you have any further ideas, I 
would love to speak with you. I will be in Vancouver until July 24th and after that any curriculum 
development will be deal with by my co-worker Jensen Metchie.  
  
Please feel free to circulate this to anyone in your Faculty that you feel would be interested in these 
projects. 
  
Thank you for your time and I hope to speak to you soon! 
  
 
A.11. SUB Curriculum Contact & Actions Database 
 
This is a screen-cap of the ‘Food & Land Systems’ page in the SUB Curriculm contact & actions excel file. 
At the bottom you can see the tabs for the other topic pages, such as business and science. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE RESULTS OF NEGOTIATIONS CONCERNING THE “NEW SUB” 
 
THE PROJECT: In order to meet the growing need for student space, the AMS 
and UBC have established a budget for the design, development and construction 
of a new building for the AMS. The total budget is set at $103.26 million; this 
includes an allowance for renovations to AMS space within the existing SUB. The 
new building would consist of up to 255,000 gross square feet. 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS TO PAY PROJECT COSTS: 
Capital:    AMS Capital Contribution                              $12,350,000 
                 UBC Capital Contribution                               $25,000,000 
Loan:       UBC Loan                                                       $65,910,000 
Total Capital and Loan:                                               $103,260,000 
 
THE LOAN: The AMS will repay UBC the amount of UBC’s loan of $65.91 million. 
This will commence on October 15, 2014, and the term of the loan will be for the 
next 40 years. The interest rate on the Loan will be 5.75% per annum. The loans 
will be paid from student union fees collected for this purpose. 
 
EXPIRY OF THE OLD SUB-AGREEMENTS: All of the old SUB agreements, some 
dating back to 1966, expire on the third month anniversary of the date that the final 
occupancy permit is issued for the new building 

RIGHT TO RETAIN SPACE IN THE EXISTING BUILDING: If the new building's 
size is inadequate, then the AMS may, elect to remain in possession of up to 
24,500 square feet worth of certain parts of the old building. 
 
PERSONS IN CHARGE: The Project Manager will be UBC Properties Trust. Once 
the AMS Council approves an architectural firm, the Project Manager will appoint 
the AMS’s chosen architectural firm as the Architect. 
 
COMPLETION DATE: The completion date, for the construction of the new 
building, is expected to be September 30, 2014. 

THE PROJECT STILL REQUIRES: Approval by January 2012 from both UBC's 
Board of Governors and the Province of British Columbia to:  

a) borrow the money necessary to finance the project; and  

b) grant the lease. 
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A.12. Summary of Agreements for the New SUB Project



AMS and UBC still a confirmation this summer from the Province of British 
Columbia that the project does not need to be carried out as a Public Private 
Partnership. 
 

KEY DETAILS BY AGREEMENT: 

Development Agreement: 

This Agreement defines the way the project will be implemented and developed 
during the design and construction stages. In particular, it defines the governance 
structure, the designated representatives, the project management duties and 
reporting requirements. It includes a Project Charter which provides more details 
on the governance structure (see chart below) and the project management 
approach to be implemented by UBC PT (including a Change Management 
Process). MHPM is acting as a project advisor for the AMS. 

Project Organization Chart
Highlighting student participation in committees

Council Level AMS Council UBC
Bi-weekly mtg Board of Governors

Bijan Ahmadian, Pres. Stephen Toope, Pres.

Steering Committee Level

SUB Renewal UBC
Committee Weekly mtg Steering Committee

E. Dovjenko, Chair BS & PO Co-chairs
Student Advisory Committee -

ustainability Advisory Committee -
Architect Selection Committee -

Joint AMS/UBC
Monthly mtg Oversight Committee

AMS/UBC Co-chair Minutes by AMS

AMS 4 representatives - - UBC 4 representatives
g 2 Students from SUB Renew: VP Admin & Council elected    (ID, CCP, Treasury, UBCPT)

+AMS General Manager, MHPM)  
- Alumni representative (non-voting)

Project Level PM Working
Bi-weekly mtg Committee

Rob Brown, Chair Minutes by UBCPT

AMS 6 representatives - - UBC 4 representatives
(eg 3 Students from SUB Renew:    (ID, CCP, PO, UBCPT)

VP Admin,Council elected,SUB Renew Coord.
+AMS Designer, General Manager, MHPM)  - Architect and others as required by PM

Integrated Design Weekly mtg Construction Meeting
Bi-weekly mtg Process Minutes by CM

Architect LEED Coord. Minutes by Architect CM

-Design Team -Contractors
-PM and CM Advisor -PM and CM Advisor
-AMS 2 representatives -Design Team

-AMS 2 representatives
-UBC Plant Operations  
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The Development Agreement also includes a Fundraising Protocol in which UBC 
will have naming rights on pre-selected rooms agreed by the AMS.  

Lease Agreement: 

This Agreement defines the rental conditions for the 40-years term, with an 
additional 15-years option. Key details relate to the maintenance and 
housekeeping services provided by UBC, the definition of commercial activities and 
space, the conducts on building uses, the rules on liquor licenses, the insurance 
requirements, and other typical Commercial Lease clauses. In addition to the base 
rent of 100$ per year, the AMS will pay an additional rent for its commercial 
components similar to the current SUB agreement, as well as a new affordable 
General Municipal Services Levy, making the total rent comparable to the current 
rate per square foot. The Agreement also confirmed that the old Innovative 
Projects Fund will be under the sole management of the AMS with grant of $35,000 
(indexed) by UBC from the commercial part of the rent.  

Surrender Agreement: 

This Agreement defines the way the current lease agreement will be terminated. It 
includes provision for use of the current SUB as mentioned above as well as use of 
existing and future loading docks (the loading bay facility will not be part of the new 
SUB in accordance with the University Boulevard Design Guidelines). There is a 
provision that after 8 years, the occupancy in the current building is subject to 
cancellation upon delivering of notice to AMS to vacate. In that case, UBC will 
make best commercial efforts to provide functionally comparable alternative space 
on campus. 
 
The retained spaces in the current SUB will be maintained at their current location 
or consolidated in close proximity to the new SUB at the lower level. 

Loan Commitment and Security Documents: 

There are also a series of 5 documents that defines the loan commitment and the 
mortgage ruling. The AMS lawyer, Davis LLP, has revised the document and 
provided a due diligence. 

 

*NOTE: While some of the salient details of the negotiation have been summarized 
above, this is not a substitute or replacement for properly reading the pertinent legal 
documents, and all persons involved are encouraged to consult the actual legal 
documents, and to refer to those legal documents in case of a discrepancy.  
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New Student Union Building Project 
Alma Mater Society of UBC Vancouver 

Version: November 11, 2009 (Draft) PROJECT MISSION STATEMENT 

AMS MISSION: 

TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE EDUCATIONAL, SOCIAL, 
AND PERSONAL LIVES OF THE STUDENTS OF UBC. 

OUR VISION: 

Renew, grow, and sustain a vibrant student community at 
UBC Vancouver. 

OUR MISSION: 

To create an iconic building and gathering place at the 
heart of the campus that: 

• reinforces the student community on campus; 

• fosters learning and the expression of ideas; 

• supports all aspects of student life (physical, 
intellectual, spiritual, social, emotional, and 
occupational); 

• strengthens the AMS’s ability to provide services 
and communicate with students, and; 

• promotes environmental sustainability and a 
healthy lifestyle. 

OUR VALUES:

Participation & Empowerment
We value everyone’s ideas and perspectives. We will ensure 
that everyone has the opportunity to be heard through 
broad and meaningful engagement. 

Democracy 
We are accountable to the student membership of the Alma 
Mater Society of UBC Vancouver. 

We consider every member of the AMS to be sufficiently 
well qualified to participate in the process of governing the 
project. 

All decision-making bodies will have a majority of 
democratically-elected student representatives, that are 
guaranteed effective participation, the resources and time 
to gain the understanding necessary to make informed 
decisions, equality in voting and control over the agenda. 

Transparency & Openness 
Our project’s process is founded upon a culture of 
openness, effective reporting, and access to information. 

Open-Communication 
We say only what we mean and communicate to avoid 
misunderstanding. We avoid making assumptions, and ask 
questions to confirm mutual understanding. 

Excellence & Problem Solving 

We strive to achieve our best in everything we do. We are 
able to change to adapt to different circumstances. We 
embrace problems and challenges as an opportunity for 
learning, expressing creativity, and utilizing our experience 
to create amazing solutions. 

Responsibility & Teamwork 
We will always work to contribute positively to the team, 
demonstrate mutual respect towards all team members, 
take responsibility for ensuring mutual success, seek out 
help if we need it, and evaluate ourselves to improve our 
performance. 

Equality & Diversity 
We believe in equal opportunity and fairness. We take 
individual differences into account, respect the ways in 
which those differences manifest, and encourage the 
exchange and use of diverse perspectives and ideas. We 
promote and protect diversity in our people, processes, 
and the new student union building. 

Continuity 
We view our transition of students as a strength - while 
new perspectives provide fresh thinking, we will ensure 
that we build upon former team members’ work and past 
participants’ input. 

AMS staff and professional consultants commit to working 
on the project until the building is completed to support a 
strong continuity of decisions and ideas. 

Learning & Fun 
We believe in creating and promoting opportunities for 
learning and fun for both members of the community and 
the project team. 

Environmental Sustainability 
We acknowledge our obligations as global citizens and 
strive to create a sustainable and equitable future for all. 

We strive to show leadership in achieving the highest level 
of environmental sustainability possible in of all aspects of 
the project. 

We encourage learning about environmental sustainability 
through our process and the design of the new student 
union building. 

Social Responsibility 
We strive to improve the welfare of the people and 
communities that are impacted by our project. 

Financial Sustainability 
We will protect and enhance the ability of the AMS 
organization to sustain itself financially in the future. 
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OUR GOALS & STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

Project Goal: Implementation: Strategic Objectives 

Governance: 
To promote the principle and 
practice of student participation 
in all levels of decision-making 
for all bodies that deliberate on 
the affairs of its members 

Process 

Implement a student-driven project governance structure 

Implement best practices project management 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Building Implement Facility Space Program 

Advocacy: 
Facilitate dialogue and debate 
around student priorities and 
beliefs; facilitate opportunities 
for advocacy within the student 
body and with external bodies 

Process 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Implement a student-driven governance structure that 
includes outside stakeholders 

Building Implement Facility Space Program 

Institutional Development: 
Enhance the quality and 
reputation of UBC Vancouver as a 
place to have an amazing student 
experience 

Process 

Deliver the project on-time and on-budget 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Building 

Develop an iconic and exemplary building design 
that meets or exceeds the programmatic and design 
requirements 

Implement Facility Space Program 

Obtain LEED Platinum Certification 

Operations Implement a lease agreement with UBC that supports the 
operation and maintenance of a high-quality facility 

Community-building: 
Create more and new 
opportunities for interaction, 
lasting relationships, awareness 
of what we have in common and 
the differences that make us 
unique, as well as developing a 
sense of common ownership of 
public campus spaces 

Process 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Obtain commitment from all stakeholders to the Project 
Mission Statement 

Building 

Coordinate the design and Facility Space Program of the New 
SUB with the other stakeholders on University Square 

Implement the Facility Space Program 

NEW SUB PROJECT: MISSION STATEMENT 2 
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Project Goal: Implementation: Strategic Objectives 

Vital Campus Place: 
Ensure the continuity of the 
student union building as a 
vital campus place in the lives 
of students, and as a place that 
enhances the legacy of the 
student experience 

Process 

Develop a plan to minimize disturbance to campus life from 
the new student union building’s construction 

Utilize the project communication/engagement process 
to raise awareness of the services and spaces in the new 
student union building 

Develop a plan to systematically reinforce and protect 
quality of design throughout the design and value 
management process 

Building 

Implement the Facility Space Program 

Develop an iconic and exemplary building design 
that meets or exceeds the programmatic and design 
requirements 

Services: 
Accommodate AMS members’ 
need for services and resources 
(e.g. energy, water, nutritional, 
cultural, political, commercial, 
social, justice, security, artistic, 
spiritual, athletic, academic, 
recreational, entertainment, etc.) 

Process 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Maintain a Student Advisory Committee for the duration of 
the project 

Ensure stakeholder representative sign-off before 
progressing at key stages 

Implement a change management process 

Conduct a post-occupancy evaluation 

Building Implement the Facility Space Program 

Operations Implement a lease agreement with UBC that supports the 
operation and maintenance of a high-quality facility 

Student Development: 
Provide opportunities for skill 
building and work experience 
among AMS Members 

Process 
Implement a student-driven project governance structure 

Implement the New SUB Curriculum Initiative 

Building Implement Facility Space Program 

Student Academic Life: 
Provide opportunities for 
intellectual exchange as well as 
enhancing students’ educational 
experience 

Process 

Implement the New SUB Curriculum Initiative 

Develop a plan to minimize disturbance to campus life from 
the new student union building’s construction 

Building Implement Facility Space Program 

Operations Provide a list of recommendations for operational changes 
in the new student union building 

NEW SUB PROJECT: MISSION STATEMENT 3 
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Project Goal: Implementation: Strategic Objectives 

Environmental 
Sustainability: 
Demonstrate and promote an 
environmentally sustainable 
operation and type of 
development that reflects a 
context of local and global 
environmental interdependency 

Process 

Maintain a Sustainability Advisory Committee for the 
duration of the project 

Implement an Integrated Design Process 

Building 

Obtain LEED Platinum Certification 

Implement pre-requisites on Living Building Challenge as 
Innovative LEED credits 

Implement building performance monitoring in the new 
SUB to allow tracking of environmental impacts for the AMS 
Lighter Footprint Strategy 

Financial Sustainability & 
Entrepreneurship: 
Protect and enhance the 
financial viability of the AMS as 
an organization, and create new 
student work opportunities 

Process 

Deliver the project on-time and on-budget 

Implement best practice project management 

Ensure stakeholder representative sign-off before 
progressing at key stages 

Building 
Implement Facility Space Program 

Develop a design that minimizes operating costs 

Operations Provide a list of recommendations for operational changes 
in the new SUB 

Diversity & Accessibility: 
Create an inclusive environment 
for all users of the new building 

Process 

Implement a comprehensive student engagement process 

Institutionalize diversity and accessibility in the project’s 
process 

Building 

Create a universally accessible new student union building 

Integrate flexible space usage into the design 

Implement Facility Space Program 

Operations Provide a list of recommendations for operational changes 
in the new student union building 

ABOUT THE PROJECT MISSION STATEMENT’S 
CREATION: 

During initial consultations for the SUB Renew Project 
Cannon Design asked students to identify goals, needs, 
facts, and concepts for a new or renovated student union 
building. The goals identified by students in these early 
consultations forms the basis of the “Project Mission” and 
many of the project goals outlined in this document. In 
the summer of 2008 the SUB Renew Committee held two 
working sessions to build upon the initial student input 

recorded in Cannon Design’s February 2008 Consultation 
Report by creating a clearly defined list of goals for the 
project. This list was then circulated within the AMS and 
to the project’s Student Advisory Committee for comment 
(the input received can be found in “Appendix One” of the 
New SUB Facilities Space Program). The final stage of the 
process completed fall 2009 was to articulate the project 
vision, mission, values, and strategic objectives through 
discussions with SUB Renew Committee members and by 
drawing upon the student priorities expressed in project 
consultations. 
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New Student Union Building
Alma Mater Society of UBC
University of British Columbia, Vancouver
Architect Selection

Proposal Scoring Sheet Revised: June 15, 2010

Prequalified proponents:

Bi
ng

 T
ho

m

Bu
sb

y 
Pe

rk
in

s 
& 

W
ill

H
BB

H
 +

 B
H

RFP Criteria % % Aver. Med.

i Corporate Qualifications (RFP p.18: 1D & 1C) 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Relevant experience (education,community,>$50M,LEED) 4 #### ####

Workload, depth, technical ability 2 #### ####
Work Plan (Approach & Details) 2 #### ####

Quality Management Plan (QA & QC) 2 #### ####

ii Response to RFP (RFP p.18:  1A & 1B) 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Understanding: Project Requirements (scope) 4 #### ####

Understanding: Project Process (IPT, IDP) 3 #### ####
Understanding: Student Engagement Process 5 #### ####

Commitment and Sensitivity to obj.,budget,schedule 3 #### ####
Work Plan (Approach & Details) 5 #### ####

89313-9082(4).xlsx

iii Personnel (RFP p.19: 1E) 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Project Leader (Project Lead, Lead Architect) 15 #### ####

Personel and qualifications 10 #### ####
Commit resources to meet schedule 5 #### ####

sub-sub-total Technical Proposal: 60 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

iv Interview & others (office visit, client reference) 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Responses to questions 10 #### ####

Expression of  leadership & expertise 3 #### ####
Overall presentation 2 #### ####

Office visit 2 #### ####
Client references 3 #### ####

sub-total: 80 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

v Cost Proposal 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Fixed price 15 #### ####

Reimbursable expenses 3 #### ####
Hourly rates 2 #### ####

total: 100 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

Selected (Y/N):  ( __ )  ( __ )  ( __ )

Confidential once completed

89313-9082(4).xlsx
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A.18. Final Architect Selection Committee Score Sheet Template
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A.19. Student Engagement Process
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A.20. Change Management Process



   

   

   

   

  

       

 

 

Project:  New Student Union Building 
CHANGE REQUEST 

Owner: Alma Mater Society of UBC Vancouver CR Number:
Project Stage:Project Stage: CCN Number:CCN Number: 

Topic: 
Description: (1) 

Initiated byInitiated by 
Print Name 

Back-up Info.: [list attachment here] 

2010 /2010 / 
date 

// 

(2) 

Justification: 
Context 

(3) 

Impact if rejected: (4) 

Consequences source: 
Program: (5) 

Space/Layout: (6) 

Time schedule: (7) 

Cost estimate: (8) 

Cost Centre: (9) 

Funding: (10) 

Others: 
Approval process: Issue PO to: 

(11) 

(12) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Architect 

Print Name 
Yes/No 

signature date 
2010 / / 

CM Ad iCM Advisor 

Print Name 
Yes/No 

signature date 
2010 / / 

UBCPT 

Print Name 
Yes/No 

signature date 
2010 / / 

APPROVAL/REJECTION: 

AMS Delegated Authority 

Print Name 
Yes/No 

signature date 
2010 / / 

cc: UBC MHPMcc: UBC, MHPM 89313-9224.xls89313-9224.xls 
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A.21. Change Request Form
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A.22. Budget Cost Plan
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A.23. University Boulevard Siting Map



design gUidelines �

MarCH 2010

AlUMNI	CENTRE	&	AMS	bUIlDINg	gENERAl	MASSINg	-	223,000SF

UNIVERSITY	bOUlEVARD	PRECINCT	gENERAl	MASSINg	at	255,000SF	PlUS	APPROX.	20,000SF	FOR	ATRIUM	AND	OThER	VOID	SPACES

alUMni Centre stUdent HoUsingaMs bUilding

FUtUre
sUb addition

PorCH
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The Alma Mater Society of University of British Columbia  
Sustainability Charter for the New Student Union Building 
 

 
A Living Process toward a Sustainable Student Union Building 

 
 
 
The Alma Mater Society (AMS) new Student Union Building (SUB) at the University of British Columbia in 
Vancouver, is an exciting opportunity to approach the project as a living process.  The ‘living process’ 
concept signifies the importance of process to the student community and implies the new SUB will emerge 
in concert with broader socio-ecological systems.  Sustainable design will conceive the SUB within the 
campus, regional and global context: as a facility that contributes to the integrity, beauty, and resilience of 
the community.  A systems approach will support critical thinking to ensure sustainability is integrated 
throughout all stages of the SUB lifecycle including design, construction, operation and eventual 
decommissioning.  The new SUB will serve as a platform for learning and action around sustainability, 
promoting positive social change, responsible behaviour as local and global citizens, and adaptive patterns 
of sustainable life all within a vibrant UBC campus community.  
 
The Cascadia Green Building Council, Living Building Challenge, will frame the overall SUB sustainability 
objectives with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for New Construction Green 
Building Rating System, Platinum Certification, serving as the starting point from which sustainable design is 
conceptualized.  The SUB design will consider a long term temporal scope for the building of one hundred 
years requiring durable materials and construction methods.  Closed-loop systems will be critical to building 
design and material selection along with targets of net-zero energy and water use.  The project will also be 
accountable to social and cultural aspects such as community spirit, and cultural and spiritual respect and 
exchange. 
 
Decision-making throughout design of the new SUB will be participatory, inclusive, and collaborative. The 
design team will employ workshops and consultations to engage the student community. A collaborative 
student engagement process provides the opportunity to develop a shared sense of meaning and purpose 
with respect to the new SUB building. A backcasting1 approach will support the engagement process by 
establishing a collective vision of success for the new SUB to guide decision making.  The collective vision 
of success is informed by fundamental principles of sustainability2 and will be derived from points of 
consensus among the diverse perspectives and priorities that exist in the UBC community.  
 
The Alma Mater Society has developed a strategic sustainability management plan entitled, AMS Lighter 
Footprint Strategy, which establishes a series of operational objectives and targets regarding: GHG 
reductions; water consumption; food and beverages; single occupant vehicle transportation; building 
materials and waste; and education and awareness.  The objectives and targets contained in this plan will 
be further elaborated throughout design and construction of the new SUB based on iterative feedback with 
the project team and the UBC community.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
1 For an explanation backcasting see http://www.thenaturalstep.org/en/backcasting  
2 See The Natural Step, sustainability principles (www.thenaturalstep.org) and http://thenaturalstep.org/our-
approach#quick-overview  

1 
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Appendix I – Tools and Principles for the New Student Union Building (SUB) 
 
1. Tools & Resources Identified for the New SUB 
The following tools and resources have been identified to support the design, construction, operation and 
decommissioning of the new SUB.  Further tools and resources will be considered as the project 
progresses, especially with respect to incorporating social objectives: 
 

� The Living Building Challenge 
� LEED Green Building Rating System for New Construction, Platinum Rating 
� Ecological Footprint Technique & One Planet Living 
� Life Cycle Analysis & Cradle to Cradle 
� The Natural Step Framework, Sustainability Principles 

 
 

2. Design Principles Adapted for the New SUB 
The following design principles are adapted from the Centre for Interactive Research on Sustainability 
(CIRS), Sustainability Objectives, provided by Dr. John Robinson, and will serve as design principles for the 
new SUB.  These principles are to be understood as aspirations for the project to be pursued within the 
project constraints, rather than strict performance criteria: 
 
� Temporal Scale: design for a 100 year life cycle using durable materials and construction 

methods, anticipate climate change and its effects on building systems, and design for flexibility to 
allow change as technology and human needs evolve. 
 

� Material Resources: design, construction, operation, and decommissioning should all strive for 
zero-waste including a design-for-disassembly (DND) approach, and waste-to-energy conversion 
systems.  All material resources will be non-toxic and not persistent in nature, and will not 
contribute to systematic degradation of nature by physical means.  Manufacturing conditions will 
support decent work as defined by the International Labour Organization.  Materials should be 
chosen with the aim of reducing the ecological footprint of the building with specific emphasis on 
the carbon footprint.  
 

� Energy: energy use should have a net positive impact on ecological health by minimizing onsite 
consumption through demand management strategies and through extensive use of renewable 
energy sources. Industrial ecological design approaches should be employed to harness waste 
heat from adjacent buildings or balance it by displacing energy that was being used by adjacent 
buildings. 
 

� Water:  water use should have a net positive impact on ecological health by operating on the 
natural water flows available to the site. This includes extensive use of rain water harvesting and 
integrated demand management approaches. 

 
� Site: site design should produce a net positive impact on ecological health to provide improved and 

greater habitat than the existing site use. 
 
� Monitoring: provide instrumentation and controls to allow monitoring of building systems 

performance, including user feedback, learning and continuous improvement. 
 
� Reproducible: produce a core building design that exemplifies replicable, economical solutions 

that can be adapted by other organizations in their efforts to create sustainable buildings. 
 
� Healthy: provide a comfortable, healthy environment for inhabitants, including natural daylight to 

100% of spaces, and temperature and ventilation under local or individual control.  On an ongoing 
basis, assess human interaction with the built environment through assessment of health, 
productivity, and happiness for those who work and visit it. 

 
� Culture: provide opportunities for inhabitants to connect with each other and the world within a 

facility that is both functional and beautiful.  The building should expand, promote, and stimulate 
awareness of sustainability by fostering dialogue and education of the building’s sustainability 
features. 

2 
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Alma Mater Society 
Student Union Building Renewal Project 
Sustainability Advisory Committee (SAC3) 

 
Terms of Reference 

 
1.0 MANDATE 
 

Reporting to the Chair of the SUB Renewal Committee, the Sustainability Advisory Committee 
(SAC3), as directed by the SAC3 Chair, will provide periodic support to the Project Team on 
sustainability objectives for the new Student Union Building (SUB).  The SAC3 will be responsible 
for developing and administering overall sustainability objectives for the new SUB which will be 
derived from user input, functional requirements, and a generic strategic planning process.   The 
SAC3 will provide support to the SUB Renewal Committee through periodic review of potential 
design and construction strategies reviewed during the Program, Design, and Construction project 
phases. 

 

2.0 OBJECTIVES 
 

2.1 Establish a Professional Advisory Component (PAC) to help support SAC3 in the realisation of 
their objectives.  The PAC will not be required to meet regularly with the SAC3, but rather will 
provide periodic specialised external support and capacity on issues such as sustainability 
planning and principles, sustainable architecture, sustainability reporting and management, 
green house gas (GHG) tracking and management, green roof technology, mechanical 
systems design etcetera.  
 

2.2 Develop and administer a sustainability vision inspired by the AMS Lighter Footprint Strategy 
including proposed strategic sustainability objectives for the new SUB, collectively referred to 
as the SUB Sustainability Charter. And actively manage the SUB Sustainability Charter to 
reflect the aspirations of the AMS and student community and to help guide the Project Team 
and Design Consultants.  The SAC3 will act as housekeepers for the SUB Sustainability 
Charter, providing timely updates and reports as well as periodic reviews and 
recommendations to the SUB Renewal Team with respect to adherence to the vision and 
objectives set for the new SUB. 
 

2.3 To appoint a member of the SAC3 to act as the Integrated Design Process (IDP) Ambassador 
who provide a single point-of-contact for the Design Consultants and provide support and 
feedback with respect to the SAC3 recommendations and SUB Sustainability Charter 
objectives.  
 

2.4 Review and facilitate PAC reviews of sustainability strategies proposed by the Design 
Consultants and provide constructive feedback and recommendations including input from the 
Professional Advisory Component (PAC). 
 

2.5 Consult and obtain input from direct and indirect SUB users (e.g., students, faculty, AMS staff, 
broader community, etc.) on the new SUB project in the context of sustainability, and provide 
feedback to these same constituents as to project progress. 

 
2.6 Provide recommendations to the SUB Renewal Team with respect to the adherence of design   

development to the SUB Sustainability Charter and objectives. 
 

2.8 Develop a RealPac Schedule ‘E’ Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for incorporation into 
the RealPac Green Lease, using the AMS Lighter Footprint Strategy. 
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3.0 DELIVERABLES 

 
3.1 Prepare Sustainability Charter, inspired by AMS Lighter Footprint Strategy 

 
3.2 Prepare proposed LEED NC Scorecard with four Innovation in Design Credits 

 
3.3 Prepare RealPac Green Lease Schedule ‘E’, Environmental Management Plan  
 
The above Deliverables are due no later than April 2009. 
 
3.4 Appoint Ambassador to participate in Integrated Design Process meetings 

 
4.0 MEMBERSHIP 
 
 4.1   Appointed by the SUB Renewal Committee upon recommendation of the SAC3 Chair. 
 
 4.2   In order to maintain effectiveness and productivity of the SAC3, it is imperative that SAC3 

Members make every effort to regularly attend SAC3 meetings and provide feedback to 
SAC3 Chair as requested. 

 
 4.3 In the event that a SAC3 Member is unable to regularly attend scheduled SAC3 meetings, it 

is important that a new delegate be identified and approved by the SUB Renewal Committee 
upon recommendation of the SAC3 Chair in order to replace the existing Member. 

 

5.0 OPERATIONAL PROTOCOL 
 
 5.1 Frequency of Meetings: As required by the SAC3 Chair; however, it is estimated 

that during Schematic Design meetings will be every 2 
weeks, changing to once a month during Design 
Development and at the request of the SAC3 Chair 
during the Construction Drawings Phase of the Project. 

 
  The schedule of meetings will be set in advance and 

adhered to. 
 

  5.2 Time and Duration: 1-3 hours 
 
 5.3 Agenda/Minutes: The SAC3 Chair will be responsible for drafting the 

agenda, minutes, and relevant attachments for 
distribution to the SUB Renewal Committee, as 
required. 

 
 5.4. Reporting SAC3 Members report to the SAC Chair.  The SAC3 

Chair is appointed by and reports to the SUB Renewal 
Committee. 

  
 5.5.   Communications Communications among SAC3 Members will be 

coordinated by the SAC3 Chair.  The SAC3 Chair will be 
responsible for ensuring timely and accurate distribution 
of any documentations, including minutes, meeting 
agendas, meeting requests, and SAC3 Member 
deliverables to both the SUB Renewal Team and among 
SAC3 Members. 
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SHEET 1: USES THAT SHOULD NOT BE IN THE PROGRAM

Use

Increase, 

decrease or 

stay same

Why?

Governance

Empowerm

ent

Advocacy

Services

Community-

Building

Student 

Developme

ntUBC 

Developme

ntEnvironmen

tal 

SustainabilitFinancial 

Sustainabilt

yDiversify & 

Increase 

Users
Other

SHEET 2: USES THAT SHOULD BE IN THE PROGRAM

Name 3 current uses that should be decreased 

or discontinued and explain why (considering the 

goals of the program)

Name 3 new uses that shouldn't be included and 

explain why 

Name 3 current uses that must continue and 

explain why

Name 3 new uses that should be added and 

explain why
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Welcome to General Club Program Survey! 
 
This survey applies to all clubs that intend to and would like to be accomodated in the New SUB (in 
terms of office, storage, or facility space). This survey will help determine what clubs are most 
compatible for being co-located,and whether the 'node' model is a workable one. Please answer the 
below questions even if your club has specialized space, since your answers could influence where 
your specialized space is located in the building. 
 
Please take the time to discuss the below questions with your executive and/or wider membership, 
and fill in ONE survey on behalf of your club. The deadline for completing this survey is March 27th. 
 
The New Program allows for individualized spaces for some clubs (AMS Bike Co-op, Aquasoc, 
Filmsoc, Photosoc, Pottery Club, Sprouts, Ubyssey, VOC, climbing wall, combat room), and a number 
of more standardized general club 'nodes' for other clubs. In each 'node' approximately 5 large offices 
share a club lounge, and each of these large offices would accomodate approximately 4 clubs. Club 
lounges will also include storage space for clubs that require that instead of office space. To 
accomodate all the clubs that demand space, there could be up to 9 'nodes'.  

1. What club do you represent? 

2. What 'type' of club are you? You can select MULTIPLE OPTIONS and suggest others. 

3. About how many members does your club have? (you may want to identify the number of 'active' 
members, if you feel that's a better indication than your technical membership) 

 
1. General Club Program Survey

 

I represent 6

Other (please specify) 

Performance 
gfedc

Arts & crafts 
gfedc

Social events/Parties 
gfedc

Social support/networking 
gfedc

Activism/advocacy 
gfedc

Recreation 
gfedc

Athletics 
gfedc

Spiritual/religious 
gfedc

Fundraising/finance 
gfedc

Academic 
gfedc

Forums/workshops/lectures 
gfedc

Publication 
gfedc

Sustainability-related 
gfedc

Another type (please specify) 

10 
nmlkj 25 

nmlkj 50 
nmlkj 100 

nmlkj 250 
nmlkj 400 

nmlkj 500+ 
nmlkj
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4. What kind of space accomodations does your clubs intend to and want to have in the New SUB? You 
can select MULTIPLE OPTIONS. 

5. If your club intends to use office space in a 'node', how many hours a week do you expect one or more 
members of your club to be occupying it? 

6. If your club intends to use office space in a 'node', what times of the week would your club members 
most often use it? You can select MULTIPLE OPTIONS 

7. What of these factors would make the shared office/lounge experience more enjoyable for your club 
members? You can select MULTIPLE OPTIONS and suggest other factors. 
 
That the clubs we're sharing with: 

Office space in a 'node' gfedc

Storage space in a 'node' gfedc

We have specialized space in the current Program 
gfedc

We just want to book general facilities (e.g. bookable rooms) gfedc

We're not sure what we want gfedc

We don't want any space 
gfedc

Other space accomodations (please specify) 

I have no 

idea 
nmlkj It fluctuates 

a lot 
nmlkj Less than 2 

hrs/week 
nmlkj 2-10 

hrs/week 
nmlkj 10-20 

hrs/week 
nmlkj 20+ 

hrs/week 
nmlkj

mon-fri 

mornings 
gfedc mon-fri middays 

gfedc mon-fri 

afternoons 
gfedc mon-fri evenings 

gfedc weekends 
gfedc

be in the office when we're using the office 
gfedc

NOT be in the office when we're using the office 
gfedc

have a similar number of members 
gfedc

are larger than ours 
gfedc

are smaller than ours 
gfedc

have similar interests 
gfedc

have different interests 
gfedc

offer the same services or do similar activities 
gfedc

offer different services or do different activities 
gfedc

have similar values/ideology 
gfedc

have different values/ideology 
gfedc

have similar friend networks 
gfedc

have different friend networks 
gfedc

Other factors (please specify) 
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8. Please RANK the 4 clubs you'd MOST want to share an office or club lounge with in the New SUB (or 
be located close to if your club has specialized space). 

9. Please RANK the 4 TYPES of clubs you'd MOST want to share an office or club lounge with (or be 
located near to as a specialized club), and EXPLAIN WHY. 
Examples include: Performance; Arts & crafts; Social events/Parties; Social support/networking; 
Activism/advocacy; Recreation; Athletics; Spiritual/religious; Fundraising/finance; Academic; 
Forums/workshops/lectures; Publication; Sustainability-related 

10. Please RANK the 4 TYPES of clubs you'd LEAST want to share an office or club lounge with, and 
EXPLAIN WHY (or be located close to if your club has specialized space).  

11. Would your club like to have entrances BOTH onto a hallway AND onto a club lounge? 

12. Would your club like to have an entrance directly onto a hallway AND NOT onto a club lounge? 

13. Do you have an additional feedback related to the above questions? 
 

 

1st choice 6

2nd choice 6

3rd choice 6

4th choice 6

1st choice (and why)

2nd choice (and why)

3rd choice (and why)

4th choice (and why)

last choice (and why)

2nd last choice (and why)

3rd last choice (and why)

4th last choice (and why)

Please explain why (e.g. similar membership, sharing resources, networking opportunities) 

Yes 
nmlkj No 

nmlkj Doesn't matter nmlkj

If yes please explain why 

Yes 
nmlkj No 

nmlkj Doesn't matter nmlkj

If yes please explain why 
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Welcome and thank you for taking the time to answer the New SUB Program Survey! 
 
The First Draft of the New SUB Program has been completed. The questions in this survey reflect 
issues that require input from a large number of students to help the AMS reach a decision. You are 
not required to answer every question to submit your survey, but any answers you can give will help 
shape the program and direct the future process. The results of this survey will be made public on the 
AMS website in April 2009. 
 
This Survey has 3 pages: 
1. General Program Questions, 15 Qs, 10min 
2. Food Services Questions, 12 Qs, 6min 
3. Profile Questions, 12 Qs, 2min 
 
There are 14 questions in the 'general' section. These include questions about design, and AMS 
services and businesses.  

1. In the next stage of the project, students will have the opportunity to participate in design workshops, 
where they can help conceptualize and design some of the spaces and aspects of the New SUB. Of the 
spaces/aspects mentioned below, which would you be most interested in helping to design as a 
participant in a design workshop? Please RANK your top 5 choices. 

 
1. General Program Questions, 15 Qs, 10min

  1st choice 2nd choice 3rd choice 4th choice 5th choice

Overall layout/organization of spaces in building nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Transit connections (foot/bike/bus/car) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication network (e.g. digital billboards) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Large internal public spaces (e.g. concourse) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Medium internal public spaces (e.g. social lounges) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Circulation public spaces (hallways) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms (e.g. large 3-section room, small 

meeting rooms)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Food venues (non-licensed) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Licensed food venues (e.g. the Pit) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

AMS council chambers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Club space nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Internal green space (e.g. green wall/roof) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Art in the building nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outdoor public spaces & landscaping nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Other (please specify) 
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2. The New SUB will feature small and large social lounges. Lounges will have different characters based 
on their location, the design and information there, and the services available there. Please RANK 5 of 
the following types of lounges that you find most appropriate or appealing. 

 
1st 

choice

2nd 

choice

3rd 

choice

4th 

choice

5th 

choice

Outside AMS offices nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside AMS council chambers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside AMS Resource and Advocacy Group nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside large bookable rooms (equivalent to current Ballroom) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside small bookable rooms (e.g. meeting rooms) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside Media/Communications node nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside Performance/Art/Film node nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Outside Recreation node nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Next to Rooftop Garden nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Next to Community Kitchen nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

"Games" lounge with board games nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

"Media" lounge with TV/films/video games nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

"Sustainability" lounge with information about building design and operations nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

"First-Nations" lounge with art and information nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

"Quiet/contemplative/nap" lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Other (please specify) 
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3. Please RATE how important you think each of these types of art integration is, for the New SUB 
*Musqueam art: We are singling out Musqueam art because of its heritage significance (UBC Vancouver 
campus is located on traditional Musqueam territory), and because it may be possible to coordinate with 
the Musqueam Band on the inclusion of Musqueam art and design 

4. Currently the AMS allots concourse space to students for free, and rents concourse space to businesses 
to subsidize AMS activities (which decreases the AMS levy charged to students). How would you like 
these uses to be managed in the New SUB?  
a) This should stop, the SUB is not the place for it 
b) This currently dominates the concourse too much and should only continue in the New SUB if its 
designed in a way that doesn't dominate the public sphere 
c) I think it brings the concourse to life and should continue to be a central feature in the New SUB  

5. Currently UBC residences offer hostelling service during the summer at a rate of $33 a night. If the AMS 
was coordinating a hostel service during the school year (beds may be in the New SUB or another 
building on campus), how OFTEN would you use this service if it was at a rate of $20 a night, compared to 
$30 a night? Select EVERY option that describes how you would use this service. 

 

This 

SHOULDN'T 

be included

I DON'T 

CARE 

about this

This would 

be nice 

This MUST 

be included

'Functional' art (e.g. high quality and creatively designed banisters, 

furniture, etc.)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Permanent student art pieces (by individual students) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Permanent student art pieces (by a group of students, e.g. many 

students can decorate tiles that collectively make a mural)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Permanent professional art pieces (e.g. local, Musqueam, 

international, AMS art gallery collection)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Popular art space (e.g. for a mural to be redone each year) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Interactive art space (e.g. for students to draw, write their thoughts, 

or perform, spontaneously and continuously)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Display cases for rotating student art nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Display cases for rotating professional art nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Musqueam art* (which could figure into many of the above art types) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  a) Stop
b) Be less intrusive in New 

SUB

c) Be a central feature in New 

SUB

Student use should nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Business use should nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  Never Once a term once a month once a week
Several times 

a week

Several times 

during 

midterms

Several times 

during final 

exams

~$20/night gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

~$30/night gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Other (please specify) 
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6. The AMS needs your help in deciding what businesses to include in the New SUB. Both current 
businesses (C) and possible new businesses (N) are listed. Please RANK the 4 businesses you:  
a) are most likely to use 
b) think are most in line with the AMS's mission "to enrich student life"  
Note: There will definitely be a space in the building for seasonal uses like 'The Book Exchange'. This 
question pertains only to permanent uses 
*Comprehensive bicycle sharing system: The AMS Bike Co-op currently runs a community bike program. 
Many students have voiced the need for a better equipped and more comprehensive bicycle sharing 
system, like Paris' Vélib’ program, a professional/secure/reliable bicycle transit system in which a large 
number of bicycles are available at numerous convenient locations. For more information see, 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Community_bicycle_program. 

7. There may be a community garden in or outside the New SUB. If such a facility were currently 
available how OFTEN would you want to volunteer to work there? 
Note: It hasn't been determined how the produce of this garden would be used, though it would likely be 
the property of the AMS and could be used for sale, food production, or charity 

8. There WILL BE showers and lockers in the New SUB. There MAY also be towel service, which means 
you could collect a clean towel in the shower area and deposit it in a laundry bin when you leave...you 
wouldn’t have to bring your own. How OFTEN EACH TERM would you use towel service, assuming it were 
free? 

  I'll use these 4 businesses most often
These 4 businesses are most important in 

terms of 'enriching student life'

1st choice: 6 6

2nd choice: 6 6

3rd choice: 6 6

4th choice: 6 6

9. What is the MOST you'd be willing to pay for towel service?  

  on a pay/use system on a pay/term system

I would pay at most 6 6

Other (please specify) 

Never nmlkj 1-2 hrs/term 
nmlkj 1-2 hrs/term 

nmlkj 1-2 

hrs/week 
nmlkj 3-10 

hrs/week 
nmlkj 11+ 

hrs/week 
nmlkj

Never nmlkj Once a 

term 
nmlkj Monthly 

nmlkj Twice 

monthly 
nmlkj Weekly 

nmlkj Several 

times a week 
nmlkj Every 

day 
nmlkj

Why would you use showers & towel service? (e.g. bike commuting) 
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10. In the New SUB there will be lockers inside the shower area, and possibly within the general 
building. Assuming lockers are free, how OFTEN would you want to use both shower-area lockers and 
general building lockers? 

11. What is the MOST you'd be willing to pay for lockers, on a daily basis compared to on a term basis? 

12. There is a multi-storey climbing wall included in the Program for the New SUB. For a small fee 
students would undergo training which would give them access to the climbing wall. How OFTEN would 
you use the climbing wall if: 

13. If there was a sound proof room in the new SUB that could be booked for music rehearsal (equipped 
only with a piano), how OFTEN would you use it? 

14. The AMS is considering including a ‘student entrepreneur’ space in the SUB. Students with a small 
start-up business could submit a business plan/proposal to be considered for a small workstation in the 
SUB (equipment not included). For what length of time would YOU apply to use such a space in the SUB? 
You can select multiple frequencies of use. 
Note: We are currently considering this use as similar to club use, and so no fee would be charged to 
successful applicants  

  Never Once a term Once a month Twice a month Once a week
Several times 

a week
Every day

shower 

lockers
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

general 

lockers
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  on a pay/day system on a pay/term system

I would pay at most 6 6

  Never Once a term
Once a 

month
Once a week

Several times 

a week

Equipment rentals were available for a fee nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No equipment rentals were available nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Any recommendations? ( e.g. general lockers should only be in secondary hallways) 

Never nmlkj Once a term 
nmlkj Once a month 

nmlkj Once a week 
nmlkj Several times a 

week 
nmlkj

I’d probably 

never apply 
gfedc Several weeks 

out of the year 
gfedc For fall term 

gfedc For winter term 
gfedc For the summer gfedc

If so, for what kind of business? What kind of space and technical services (utilies, etc.) would you need? 
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15. The AMS's Communication & Design service currently charges $40/job to clubs for design services (for 
promotional material like posters, tickets, t-shirts), with material production fees in addition to that. If this 
service was co-located with 'Copyright' (AMS photocopying and printing service), would you be more 
likely to use it, both as a club, or if the service was open to all students? 

16. Any general or additional comments about this section? 
 

There are 12 'food services' questions. The move into the New SUB presents a huge opportunity to 
change the number, variety, and design of the AMS food services. It is impossible for the AMS to 
know what will best serve students without your input so please take the time to answer these 
questions. You can skip any questions you wish.  

1. The AMS is assessing how to change its current food outlets for the New SUB. Do you think each outlet 
should be replaced, unchanged, expanded, licensed, or made into a to-go kiosk in the new SUB? You 
can choose MULTIPLE OPTIONS for each outlet. 
Note: Both AMS-run and Leasee outlets have been listed 

  Yes No

As an individual student nmlkj nmlkj

As club (if you're in a club) nmlkj nmlkj

 
2. Food Services Questions, 12 Qs, 6min

 
Replace it, I won't 

miss it
Keep as is

Increase size and 

seating

Liquor-license 

outlet

Make it 

small/fast/to-go 

kiosk

Bernoulli’s Bagels gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Blue Chip Cookies gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Gallery Lounge gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Honour Roll gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Moon gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Pendulum gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Pie R Squared gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Pit Burger gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

AMS Outdoor BBQ gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Tea house gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

The Deli gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Mediterra gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
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2. Can you also think of ways in which the menus of the current outlets should be changed or expanded? 
Please seperate key words with semi-colons (e.g. healthier; larger menu; yam fries). 

3. What is the MOST you would pay for a typical breakfast, lunch, and dinner meals in the SUB? 
(whatever you think constitutes a full meal, not counting beverages) 

Bernoulli’s Bagels

Blue Chip Cookies

Gallery Lounge

The Honour Roll

The Moon

The Pendulum

Pie R Squared

The Pit Burger Bar

AMS Outdoor BBQ

The Tea house

The Deli

Mediterra

  ~$3 ~$5 ~$7 ~$10 ~$12 ~$15 ~$17 ~$20

breakfast nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

lunch nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

dinner nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
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4. The AMS is considering developing new food outlets for the New SUB. Please RANK the 6 food types 
you would most like the AMS to provide, in its NON-LIQUOR-LICENSED food outlets. 

5. Now please RANK the 2 food types you would most like the AMS to provide, in its LIQUOR-LICENSED 
food outlets. 

  1st choice 2nd choice 3rd choice 4th choice 5th choice 6th choice

Breakfast/Brunch nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Dessert/Ice Cream nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bakery (e.g. bread, cakes) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Tapas (e.g. shared appetizers, finger food) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Soup nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Vegetarian/Vegan nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Local (e.g. UBC farm, 100 mile diet) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Asian Noodles (e.g. ramen) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Vietnamese nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Dim Sum (e.g. chinese dumplings) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Thai nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Korean nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Malaysian nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mongolian BBQ nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Italian nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Contemporary (e.g. 'Earls') nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Indian/Pakistani nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Greek nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mexican nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Southern Barbecue (e.g 'Memphis Blues') nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

UK (e.g. 'Mahoney & Sons', 'Wolf & Hound') nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Middle Eastern nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

African (e.g. Ethiopian) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  1st choice 2nd choice

Same as Q.4 list 6 6

Other (please specify) 

Other (please specify) 
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6. The AMS is trying to making all of its food outlets more ethical and sustainable. How important do you 
think each of the below strategies should be to AMS food service operations? 

7. If you're eating on campus in a big facility like the SUB, where do you PREFER to sit? Please RANK the 
3 places you would MOST LIKE to sit to eat. 

8. If you're eating on campus in a big facility like the SUB, how many people do you USUALLY sit with? 
Please RANK the 2 numbers of people you MOST OFTEN sit with. 

 
I don't care 

about this

Do this 

only if it 

doesn't 

increase 

the price

Do this, but 

it shouldn't 

increase 

the price 

more than 

$1 (5-10%)

Make this 

a priority, 

regardless 

of price

More organic ingredients (no artifical/chemical pesiticides, additives, 

etc.)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More local ingredients (e.g. grown within 100 miles, UBC farm) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Healthier ingredients (e.g. less trans-fats) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More Vegetarian/Vegan options nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More waste diversion (e.g. biodegradable containers) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Meeting Carbon targets (e.g. do whatever lowers embodied 

Greenhouse gas emissions most)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More charitable donations (e.g. giving excess food to shelters) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  1st choice 2nd choice 3rd choice

Inside a food outlet nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In the hallway adjacent to a food outlet nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In a social lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In a study lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In a small food court nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In a large food court nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In a climate controlled patio nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Tucked in a quiet corner nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  1st most often, I sit 2nd most often, I sit

Alone nmlkj nmlkj

With 1 friend nmlkj nmlkj

With 2 or 3 friends nmlkj nmlkj

With 4 or more nmlkj nmlkj

Other (please specify) 
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9. If you're eating on campus in a big facility like the SUB, how long do you LIKE TO sit before you leave? 
(you could be studying, talking, etc). Please RANK the 2 lengths of time you PREFER to sit and eat. 

10. There is a Community Kitchen included in the Program for the New SUB. Like a domestic kitchen, it 
could be used by individuals, or by groups for potlucks or special events. How OFTEN EACH TERM do you 
think you would use the Community Kitchen? 

11. Please RANK the two times of day that you would MOST LIKELY use the kitchen, both by yourself and 
as part of a group. 

12. Would you use the Community Kitchen if you had to undergo training and/or pay a fee to get a 
keycard to access the kitchen? 
Note: This question is asking about a user-pays fee, not a student-wide levy 
 
Would you? 

13. Any general or additional comments about this section? 
 

There are 12 questions in the 'profile' section. These are necessary to form 'working groups' (Q.1) and 
to help us interpret the survey findings. You can skip any questions you wish.  

  1st most often, I sit for 2nd most often, I sit for

Under 15 minutes nmlkj nmlkj

15-30 minutes nmlkj nmlkj

1/2 - 1 hour nmlkj nmlkj

Over 1 hour nmlkj nmlkj

  I'd use it 1st most often during I'd use it 2nd most often during

By myself 6 6

As part of a group 6 6

  Yes, I would do this No, I wouldn't do this

Take a 1/2hr training session, once per sep-aug year nmlkj nmlkj

Pay $1-$5 per term nmlkj nmlkj

Pay $6-$10 per term nmlkj nmlkj

Pay $11-20 per term nmlkj nmlkj

 
3. Profile Questions, 12 Qs, 2min

Never nmlkj Once a term 
nmlkj Once a 

month 
nmlkj Once a 

week 
nmlkj Several 

times a week 
nmlkj Every day 

nmlkj

What group(s) might you use it with? and for what? 
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1. The AMS is attempting to incorporate research and coursework into the 2009/2010 UBC curriculum that 
could contribute to the design, construction and operation of the New SUB. As a first step, we are 
organizing expert working groups to brainstorm what research is most relevant to the New SUB Project, 
and which departments, faculty and classes would be most appropriate to host these research projects.  
Each of these expert working groups will likely meet once for several hours, during late March or April.  
If you'd like to be involved in a working group for the New SUB process, MAKE SURE YOU PROVIDE YOUR 
NAME AND EMAIL CONTACT IN QUESTION 3, and please tick all the working groups below to which your 
expertise applies. Please explain your expertise in the comment box below and suggest other areas 
focus if you feel your expertise isn't captured in the current working groups.  

2. Would you like to be emailed with news about the New SUB Project? (e.g. design workshops, working 
groups, website updates)  

3. If you answered Q.1 or answered yes to Q.2, please provide your name and email address so we can 
contact you. Your contact information will not be released to any third parties, and will not be used in the 
analysis of the survey data.  

Name:

Email Address:

Accessibility 
gfedc

Behavioural change (e.g. sociology of sustainability) gfedc

Building community (e.g. making a vibrant social place, and encouraging relationships) gfedc

Transportation 
gfedc

Art in the New SUB 
gfedc

Sustainable business strategies 
gfedc

Healthy environment & inhabitants 
gfedc

Laws for the New SUB (e.g. sustainable contracts) gfedc

Communication network (e.g. billboards, multimedia) gfedc

Learning (e.g. coordinating New SUB project & operation as opportunity for learning) gfedc

Life cycle analysis 
gfedc

Microclimate & hydrology 
gfedc

Geology 
gfedc

Ecology & biodiversity 
gfedc

Materials & waste management gfedc

Energy & infrastructure 
gfedc

Food systems 
gfedc

Please explain your expertise and suggest other areas of focus (where applicable) 

Yes 
nmlkj No 

nmlkj
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4. How close do you live to UBC Campus? 

5. How often are you on campus during the academic year?  

6. How often are you on campus during weekends (during the academic year)? 

7. Are you employed by UBC or the AMS, and if so, how? 

8. Are you are full-time or part-time student? 

9. What level of education are you currently pursuing at UBC? 

10. Within which faculty/school does your degree primarily fall? 

11. If you are an active member of one or more AMS clubs, please rank which clubs you are most 
involved in (maximum of 3). 

12. Do you have children? If so, what age(s)?  

13. Any general or additional comments about this section? 
 

 

Primarily 6

 

I'm 1st most involved in: 6

I'm 2nd most involved in: 6

I'm 3rd most involved in: 6

on-campus 
nmlkj off-campus, in Vancouver nmlkj outside of Vancouver nmlkj

Never nmlkj Once a term 
nmlkj Once a 

month 
nmlkj Once a 

week 
nmlkj Several 

times a week 
nmlkj Every day 

(mon-fri) 
nmlkj

Usually 
nmlkj Sometimes 

nmlkj Rarely 
nmlkj Never nmlkj

Not employed by AMS or UBC 
nmlkj

Employed by AMS part-time 
nmlkj

Employed by AMS full-time 
nmlkj

Employed by UBC as staff nmlkj

Employed by UBC as faculty 
nmlkj

Not a student nmlkj Full-time 
nmlkj Part-time 

nmlkj

None 
nmlkj Undergraduate 

nmlkj Graduate 
nmlkj Post-graduate 

nmlkj

More detail (e.g. department, research centre) 

None 
gfedc Pre-

Kindergarten 
gfedc Elementary 

school 
gfedc High school gfedc Adult gfedc
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Welcome and thank you for taking the time to answer the 'Graduate Student Program Survey'! You 
can enter to win one of two cash prizes for $50! 
 
This survey is directed to graduate students only and will be closed on midnight, Monday, April 13th. 
This is an additional and different survey from the 'New SUB Program Survey', which was directed to 
all AMS students and completed on March 27th. 
 
The draft Program for the New SUB (Student Union Building) includes numerous services and 
facilities which will be open to all students, as well as an exclusive space for graduate students. For 
more information about the draft Program please see:  
http://www.amsubc.ca/index.php/ams/subpage/category/new_sub_the_program/ 
 
The AMS (Alma Mater Society) and GSS have developed this survey together to better understand 
the service & facility needs of graduate students, and to better understand how those needs might 
best be served within: the new SUB, the current SUB, and the current Grad Centre. This will help the 
AMS to refine its draft Program for the new SUB, and help the GSS to plan for better operation of the 
current Grad Centre. 
 
This survey has three parts. You can skip any questions (or parts of questions) you wish: 
- General Program (12 questions, 8 minutes)  
- Food Services (9 questions, 6 minutes) 
- Profile Questions (13 questions, 2 minutes) 
 
If you would like to make suggestions or assist in future surveying and other consultation for the New 
SUB Project, please email subrenewal@ams.ubc.ca 

1. How often do you visit the SUB (Student Union Building) and current Grad Centre, from September-
April and from May-August? 

2. Please RANK the top six activities/uses/reasons which CURRENTLY bring you to the SUB and to the 
Grad Centre? (remember to scroll down to the bottom) 

 
1. General Program (12 Qs, 8min)

  SUB Grad Centre

Sep-Apr 6 6

May-Aug 6 6

  SUB Grad Centre

1st reason 6 6

2nd reason 6 6

3rd reason 6 6

4th reason 6 6

5th reason 6 6

6th reason 6 6

Further detail or other reasons (please specify)? 
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3. Please RANK the top six activities/uses/reasons which you WOULD LIKE to bring you to the SUB and to 
the Grad Centre? (remember to scroll down to the bottom) 

4. The GSS and AMS are considering providing new services & facilities for graduate students,either in 
the current Grad Centre or in the new or current SUB in the U-Boulevard area. Please RANK the below 
services & facilities according to which you think are the most important in terms of "enriching graduate 
student life". 
 
*Community Kitchen: A Community Kitchen is like a domestic kitchen. It could be used by individuals, or 
by groups for potlucks or special events.  
**Community Garden: A Community Garden would be run and managed by volunteer students, and the 
produce might be sold, used by GSS food services, or donated to charity. 
***Childminding: More modest than childcare, a childminding facility allows for guardians to leave their 
children for several hours on a drop-in basis.  
****Childcare: A childcare facility allows for children to be left for the entire day on a regular basis.  

  SUB Grad Centre

1st reason 6 6

2nd reason 6 6

3rd reason 6 6

4th reason 6 6

5th reason 6 6

6th reason 6 6

 
1st 

choice

2nd 

choice

3rd 

choice

4th 

choice

5th 

choice

Welcome, info, advocacy & merchandise centre nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Dining Lounge (for eating, not buying food) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Social Lounge (eating allowed) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Study & computer lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Quiet lounge (e.g. for napping) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Kitchenette (e.g. microwave, sink) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Kitchen* nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Garden** nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Coffee Shop nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

A graduate Pub (additional to Koerner's Pub) in the U-Boulevard area nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Restaurant/bistro nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 5-25 people (for meetings, presentations) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 25-200 people (for parties, conferences, dance classes) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable music room nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childminding*** nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childcare**** nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Further detail or other reasons (please specify)? 
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5. Graduate services & facilities might be provided in part in the current Grad Centre and in part in the 
new or current SUB in the U-Boulevard area. Please identify whether the location of the below services & 
facilities, either in the current Grad Centre or U-Boulevard, would make a SIGNIFICANT difference to how 
often you would use the service. 

 

I'd use this 

significantly 

more in the 

Grad 

Centre

I'd use this 

significantly 

more in U-

Boulevard

Location is 

not a 

significant 

concern

I don't 

know

GSS executive offices nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

GSS administration & bookings nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

GSS classes (e.g. French, yoga, software training, etc) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

GSS social events (e.g. movie nights, parties) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Welcome, info, advocacy & merchandise centre nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Dining Lounge (for eating, not buying food) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Social Lounge (eating allowed) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Study & computer lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Quiet lounge (e.g. napping) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Kitchenette (e.g. microwave, sink) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Kitchen nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Garden nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Coffee Shop nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Pubs (both Koerner's Pub and any additional Pub) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Restaurant/Bistro nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 5-25 people (for meetings, presentations) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 25-200 people (for parties, conferences, dance 

classes)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable music room nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childminding nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childcare nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Can you think of other graduate services & facilities for the current GSC or the current or new SUB that would 

enrich graduate student life, or that you would use frequently? 
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6. Please select how often you would use the below services & facilities, assuming they were located in 
the most convenient location for you (based on your response to the above question). 

7. How exclusive would each of these spaces have to be for you to use them frequently? (e.g. once a 
week or more) 

  Never
Once a 

term

Once a 

month

Once a 

week

Several 

times a 

week

Almost 

every 

day

Welcome, info, advocacy & merchandise centre nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Dining Lounge (for eating, not buying food) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Social Lounge (eating allowed) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Study & computer lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Quiet lounge (e.g. napping) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Kitchenette (e.g. microwave, sink) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Kitchen nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Community Garden nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Coffee Shop nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

A graduate Pub (additional to Koerner's Pub) in the U-

Boulevard area
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Restaurant/bistro nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 5-25 people (for meetings, 

presentations)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable rooms for 25-200 people (for parties, 

conferences, dance classes)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Bookable music room nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childminding nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Childcare nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 

Social Lounge 6

Dining Lounge 6

Study & computer lounge 6

Quiet lounge (e.g. napping) 6

Coffee Shop 6

Pub 6

Restaurant/bistro 6
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8. The New SUB Project allows for the construction of 255,000 square feet of new space. If the entire 
program does not fit within that space, the AMS will retain some space in the current building, renovating 
it and connecting it to the new building. Would you use the graduate services & facilities significantly 
more if they were in the new SUB, compared to if they were in the current SUB? 

9. If several of these graduate services & facilities were grouped together in either the current or new 
SUB, where would you want this space to be located in the building?  

10. Is there anything else that would ENCOURAGE you to frequently use the current Grad Centre, in terms 
of services, facilities and operations? Is there anything that DISCOURAGES you from using the current 
Grad Centre that could be changed?  

 

11. Is there anything else that would ENCOURAGE you to frequently use the current and new SUB, in 
terms of services, facilities and operations? Is there anything that DISCOURAGES you from using the 
current SUB that could be changed?  

 

 

I'm 

strongly 

against 

this 

location

I'm 

against 

this 

location

No 

preference

I prefer 

this 

location

I strongly 

prefer 

this 

location

I don't 

know

On an upper floor (lower traffic, view, more exclusive) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

On a lower floor (higher traffic, more convenient) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjacent to a quiet food outlet (e.g. coffee shop) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjecent to a lively food outlet (e.g. pub) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjacent to a Childminding/Childcare nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjacent to the Alumni center nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjacent to the Community Kitchen nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Adjacent to the Community Garden nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I'd use the Graduate services significantly more in the NEW SUB 
nmlkj

I'd use the Graduate services significantly more in the CURRENT SUB 
nmlkj

Location of Graduate services is not a significant concern 
nmlkj

I don't know 
nmlkj

Why? Further comments? 

Other (please specify) 
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13. Do you have any further comments relevant to this section? 
 

There are 9 questions in the 'Food Services' section, regarding future food services for graduate 
students, and the current food services of the GSS. You can skip any questions (or parts of questions) 
you wish. 

12. Graduate students make up 19% of the total UBC student population, and are therefore 
paying 19% of the AMS levy through student fees towards the building. What proportion of the 
New SUB building do you think it would be fair or reasonable to allocate EXCLUSIVELY* to 
graduate student use? The rest of the building will be open to all students.  
*Exclusively = card access only 

 
2. Food Services (9 Qs, 6min)

None 
nmlkj

~1% 
nmlkj

~3% 
nmlkj

~5% 
nmlkj

~10% 
nmlkj

~15% 
nmlkj

~19% 
nmlkj

~20% 
nmlkj

20%+ 
nmlkj

I don't know 
nmlkj

Further comments or clarification? 
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1. Please select the kinds of food you would eat most frequently (e.g. once a week or more), if they were 
offered at a pub, coffee shop, or restaurant/bistro aimed at graduate students 

2. RANK the 3 times of day you're MOST LIKELY to visit a graduate pub, coffee shop, or restaurant 

  Pub Coffee Shop Restaurant/bistro

Smoothies gfedc gfedc gfedc

Bubble tea (e.g. ‘Tea House’ in SUB) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Vegetarian/vegan (e.g. ‘The Naam’) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Local (e.g. (e.g. UBC farm, 100 mile diet) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Lower-cost contemporary (e.g. 'Pendulum' in SUB) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Higher-cost contemporary (e.g. 'Earls') gfedc gfedc gfedc

Breakfast/brunch food gfedc gfedc gfedc

Sandwiches and wraps gfedc gfedc gfedc

Salad gfedc gfedc gfedc

Soup & Stew gfedc gfedc gfedc

Bagels (e.g. ‘Bernoulli’s’ in SUB) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Baked goods (e.g. muffins, loafs) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Dessert (e.g. cake, cookies, ice cream) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Sushi (e.g ‘Honour Roll’ in SUB ) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Asian noodles or rice bowl (e.g. Vietnamese, Thai, Ramen, Korean) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Chinese food gfedc gfedc gfedc

Indian/Pakistani gfedc gfedc gfedc

Italian gfedc gfedc gfedc

Greek gfedc gfedc gfedc

Mexican gfedc gfedc gfedc

UK (e.g. 'Mahoney & Sons', 'Wolf & Hound') gfedc gfedc gfedc

Tapas (e.g. shared appetizers, finger food) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Pizza (e.g. Pie R Squared) gfedc gfedc gfedc

BBQ food (e.g. burgers, hot dogs) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Fried food (e.g. fries, greasy spoon) gfedc gfedc gfedc

Other (please specify) gfedc gfedc gfedc

  Pub Coffee shop Restaurant/bistro

I'd use this most often during 6 6 6

I'd use this 2nd most often during 6 6 6

I'd use this 3rd most often during 6 6 6
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3. What's the MOST you'd pay for a typical breakfast, lunch, or dinner meal (without beverages) on 
campus?  

4. How often do you visit Koerner's Pub? 

5. RANK the top 3 MENU changes that would attract you to Koerner’s Pub more often. 

6. RANK the top 5 NON-MENU changes that would attract you to Koerner’s Pub more often. 

  ~$3 ~$5 ~$7 ~$10 ~$12 ~$15 ~$17 ~$20

breakfast nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

lunch nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

dinner nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  1st priority 2nd priority 3rd priority

Larger menu with more options nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More diverse food options (e.g. international) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Healthier ingredients nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More vegetarian/vegan options nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More local food (e.g. Vancouver region) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More organic food nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More fair trade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More free-range ingredients nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Additional microbrews on tap nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  1st priority 2nd priority 3rd priority 4th priority

Shorter line-ups to get in nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Less crowded inside nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Table service (not just bussing) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Online food ordering nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Online table reservations nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Faster food service nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Faster beverage service nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Always exclusive to grad students nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Exclusive to grad students at peak times nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

More organized events (e.g. GSS mixers) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Renovated design/interiors nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Addition of glass solarium on patio nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Relocation to upper-floor with view (e.g. Thea’s or Penthouse lounge) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Never nmlkj Once a term 
nmlkj Once a 

month 
nmlkj Once a 

week 
nmlkj Several 

times a week 
nmlkj Almost 

every day 
nmlkj

Other (please specify) 

Other (please specify) 
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7. If a second graduate pub (in addition to Koerner's Pub) is included in the current or new SUB, what you 
be your ideal 'style' for the Pub? 

8. RANK the top 3 menu features that would attract you to a Grad coffee shop or restaurant.  

9. RANK the top 4 NON-MENU features that would attract you to a Grad coffee shop or restaurant. 

10. Do you have any further comments relevant to this section? 
 

There are 13 questions in the 'Profile' section. These are necessary to form 'working groups' (Q.1) 
and to help us interpret the survey findings. You can skip any questions (or parts of questions) you 
wish. 

  1st choice 2nd choice 3rd choice

Current style (casual and lively) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Sports bar (TVs) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

English pub nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Tapas lounge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Contemporary restaurant (e.g. Earls) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Licensed coffee bar (more cerebral, less rowdy) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  Coffee shop Restaurant/bistro

1st priority 6 6

2nd priority 6 6

3rd priority 6 6

  Coffee shop Restaurant/bistro

1st priority 6 6

2nd priority 6 6

3rd priority 6 6

4th priority 6 6

 
3. Profile (13 Qs, 3min)

Other (please specify) 

Other (please specify) 
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1. The AMS is attempting to incorporate research and coursework into the 2009/2010 UBC curriculum that 
could contribute to the design, construction and operation of the New SUB. As a first step, we are 
organizing expert working groups to brainstorm what research is most relevant to the New SUB Project, 
and which departments, faculty and classes would be most appropriate to host these research projects.  
Each of these expert working groups will likely meet once for several hours, during April.  
If you'd like to be involved in a working group for the New SUB process, please tick all the working 
groups below to which your expertise applies. Then ENTER YOUR EMAIL IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW and 
explain your expertise. If you wish, also suggest other areas of focus if you feel your expertise isn't 
captured in the current working groups.  

2. What is your age? 

Accessibility 
gfedc

Behavioural change (e.g. sociology of sustainability) gfedc

Building community (e.g. making a vibrant social place, and encouraging relationships) gfedc

Transportation 
gfedc

Art in the New SUB 
gfedc

Sustainable business strategies 
gfedc

Healthy environment & inhabitants 
gfedc

Laws for the New SUB (e.g. sustainable contracts) gfedc

Communication network (e.g. billboards, multimedia) gfedc

Learning (e.g. coordinating New SUB project & operation as opportunity for learning) gfedc

Life cycle analysis 
gfedc

Microclimate & hydrology 
gfedc

Geology 
gfedc

Ecology & biodiversity 
gfedc

Materials & waste management gfedc

Energy & infrastructure 
gfedc

Food systems 
gfedc

If you would like to be involved you MUST WRITE YOUR EMAIL and explain your expertise. If you wish, also 

suggest other areas of focus. We will not disclose your email to third parties. 

0-15 
nmlkj

16-20 
nmlkj

21-25 
nmlkj

26-30 
nmlkj

31-35 
nmlkj

36-40 
nmlkj

41-45 
nmlkj

46-50 
nmlkj

51-55 
nmlkj

56-60 
nmlkj

61-65 
nmlkj

66-70 
nmlkj

71-75 
nmlkj

76 and over nmlkj
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3. As what gender do you self-identify? 

4. Do you self-identify as a person with a disability? 

5. Do you have children? If so, what age(s)?  

6. How close do you live to UBC Campus? 

7. How often are you on campus during September-April, and May-August? 

8. How often are you on campus during WEEKENDS, September-April and May-August? 

9. Are you employed by the AMS, GSS or UBC? 

10. Are you are full-time or part-time student? 

  Never Once a term Once a month Once a week
Several times a 

week

Every day (mon-

fri)

Sep-Apr nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

May-Aug nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  All the time Usually Sometimes Rarely Never

Sep-Apr nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

May-Aug nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Male 
nmlkj Female 

nmlkj Transgender nmlkj Other nmlkj Decline to 

answer 
nmlkj

Yes 
nmlkj No 

nmlkj

How could the current Grad Centre and the current and new SUB improve access for persons with disabilities? 

None 
gfedc Pre-

Kindergarten 
gfedc Elementary 

school 
gfedc High school gfedc Adult gfedc

I live on campus 
nmlkj I live off campus, but in 

Vancouver 
nmlkj I live outside of Vancouver nmlkj

Not employed by AMS or UBC 
nmlkj

Employed by AMS part-time 
nmlkj

Employed by AMS full-time 
nmlkj

Employed by GSS part-time 
nmlkj

Employed by GSS full-time 
nmlkj

Employed by UBC as staff nmlkj

Employed by UBC as faculty 
nmlkj

Employed by UBC as a TA 
nmlkj

Not a student nmlkj Full-time 
nmlkj Part-time 

nmlkj
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11. What level of education are you currently pursuing at UBC? 

12. What is your field of study? 

13. If you are an active member of one or more AMS clubs, please RANK which clubs you are most 
involved in (maximum of 3). 

14. If you would like to be emailed with news about the New SUB Project? (e.g. design workshops, 
working groups, website updates), then please provide your email address below. We will not disclose 
your email to third parties. 

 

15. If you would like to be entered in a draw to win one of two prizes of $50, please provide your email 
address below. We will not disclose your email to third parties. 

 

16. Do you have any further comments relevant to this section? 
 

 

Primarily 6

 

I'm 1st most involved in: 6

I'm 2nd most involved in: 6

I'm 3rd most involved in: 6

None 
nmlkj Undergraduate 

nmlkj Graduate 
nmlkj Post-graduate 

nmlkj

More detail (e.g. department, research centre) 
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	SUB Summary of Agreements.pdf
	RIGHT TO RETAIN SPACE IN THE EXISTING BUILDING: If the new building's size is inadequate, then the AMS may, elect to remain in possession of up to 24,500 square feet worth of certain parts of the old building.
	THE PROJECT STILL REQUIRES: Approval by January 2012 from both UBC's Board of Governors and the Province of British Columbia to: 
	a) borrow the money necessary to finance the project; and 
	b) grant the lease.
	AMS and UBC still a confirmation this summer from the Province of British Columbia that the project does not need to be carried out as a Public Private Partnership.
	KEY DETAILS BY AGREEMENT:
	Development Agreement:
	This Agreement defines the way the project will be implemented and developed during the design and construction stages. In particular, it defines the governance structure, the designated representatives, the project management duties and reporting requirements. It includes a Project Charter which provides more details on the governance structure (see chart below) and the project management approach to be implemented by UBC PT (including a Change Management Process). MHPM is acting as a project advisor for the AMS.
	The Development Agreement also includes a Fundraising Protocol in which UBC will have naming rights on pre-selected rooms agreed by the AMS. 
	Lease Agreement:
	This Agreement defines the rental conditions for the 40-years term, with an additional 15-years option. Key details relate to the maintenance and housekeeping services provided by UBC, the definition of commercial activities and space, the conducts on building uses, the rules on liquor licenses, the insurance requirements, and other typical Commercial Lease clauses. In addition to the base rent of 100$ per year, the AMS will pay an additional rent for its commercial components similar to the current SUB agreement, as well as a new affordable General Municipal Services Levy, making the total rent comparable to the current rate per square foot. The Agreement also confirmed that the old Innovative Projects Fund will be under the sole management of the AMS with grant of $35,000 (indexed) by UBC from the commercial part of the rent. 
	Surrender Agreement:
	This Agreement defines the way the current lease agreement will be terminated. It includes provision for use of the current SUB as mentioned above as well as use of existing and future loading docks (the loading bay facility will not be part of the new SUB in accordance with the University Boulevard Design Guidelines). There is a provision that after 8 years, the occupancy in the current building is subject to cancellation upon delivering of notice to AMS to vacate. In that case, UBC will make best commercial efforts to provide functionally comparable alternative space on campus.The retained spaces in the current SUB will be maintained at their current location or consolidated in close proximity to the new SUB at the lower level.
	Loan Commitment and Security Documents:
	There are also a series of 5 documents that defines the loan commitment and the mortgage ruling. The AMS lawyer, Davis LLP, has revised the document and provided a due diligence.
	*NOTE: While some of the salient details of the negotiation have been summarized above, this is not a substitute or replacement for properly reading the pertinent legal documents, and all persons involved are encouraged to consult the actual legal documents, and to refer to those legal documents in case of a discrepancy. 
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