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Abstract

Buildings are important components of educational institutions and their conditions and performance have
been acknowledged to play vital roles in the productivity of the teachers and the students who use them. As
a consequence, evaluation of building facilities after its construction phase has become necessary as it gives
insights on the performance of such buildings and what necessary measures could be taken to restore or retain
it in good condition. This paper seeks to use the post-occupancy evaluation (POE) approach to get users
perception of the condition and performance of one of the most recently constructed academic building in
Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic, Zaria, which is the School of Vocational and Technical Education. Data were
collected based on questionnaire survey, in which users of the building facilities were asked to report on their
assessment and experience of the facility. Sixty-three web-based questionnaire responses were used for the
analysis to get mean score of occupants’ opinions. Findings from the study pointed to areas of deficiency in
the level of noise, quality and cleanliness of washrooms/toilets and adequacy of storage spaces. It also showed
that the deficiency in some of these facilities prompted users’ activities which directly or indirectly affected
their comfort and performance level within their work spaces. The study recommends that higher education
institutions in Nigeria can improve their buildings performance by using users’ feedback to formulate
maintenance policy and improve on future infrastructural development from the design stage. It also
recommends that post occupancy evaluation should be incorporated in the building procurement processes.

Keywords: POE; Academic Building; User Satisfaction; Building Performance; Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic.

Introduction

The importance of education in the development of any
nation cannot be overemphasized. It is recognized to be
the foundation or bedrock for the development and
progress of any society.  Also, buildings are
acknowledged to form a major part of the physical
infrastructural facilities of any educational system and
they have been proven to play vital roles on the
productivity and wellbeing of its occupants.

As stated by, Okolie and Ogunoh (2013) stated that
buildings in higher education institutions constitute an
expensive long-term resource which must be designed
to reflect the institutions’ vision and strategy for
learning. In the same vain olatunji (2013) in his study
called for educational buildings and their environments
to be given high consideration for effective functioning

and productivity. As Heitor (2005) noted, a successful
educational building is determined by evaluating how
the building is functioning, how the learners and
teachers are utilizing the spaces and how the design has
promoted the educational process. Thus, the ability of
the building to successfully accomplish the purpose for
which it is designed measures its success.

Based on the aforementioned, Okechukwu et al (2020)
pointed to one of the pressing issues with educational
buildings which is that most of them are designed,
planned, constructed and managed based on standards
and specifications
professionals and experts without input from it users.
On the same note, several studies have shown that

established by governments,

sometimes building design standards and specifications
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do not conform to the changing needs and expectations of users and thus users are not always satisfied with the
performance of their buildings (Zeiler et al, 2008, Meir et al, 2009).

Post occupancy evaluation (POE) has emerged as a tool that looks at the condition of existing building facilities
and how well they satisfy their users' needs and identifies ways to improve the building fitness to its design purpose.
But, despite the prevalence of research in the context of building performance, post- occupancy evaluation (POE)
as a systematic method of gathering data on buildings in-use has not found wide practice for buildings in higher
education institutions especially in Nigeria (Ahmadi, 2016). Consequently, based on observations and discussions
with some staff and built environment professionals of Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic, it is claimed that the polytechnic
have faced issues related to the poor performance and low utilization rates of its constructed buildings. This is
supported by a study by Abdullahi and Muhammad (2021) which determined facilities utilization rates in Nuhu
Bamalli Polytechnic. It was also established from interactions with management staff of physical planning and
procurement of the institution that building performance evaluations are not carried out after completion and
handing over of the building structure except for the inspections carried out during the defects liability period. This
leaves a performance gap in respect to knowing how these buildings are satisfying the goals of its users who are
mostly staff and students.

On the aforementioned note, the issue to be probed in this research will consider the functional, technical and
behavioural elements for POE studies in order to get a more holistic insight to the extent to which the recently
constructed School of Vocational and Technical Education building in Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic, Zaria has
satisfied its end users.

Review of Related Issues

Performance Evaluation of Educational Buildings in Higher Education Institutions

As elements of educational management, the influence of educational buildings on the learning process of teaching
cannot be over-emphasized. Through use of appropriate educational facilities, greater efficiency is attained in
helping students comprehend materials delivered. Like all other organizations, the higher education system is not
relenting in its quest to reposition itself for greater efficiency and improved quality of learning in the face of higher
operating cost and need for enhanced satisfaction of users (Okechukwu et al, 2020). Hitherto, very little has been
done to identify factors which enhance user satisfaction. Today, in spite of heightened admittance of the pivotal
role of users in asset management, their habits and traditions has not been efficiently identified and hence,
inadequately reflected in the product processes of construction. Thus, resulting in a mismatch in user objective with
performance of the product. As further noted by Okechukwu et al (2020), a major indicator of strategic facilities
management in higher institutions is the condition of its physical estate. The rapidly growing interest on assessment
of learning environment appears to be in tandem with opinions of Preiser and Nassar’s (2008) that agrees, ‘bottom
up’ approaches to assessment, which holds dearly, the views of the user and advocates an ‘‘open, two-way
communication, community building, cooperation, trust and honesty’’ are being developed in education currently.

End Users' Needs and Satisfaction

As widely accepted, the occupants of buildings and its amenities are referred to as end users. Hence the wide use
of the term “end user” in researches are centred on user satisfaction. An end-user can be defined as the final or
ultimate user for which something is intended (i.e. the normal user of a product). Thus the design team comprising
of professionals in the built environment does not directly include the end user as a part of it. However, the
successful performance of buildings is determined by the interactions between it and the end user. Hakkinen and
Nuutinen (2007) opined that, the possibility of providing an unsuitable working is eminent if such structures are
designed without taking to account, the end user’s basic requirements, Hakkinen and Nuutinen (2007), in view of
the foregoing, suggested the need for involvement of end users and facility managers in the process of ascertaining
the unique functional attributes of the building being provided. Okolie (2011), also notes that, in other to enhance
functional performance of the building, its design ought to be collaborative and integrated in nature.

Furthermore, studies centred on satisfaction are a common feature in quite a number disciplines; the built
environment, social as well as management sciences. In general, satisfaction is a subjective assessment of the
degree to which the perceptions of users are met via the performance of the products and services. (Parker and
Mattews, 2001; Uelschy et al, 2007; Hanif et al, 2010). It compares experience gotten to that intended when a
product or service is consumed, in essence, satisfaction is the user’s perception during or after consumption
experience. Most satisfaction studies are based on the expectancy disconfirmation theory, which opines that users
are said to be satisfied with products or services if the product’s performance meets the user’s needs and
expectation. (Parker and Mattews, 2001).
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Hence, like any other products, buildings are designed and constructed with a wide range of expectations by
professionals, clients, the community and users. Clients, expect maximum returns on investment from buildings,
considering the huge capital investment required, while on the other hand, buildings are seen by professionals as
products of ingenuity, creativity, and positive imagination and thought process. While the users and community on
their part, expect that buildings should support their peculiar needs and enhance their daily engagements (Preiser,
1995) and invariably enhance the aesthetic character of their surroundings.

Overview of the Concept of Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE)

POE is defined by Li et al (2018) as a holistic approach of getting feedback about the performance of a building in
use, it also includes IEQ, energy performance, productivity, occupants’ satisfaction, and so on. Preiser, (2001) and
Park et al, (2020), also states that POE involves a systematic assessment of a building and assessing its thermal,
energy, acoustic, ergonomic, visual, and spatial performances at post occupancy. It forms the basis for conducting
in-depth audits and assessments of “buildings in use”, through continual assessment during the lifespan of the
building (Elsayed et al, 2023). In their study, Park et al (2020) notes that, POE depends on subjective investigations
of Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) variables, i.e., air, visual, spatial, acoustic, and thermal qualities, which
influence ergonomics. Moreover, researches have shown that it also depends on objective IEQ measurements of
the technical attributes of building systems (TABS) to ascertain how systems influence the indoor environment and
compare the findings to subjective findings of user satisfaction levels (Park et al, 2020 and Loftness et al, 2018).
Also, methods of data collection in POE can be either subjective or objective. Methods of subjective data
collections include interviews, walkthroughs, and occupant surveys (Li et al, 2018). There exists, other methods of
subjective research, this include; observations of participants, interviews that are open-ended interviews, and
photographic investigations that can aid the uncovering of implicit spheres of human existence and comfort levels
(Pannier et al, 2021). Methods of objective data collection on the other hand, include water, energy, and IEQ
evaluation parameters and so on, that can be measured. Thermal conditions such as air velocity, temperature,
relative humidity (RH), etc are captured by means of advanced sensors and tools (Stevenson, 2019).

As identified by Preiser and Vischer (2004) and cited in Ilesanmi,( 2010), there are three levels of effort in a typical
POE work.

1. Indicative

2. Investigative and

3. Diagnostic (Preiser and Vischer, 2004 cited in [lesanmi, 2010).

'Effort' as stated by Preiser and Vischer (2004), refers to the amount of time, resources and personnel put into a
process or procedure of investigation using a POE approach.

The Indicative approach to POEs identifies the major strengths and weaknesses of a particular building's
performance.

Investigative approach to POEs on the other hand seeks more depth in the understanding the performance of the
building and so leads to the establishment of clearly stated objective evaluation criterias;

Diagnostic POEs requires a greater level of effort and expense, hence the need to use sophisticated measurement
techniques.

As the importance of POE is being increasingly recognized, it is becoming necessary to be undertaken on many
public projects. Researchers have recent times generated frameworks geared towards the emergence of tailored
assessment methods, as opposed to the production of a generic assessment tool that can be adopted for use across
diverse spaces.

In 2006, a guide to Post Occupancy Evaluation was produced by the Higher Education Funding Council for England
(HEFCE). The guide aimed at supporting evaluations over three broad areas: functional and technical
performances, and process. This guide provides a framework that allows users conduct strategic evaluations that
are context-specific., rather than provide a single approach to the assessment of environments of higher education
learning. The adoption of this approach was to ensure that diverse views purposes of POE could be integrated.

POE categories based on building performance elements

The focus of a POE can be considered in terms of three broad categories of performance elements. These categories
include the technical performance elements, functional performance elements, and behavioral performance
elements (Preiseretal.,1988; Blyth et al.,2006). These performance elements consist of performance indicators that
represent signs, markers, attributes. Performance indicators change based on the evaluation purpose and the case
study at hand (Kim et al.,2005; Sanni-Anibire et al.,2016).
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Functional performance elements

Functional performance addresses the functionality and efficiency level of the features in university buildings and
facilities. Functional elements include accessibility, spatial capacity for activities, and adequacy of necessary
facilities.

Technical performance elements

Technical performance elements deal with survival attributes, such as structure, sanitation, fire safety, and security.
From an environmental perspective, technical performance addresses the issues of indoor environmental
quality(IEQ), which affect the comfort, health, and productivity of occupants (Choi et al.,2012).

Behavioral performance elements
Behavioral performance elements create a link between occupants’ activities and the physical environment. Typical
behavioral performance issues include the effect of area size and number of persons that share it upon a building's

occupant, and the effect of functional distance between spaces upon the frequency of use.

Table 1: POE Performance Attributes for Educational Facilities as established by literatures

Performance Elements

Performance Attributes

References

Technical Categories

Thermal comfort 1.1 Indoor temperature Preiser (1995), Borys et al. (2001), Hassanain and
1.2 Control of thermostat Mudhei (20006),
1.3 Overall satisfaction with Meir et al. (2009) Gorgievski et al. (2010), Driza
the thermal comfort of and Park (2014),
1.4  classrooms Hassanain and Iftikhar (2015),
Overall satisfaction with
the thermal comfort of Lawrence and Keime (2016), Hassanain et al.
offices (2018) and Abisuga et al. (2019)
Indoor Air quality 2.1  Air freshness Khalil et al. (2011), Driza and Park (2014),
2.2 Overall satisfaction with Lawrence and Keime (2016), Hassanain et al.
indoor air quality  (2018) and Murgu (2020)
throughout the building
Acoustic comfort 3.1 Noise from adjacent Borys etal. (2001), Hassanain (2008),
3.2 rooms Nawawi and Khalil (2008), Meir et al. (2009),
33 Noise from HVAC Potthoff (2009), Hassanain and Iftikhar
systems (2015), Khajehzadeh and Vale (2016),
Audio quality of Lawrence and Keime (2016), Abisuga et al.
34  classroom speakers (2019), Kamaruzzaman and Azmal (2019)
Ability to hear the lecturer and Murgu (2020)
in the classroom
Overall satisfaction with
classroom acoustics
Visual comfort 4.1 Amount of daylight Preiser (1995), Meir et al. (2009), Potthoft (2009),
throughout the building Khalil et al. (2011), Driza and Park (2014),
42 Level of brightness Khajehzadeh and Vale (2016), Kamaruzzaman
(artificial ~ lighting) in and Azmal (2019) and
4.3  classrooms Hassanain et al. (2020)
44 Level of  brightness
4.5  (artificial lighting) in the
laboratory spaces
Control ~ of artificial
lighting
Adequacy of lighting
levels in the buildings’
corridors
Outdoor views from the
building
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Safety & security 5.1 Ease  of  identifying Hassanain and Harkness (2000), Hassanain
emergency/escape routes  (2008), Hassanain and Iftikhar (2015), Rieh
5.2 Ease of exiting the (2018),Leungetal.(2014), Khajehzadehand Vale
5.3  building in case of fire (2016), Babatunde and Perera (2017) and Rieh
54  emergency (2018)
Number of fire drills
during the term
Overall satisfaction with
safety and  security
systems in the building

Functional Categories

Classrooms/Lecture 8.1  Number of seats in Leungetal. (2014), Hassanain and Iftikhar
rooms 8.2  classrooms (2015), Babatunde and Perera (2017),
8.3  Size of overall classrooms Hassanain et al. (2018), Abisuga et al. (2019)
8.4  Flexibility of furniture in and G€oger et al. (2019)
8.5  classrooms

Quality of furniture in
classrooms

Classroom amenities
(board and projector)
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Science laboratories 10.1
10.2
10.3
10.4
10.5

Adequacy of space in the
lab.

Storage space in the
laboratories

Overall space layout of the
laboratories

Amenities  within  the
laboratories

Quality of furniture in the
laboratories

Marmaras and Nathanael (2012), Inah et al. (2014)
and Amin et al. (2015), Hassanain and Iftikhar
(2015), Khajehzadeh and Vale (2016)

Student & Faculty 12.1
lounges 122
12.3
12.4

Behavioural Categories

Number of student &
faculty lounges in the
building.

Size of lounges

Quality of furniture in the
lounges

Adequacy of data points
(Internet) in lounges

Marmaras and Nathanael (2012), Leung et al.
(2014), Hassanain and Iftikhar (2015), Babatunde
and Perera (2017), Hassanain et al. (2018) and
Rieh (2018)

Building location 15.1
152
15.3
15.4

15.5
15.6
15.7

Appropriateness of
location within the
campus

Location of classrooms
within the building
Location of laboratories
within the building

Borys et al. (2001), Hassanain (2008) and
Inah et al., 2014)
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Location of offices within

the building

Location of common areas
within the building
Location of canteen
within the building
Location of

washrooms/toilets within
the building
Building proximity  16.1 Proximity to place of Fatoye and Odusami (2009) and Inah et al. (2014)
16.2  worship
16.3 Proximity to the central
16.4 dinning facility
Proximity to the parking
16.5 area
Proximity to the
transportation
amenities/bus stations
Proximity to the library

Appearance 17.1 Exterior design of the Babatunde and Perera (2017) and Kamaruzzaman
17.2  building and Azmal (2019)
Interior design of the
building
Quality of materials 18.1 Classrooms/lecture rooms Khalil etal. (2011), Jylh€a et al. (2015), Hassanain
used 18.2 Computer laboratories and Iftikhar (2015), Pissourios and Lagopoulos
18.3  Science laboratories (2017), Hassanain et al. (2018), Boge et al. (2019),

18.4 Student & Faculty lounges Br€ochner et al. (2019) and Hassanain et al.
18.5 Lecture halls/auditoriums  (2020)

18.6 Canteen

18.7  Offices

18.8 Washrooms

Source: Adapted from Hassanain et al, 2020

Research Design

The study is all about gaining an insight on the occupants satisfaction level with the School of Vocational and
Technical Education building using the POE. For this study, questionnaire survey is largely dependent on. The
research time frame is cross-sectional which is dependent on a single moment in time data. The targeted population
size of respondents is 150 persons (that is, staff and students).

Data Presentation and Discussion

School of Vocational & Technical Education Complex
Participant Specific Information

Table 2: Gender of Respondents

Frequency Percentage (%)
Male 54 81.9
Female 12 18.1
Total 66 100

Table 3: Categories of Participants

Frequency Percentage (%)
Academic staff 15 22.7
Students 46 69.7
Administrative staff 5 7.6
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Total 66 100

Users’ Satisfaction with Specific Building Performance Attributes

This section presents a discussion of the building specific findings from the analysis of the SV& TE survey
responses. This part required the respondents to rate their satisfaction level based on 35 performance indicators
based on the functional, technical and behavioral attributes as adapted from Hassanain’s study. The respondents
were required to rate their satisfaction level based on seven-point scale: “1” (very dissatisfied), “2” (dissatisfied),
“3” (slightly dissatisfied), “4” (moderate), “5” (slightly satisfied), “6” (satisfied) and “7” (very satisfied). Table
4.13 illustrates the users’ satisfaction level toward the listed performance attributes.in the order of the different
sections in the survey.

Results of the Functional Design Performance (FDP) Elements

Three of four items related to the accessibility (ease of access from entrance to office, horizontal circulation, and
adequacy of vertical circulation) recorded mean scores of (4.65), (4.03), and (5.28), respectively, indicating that
their satisfaction degree is higher than moderate. Ease of movement for the disabled achieved mean value of 3.08
meaning that users satisfaction level for this item was lower than the moderate level. For the quality, cleanliness of
toilets and overall building a mean value of 3.22 was achieved indicating that users satisfaction level was lower
than moderate. Also, for adequacy of storage spaces in the building a mean value of 4.11 was achieved indicating
that the satisfaction level was above moderate. Based on users’ responses, the mean value of the overall quality
and adequacy of accessibility attributes was 4.21 suggesting that the adequacy of accessibility achieved a degree
of satisfaction above the moderate.

Results of the Technical Performance (TP) Elements

Two out of the five items relating to safety and aspects of the environment that make one feel safe ( visibility of
security and lighting within and around the building) recorded mean values of 4.12 and 4.03 respectively indicating
users satisfaction level above moderate. The remaining items and attributes (Ease of exiting building, Ease of
identifying emergency route, spatial configuration of building) achieved mean scores of 3.33, 3.50 and 3.81
respectively, indicating satisfaction level below moderate. Based on users’ responses, the mean value of the overall
adequacy of safety within the building was 4.17 suggesting it achieved a degree that was above moderate level.
Nine of nine items relating to indoor environmental quality (Quality of air in offices, classrooms, ease of control
over natural ventilation, thermal satisfaction with working spaces, noise level from outside, noise level from
adjacent spaces, quality of natural lighting within the building, Level of artificial lighting within the building, ease
of control over natural lighting and ease of control over artificial lighting) achieved mean scores 0f 4.05, 4.36, 4.14,
4.53,4.78,4.03,4.64,4.67 and 4.64 respectively indicating users satisfaction level above moderate. Based on users’
responses, the mean value of the overall quality of IEQ was 4.03 suggesting it achieved a degree of satisfaction
above moderate.

Results of the Behavioral Performance (TP) Elements

Three of four items related to the density of users per space (density of occupants in the overall building complex,
density of users in an office and density of users within classrooms,) recorded mean scores of (4.67), (4.64), and
(4.48), respectively, indicating that their satisfaction degree is higher than moderate. Density of users within
washrooms/toilets recorded mean value of 3.55 signifying users satisfaction below moderate. Based on users’
responses, the mean value of the overall adequacy of users per space was 4.03 suggesting it achieved a degree of
satisfaction above moderate.

Two of four items related to the location of spaces (location of offices within the building and location of
classrooms within the building) recorded mean scores of (4.29) and (4.28), respectively, indicating that their
satisfaction degree is higher than moderate. Location of building within campus and location of toilets within the
building recorded mean values of 3.69 and 3.47 signifying users satisfaction below moderate. Based on users’
responses, the mean value of the overall adequacy of location was 4.03 suggesting it achieved a degree of
satisfaction above moderate.

One of three items related to the proximity to facilities within the campus (proximity to the parking area,) recorded
amean score of 4.03, indicating that the satisfaction degree is higher than moderate. Proximity to places of worship
and proximity to the transportation amenities/bus station recorded mean values of 3.33 and 2.69 signifying users
satisfaction below moderate. Based on users’ responses, the mean value of the overall adequacy of the proximity
to facilities was 4.03 suggesting it achieved a degree of satisfaction above moderate.

230 africanscholarpublications@gmail.com
2024



Two of two items related to the building appearance (external design of building and internal design of building)
recorded mean scores of (4.19) and (4.08) respectively, indicating that their satisfaction degree is higher than
moderate.

Table 4: Results of Occupants Satisfaction level with Specific Building Performance Attributes

. V0O D SD M S5 § VS Mean
POE Performance Attributes [ 23 4 5 B 7 (0
Ease of access from entrance to
personal workspace LU
FOP  Accessibility Vertical circulation 2 4 4 1D 14 1 1 403
Horizontal circulation 1 2 3 7 I § 3 428
Ease of movementforthedisabled 7 7 8 8 3 2 1 308
Cleanli (uality, cleanliness of toilets & 5 7T 12 7 3 921 3im
Baniness overall building. '
Storage spaces Adequacy of Storage spaces 2 4 3 10D B 4 1 A4l
ﬁﬂﬁg,ﬁ;y of safety within the 9 35 N1 9 4 2 4
Visibility of security 2 53 8 W03 3 3 A4i2
Safety/aspects A A8 g ofeiing buiding 4 5 12 8 5 I I 333
enviranment that make ane 8el oo of identifying emergency
safe route. 3 5898 125 1 1 35
Lighting within/around building 3 3 6 9 5 1 403
Spatial configuration of building 2 47 137 2 1 238
Quality of ar in offices.
classrooms, and labs. 3 34 BT 42 40
IE0 S:;hEL1mnwm over natural | 2 B I I 5 2 43
i 12:221? satisfaction with working 9 9 4 W oM 3 | 4l
Satisfaction |evel with noise from
outside the building s R
Satisfaction level with noise from | | 4 5 5 8 2 478
adjacent spaces :
iuea:;tlzld[il;gnatural lighting within S 4 4 00 3 27 403
||;E\|I|Edl|r?; artificial lighting within the | 1 5 9 1 7 3 4B
lEi:EtEingnf control over natural [ 1 4 1m0 7 3 A4ET
lEi:;tEin;f control over artificial | 1 4 9 1B 5 3 4Rk
Density of occupants in the overall
building complex 2 37 W7 & 7 Al
Density of users in an office. 3 4 8 9 89 4 2 402
BP  Density of users /space l[:]lzllssi:\[/mmsuf users  within 9 2% 7 5 5 | 4%
Density of  users  within
washrooms/toilets\ 6 &8 7 5§ 21 3
Satisfaction  with location  of 2 59 9 5 3 7 2E9
building within campus. :
. Satisfaction  with location  of
Location of spaces offces within the building 3 33 8 89 &5 3 4A
Satisfaction  with location  of
classrooms within the building. A5 7 10 5 3 A
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Satisfaction with location of toilets 7 8

within the building. g0 3o A
Proximity to places of worship o 8 10 7 5 2 2 33
Proximity to facilities within  Proximity to the parking area. 2 3 4 BT 2 2 403
the campus Proximity to the transportation f 95 5 4 { | 27E9

amenities/bus station

Satisfaction level of Exterior

design of the building R
Satllsfactlun |E'.VE'.| of internal 9 3 4 157 3 7 48
design of the building

Ratings: 1- Very Dissatisfied (VD); 2- Dissatisfied (D); 3- Slightly Dissatisfied (SD); 4-Moderate (M); 5- Slightly
Satisfied (SS); 6- Satisfied (S); 7- Very Satisfied (VS) .

ca

Building Appearance

Discussions

The objective of the study was to get an insight of some specific building performance attributes by evaluating the
users’ satisfaction level with the selected building. The responses indicated concerns regarding such building
performance issues as ease of movement for the disabled, quality and cleanliness of toilets/washrooms and overall
building. Also, concerns were directed on adequacy of storage spaces, density of users within toilets/washrooms,
location of toilets within building complex, proximity of building to worship spaces and proximity to amenities
and bus stations as evident from the overall mean scores of each of the item mentioned.

Conclusion and Recommendations

An investigative assessment of School of Vocational and Technical Educational Studies (SV & TE) building was
carried out in Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic, in which a representative sample of the building users opinions was
solicited. The study determined the degree of satisfaction obtained for thirty five (35) identified performance
indicators using a web based questionnaire survey. The results shows satisfaction with staff offices, classroom
space, studios/laboratories/workshops, air quality (ventilation) and security but had concerns with quality and
cleanliness of toilets, storage spaces, internet facilities, inconsistent power and water supply and general
maintenance of facility. The aforementioned outcomes showed that the challenges facing the academic facilities in
the polytechnic are somehow similar to the studies carried out on such facilities in other higher education
institutions in Nigeria. However, the study revealed that the deficiency in some of these facilities resulted in some
certain behavioral patterns among the staff and students which directly or indirectly affected their comfort and
performance level within their work spaces. Such issues were the lack of power and water supply within facility,
density of users within toilets, location of these toilets and proximity to amenities. As staff and students had to
seek favorable alternatives which kept them away from their workspaces and in turn affecting productivity and
learning process.

Recommendations
All concerns identified through the multiple evaluation techniques adopted resulted in the following
recommendations.
i.  Users’ opinion should be incorporated right from the initiation stage of the design for future infrastructural
developments in the Polytechnic so as to achieve a high performance building for learning.
ii.  The quality of features and fittings like sanitary fittings and internet facilities should be highly considered
when designing and constructing subsequent projects.
iii. There should be purposeful design for spaces that will accommodate alternative power plants which should
be outside the facility so as to control the noise level in the building and health risk of its occupants.
iv. Future infrastructural projects in the polytechnic should highly ensure the universal design approach so as
to accommodate persons with physical challenges.
v. A Building maintenance policy should be adopted that will require for regular updating of the polytechnic
facilities.
vi. There is a need for the Polytechnic management to be enlightened on the benefits of conducting POE so
that they can support the process.
vii. In the procurement process, building performance evaluation should be included. This will provide
feedback if the building performance objectives are met during the design and construction.
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