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The Campus Master Plan Project 

Context for the Campus Master Plan 

The University of Lethbridge has commissioned Moriyama & Teshima Architects with 
Educational Consulting Services Corp. (ECS) and Gibbs Gage Architects to enhance 
the existing Core Campus Expansion Plan prepared by Brook McIlroy Planning + 
Urban Design in 2001.  The Consulting Team has referred to the 2001 plan as the 
starting point for an exhaustive space planning and consultation process to reassess 
the configuration, program, and quality of the University’s main campus.  This analysis 
will inform the design of a new Campus Master Plan that will guide the development 
of facilities and grounds over the next 25 years. 

The University of Lethbridge 

The University of Lethbridge was founded 40 years ago to provide liberal education to 
undergraduate students from Southern Alberta.  In time, graduate programs were 
introduced and well-regarded research programs took hold, particularly in water 
resources, biochemistry, and neuroscience. In 2007, the Government of Alberta 
officially recognized the University of Lethbridge as a Comprehensive Academic and 
Research Institution as part of Alberta Advanced Education and Technology’s (AET) 
Roles and Mandates Policy Framework.   

While the University is proud of its undergraduate liberal education tradition, it is also 
committed to further expanding its graduate education programs and research profile.  
However, expansion must match existing programs to build synergies, multi-
disciplinarity, niche specialities, and ensure that planned growth is adequately funded.  
The University wishes to develop unique graduate and research programs and has no 
intention of emulating or competing with its provincial counterparts, the University of 
Alberta and the University of Calgary. 

The University’s main campus has evolved over the years as well. Once centred in 
Arthur Erickson’s iconic University Hall, the campus has expanded up the coulee and 
new buildings, some temporary, have been erected to meet enrolment and program 
demands.  Even though it is beautifully located on prime coulee and prairie land, 
today’s campus lacks a cohesive vision and a sense of place. 

The new Campus Master Plan needs to embrace the University’s transition to a full 
comprehensive institution as it looks ahead to 2036. The Master Plan also needs to 
translate the University’s vision into a well-articulated campus design that will meet the 
needs of academic and research programs and support an engaged university 
community. 

Purpose of this Report 

In this report, ECS offers directions to the Moriyama & Teshima and Gibbs Gage 
teams to guide their work during the design phase of the Master Plan project.  The 
report contains two major components: 

 Master Plan directions and objectives in the form of development pathways that 
reflect the vision for the University of Lethbridge expressed in formal strategic 
planning documents and by stakeholders during the consultation process  

 Space requirement estimates that describe the need for additional or alternative 
space as a result of growth, relocations, reallocations, and other plans 

Educational Consulting Services Corp. 

Educational Consulting Services Corp. (ECS) was established in 1973 and specializes 
in facilities planning for the post-secondary education sector.  Our services include 
space utilization and allocation assessments, functional programming, space 
requirement analyses, and campus master planning.  We have worked at colleges, 
polytechnics, and universities across Canada as well as in the U.S. and overseas.  In 
Alberta, we have worked for Alberta Advanced Education and Technology and Alberta 
Infrastructure, the University of Alberta, the University of Calgary, Mount Royal 
University, Grant McEwan University, SAIT, and Keyano College.  For more 
information, please visit us at www.ecs.on.ca. 

Approach and Study Inputs 

Data Collection 

ECS began the study process by collecting data and reports: 

 Inventory database  
 Scheduling / Timetabling information 
 Enrolment and staffing data 
 2011-2015 Capital Plan 
 Comprehensive Institutional Plan 2011-2012 to 2013-2014 
 Strategic Plan, 2009-2013 
 Campus Space Report, Accommodating Growth to 2018 
 Facts Book for 2010-2011 
 Housing Services Strategic Plan 2005-2008 
 Organization of Residence Students Strategic Plan 2008-2011 
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Campus Tours 

Spencer Court, Associate Director, Campus Planning and Architecture led 
representatives of Moriyama and Teshima Architects, ECS, and Gibbs Gage Architects 
on walking tours of campus.  The tours were not room by room surveys but rather 
opportunities to experience the feel of campus and to discuss specific planning issues. 

Consultation 

ECS facilitated two consultation processes to gather opinions on the future of the 
University and to develop consensus on the vision for the institution over the next 25 
years. 

Interviews with Senior Administrators  

ECS met 20 senior administrators individually.  An interview guide was circulated to 
suggest discussion points that could be considered by all participants ahead of the 
meetings. 

Appendix A contains the list of persons interviewed, the interview guide, and a 
synthesis of findings. 

World Café Workshops 

A broader consultation with University stakeholders was based on the World Café 
approach.  The World Café is a conversational process that was pioneered in 
California in 1995 and has been used successfully by hundreds of groups including 
large multinational corporations, small non-profit organizations, government units, 
community-based groups, and educational institutions.  The process is based on an 
integrated set of design principles for hosting conversations on questions that address 
topical issues.  The conversations connect and build on each other as people move 
between groups and hear different points of view.  The process stimulates a group’s 
collective intelligence to build consensus on how to solve a problem, inform decisions, 
or attain a common goal.  A complete description of the World Café is available at 
www.theworldcafe.com. 

A total of 114 individuals representing academic staff, students, senior administrators, 
non-academic support staff, and local community members attended the World Café 
workshops during the week of September 19, 2011.  A complete list of the 
participants, the materials used, and a synthesis of findings are available in  
Appendix B. 

Whiteboard Forums 

This third consultation was organized and managed by Campus Planning and 
Architecture and the Students’ Union.  The purpose of this consultation was to gather 
additional input from the student population and the campus community at large.  The 
World Café questions were reformulated for simplicity since a moderator would not be 
present to clarify or expand.  Six locations were selected around campus and each was 
outfitted with a whiteboard, a poster posing one of the six questions, and ‘sticky’ note 
pads for answers.  The questions were also added to the University’s Facebook page 
and the posters featured Quick Response codes for individuals preferring to answer the 
questions electronically via Facebook with the use of their smart phones.   

The Whiteboard Forums ran for 8 days, from October 10 to 19, 2011.  University 
personnel transcribed the raw answers into a spreadsheet and ECS analyzed the 
findings which are reported in Appendix C. 

Utilization Analysis 

ECS completed a utilization analysis of instructional spaces to gauge their level of use 
in Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 and to indicate how enrolment growth might impact the 
current inventory and timetables. 

Inventory Analysis 

Another aspect of ECS’s work was a high-level analysis of the University’s physical 
resources within the provincial context.  The purpose of this exercise was to consider 
relative shortfalls and surpluses of space at the University of Lethbridge compared to 
the other four Alberta universities who may also be advocating for capital funding.   

The source of the inventory data for all institutions including the University of 
Lethbridge was AET’s 2010 facilities database.  

Assessment of Space Requirements 

With University enrolment, staffing, and inventory data and space standards in use in 
other institutions and jurisdictions, ECS projected space requirements to 2021 and 
2036 by major space types such as instructional space, office space, learner support 
space, etc.  The intent of this high-level assessment was to inform the Master Plan and 
not to provide a detailed room-by-room analysis of the inventory. 

Development of Campus Master Plan Directions 

On the basis of the consultation, the tours of campus, analysis of current conditions 
and projections for growth, and in dialogue with the entire consulting team, ECS 
formulated Master Plan directions that will inform the work of the design team. 
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Introduction 

Two sets of data were useful in setting the context for work on the Campus Master 
Plan:   

 Conditions as they were at the time of the study in terms of enrolment, staffing, 
academic and research programs, and projected to 2036 

 University development plans including capital planning priorities 

The table on the next page provides a synthesis of the information collected from 
University documents, the University website, and interviews with senior administrators.  
Capital planning priorities are highlighted on the following page. 
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Conditions in 2011 and Projected to 2036 

                                               
1 Unless otherwise indicated, the information in this column was obtained from the University of Lethbridge, Office of Institutional Analysis and from FACTS BOOK 2010-2011, retrieved 
August 31, 2011 from http://www.uleth.ca/analysis/sites/analysis/files/Facts%20Book%202010_11_WEB_0.pdf 
2 Unless otherwise indicated, the information in this column was collected during interviews with senior administrators in July, August, and September 2011.  Please refer to Appendix A 
for the list of persons interviewed and for a synthesis of findings. 
3 The 2010-2011 enrolment data was confirmed by the Office of Institutional Analysis by e-mail on September 10, 2011. 
4 University of Lethbridge 2011-2015 Capital Plan, p.4 
5 ECS report for Alberta Advanced Education and Alberta Infrastructure. 2011. Assessing Physical Capacity, Utilization, and Space Requirements in Alberta Post-secondary Institutions. 
6 University of Lethbridge 2011-2015 Capital Plan, p.5 

Planning Parameters University of Lethbridge Profile in 20111 University Plans and Projections to 20362 

Alberta Advanced Education  
and Technology  
Six Sector Model Classification 

Comprehensive Academic and Research Institution Comprehensive Academic and Research Institution 

Enrolment 6,307 FLE, Lethbridge Campus, 2010/20113 
7,050 FLE, all campuses, University of Lethbridge, 2010/2011 

Stable or modest growth at 1% to 3% per annum until 2021 
12,000 FLE enrolment by 2036 at Lethbridge Campus 

Enrolment Management Proportion of undergraduate students:  92% 
Proportion of graduate and post-graduate students:  7.9 % 
Gender distribution:  57% women 
Average age:  24 
First Nations:  5% 
International Students:  4.6% overall; 20% in graduate programs 
Out of Province Students:  12% 
About 30% attrition rate between 1st and 2nd year students living off campus;  
lower attrition rate for students living in residence, about 12% 

Proportion of undergraduates:  90% 
Proportion of graduates: 10%   
Gender distribution:  likely to remain at 57% women 
Average age:  slight increase due to growth in graduate programs 
First Nations:  possible increase with additional dedicated facilities and services 
International Students: slight increase with growth in graduate programs  
Out of Province Students:  should remain stable at about 12% 
University desire to reduce attrition rate through additional residence opportunities 
and improved campus life  

Programming Arts and Science:  54.3% of FLE enrolment 
Education:  9.4% 
Fine Arts:  8.1% 
Health Sciences: 6.7% 
Management: 21.3% 

Arts and Science:  growth expected in the sciences with new science facilities in 
planned new academic complex 
Education:  slight growth due to planned PhD  
Fine Arts:  no appreciable growth unless new studio spaces provided 
Health Sciences:  significant growth expected 
Management:  possible decline due to competition in Calgary and Edmonton 

Staffing 530 FTE Academic Staff  
658 FTE Administrative Staff 

550 FTE Academic Staff by 2021 to accommodate growth in academic programs 
678 FTE Administrative Staff by 2021 
Proportional academic and administrative staff growth to match enrolment by 
2036 

Research $22 million in research grants, 87% of which are in the science fields 
43% increase over 2006 
Revision of the Institutional Research Plan 2011-2016 is under way 

Sustained growth expected in Neuroscience, Water Resources, Microbiology, and 
Demographic Studies. 
Expansion of the research enterprise across all faculties along themes of culture, 
society, environment, health, and the basic exploration of knowledge 

Principal Service Area Lethbridge, Southern Alberta, Calgary, Edmonton  Lethbridge, Southern Alberta, Calgary, Edmonton, Canada 

Campus Facilities 43 buildings, 188,165 gross square meters4  
151,699 SM excluding residences5 

188,165 gross square meters+ $425.3 million in capital plans for new facilities 
and expansion projects submitted to government in 20116 

Capital Plan See page 2-3  
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University of Lethbridge 2011-2015 Capital Plan 

The University’s capital priorities are: 

New Facility Projects (in January 2011 dollars) 

1. Science Complex $255,000,000 
2. First Nations Gathering Centre $5,000,000 
3. Distributed Learning Centre $1,300,000 
4. Art Learning Centre $30,000,000 
5. Office/Classroom Complex $75,000,000 
6. Research Transition Facility $10,000,000 

Total $376,300,000 
 

Expansion Projects (in January 2011 dollars) 

1. Student Residences $32,000,000 
2. Alberta Water & Environmental Sciences Building, Phase II $24,000,000 

Total $56,000,000 
 

Preservation Projects (in January 2011 dollars) 

1. Dr. Foster James Penny Building Upgrades  $6,200,000 
2. Physical Education Building Upgrades 
3. Tunnel and South Plaza Replacement 

$5,600,000 
$3,200,000 

Total $15,000,000 
 

In addition to the major capital projects listed above, the University is planning a 
number of smaller capital projects (under $3M) related to specific research initiatives 
and internal renovations of existing buildings. 

Note:  The projects that are listed above and described in the University of Lethbridge 
2011-2015 Capital Plan may change as a result of the Master Plan, which will likely 
propose alternative ways to achieve the same functional and growth objectives.   
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Introduction 

This section presents the utilization analysis of the University’s common classroom pool 
and instructional laboratories during Fall 2010 and Spring 2011.   

An analysis of the utilization of instructional spaces provides, in the context of a master 
plan, useful insight into the general pressures an institution may be operating within, 
as well as insight into the relative quality of student experience.  An institution posting 
low utilization of classrooms and labs can generally not make as strong a case for 
additional instructional space as an institution posting high utilization rates.  On the 
other hand, high utilization can sometimes result in lower levels of student experience. 

Briefly, the analysis completed for the University of Lethbridge indicates that the 
classroom pool is generally underutilized.  However, a closer examination of the 
utilization of individual classrooms indicates that while smaller rooms are 
underutilized, those in the 60 to 100 seat capacity range have high utilization rates 
that might justify the creation of new classroom facilities, either through new 
construction or space reallocation and/or renovation projects.   

The specialized laboratories are also generally underutilized.  Certain individual rooms 
have better utilization as in the fine arts studios and ensemble rooms and certain 
science laboratories.   

Utilization of the Common Classroom Pool 

The common classroom pool at the University of Lethbridge consists of 69 rooms 
accommodating 4,125 seats:  

 54 classrooms with a total of 3,657 seats 

 14 seminar rooms with a total of 458 seats; and  

 one study room with 10 seats 

Table 3-1 summarizes the extent to which the classroom inventory was used during 
daytime hours over the course of the Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 semesters.  The 
utilization analysis considers: 

 The capacity of the rooms (column A); 

 The total number of hours regularly scheduled in the rooms on a weekly basis 
during Fall 2010 (column B) and Spring 2011 (column B1); 

 The number of rooms in the inventory in each capacity range (column C); 

 Average daytime weekly utilization (column D) expressed as a percentage of the 
total time these classrooms are available during weekly daytime hours, i.e. 45 
hours. 

 

Historically, the University of Lethbridge has used a classroom utilization target of 70% 
over a 45-hour week.  Based on targets adopted across the country and also 
considered by AET, ECS recommends a utilization target of 80% to assess general 
instructional spaces including classrooms, seminar rooms, lecture halls, and general 
computer laboratories: 

 36 hours per week, or 80% of a 45-hour weekly scheduling window between 8:30 
AM to 5:30 PM, Monday to Friday.  Institutions can schedule classrooms beyond 
an average of 80%, if required.  However, this leaves little flexibility for scheduling 
changes, ad hoc events, and access to the rooms during the day for maintenance 
and cleaning.   

As noted at the bottom of Table 3-1, the average utilization of the common classroom 
pool was 62.4% in Fall 2010 and 61.0% in Spring 2011.  This is below the 80% 
utilization benchmark considered to be the threshold of utilization beyond which an 
institution should consider adding classrooms to its inventory. An opportunity exists to 
increase utilization rates of the classroom inventory, overall.   

Table 3-1:   Daytime1 Classroom Pool Utilization Summary, Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 

 

The following table describes the daytime utilization of the classroom pool by room 
capacity range and room type.  Although the University aims to offer small class sizes 
as much as possible (less 40 students), it appears that smaller rooms are not as well 
used as might be expected.  Rooms with larger capacities are better used, as in rooms 
with capacity ranges between 60 and 100 seats which have achieved utilization rates 
that are above 80%.  The University would be justified in adjusting its classroom pool 

                                               
1 Daytime – 8:30 AM to 5:30 PM Monday to Friday totalling a 45-hour scheduling window 

A B1 C1 1 = B1 / (C1 × 4 B2 C2 2 = B2 / (C2 × 45

Campus
Room Capacity 
Range

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Number 
of Rooms

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Number 
of Rooms

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Lethbridge 9 to 16 Seats 16 2 17.8% 9 2 10.0%
17 to 24 Seats 101 5 44.9% 87 5 38.7%
25 to 32 Seats 109 6 40.4% 118.5 6 43.9%
33 to 40 Seats 283 13 48.4% 265 13 45.3%
41 to 48 Seats 257 8 71.4% 259 8 71.9%
49 to 60 Seats 505.5 16 70.2% 511 16 71.0%
61 to 80 Seats 223.5 6 82.8% 218.5 6 80.9%
81 to 100 Seats 185 5 82.2% 166 5 73.8%
101 to 120 Seats 105 3 77.8% 103 3 76.3%
121 to 140 Seats 85 3 63.0% 77 3 57.0%
161 to 200 Seats 32.0 1 71.1% 39.5 1 87.8%
281 to 320 Seats 35.0 1 77.8% 41.0 1 91.1%

Grand Total 1,937.0 69.0 62.4% 1,894.5 69.0 61.0%

Fall 2010 Spring 2011
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by creating new medium-sized rooms, either through new construction or by 
combining smaller rooms in renovation projects. 

Table 3-2:   Daytime Utilization by Room Capacity and Room Type, Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 

Table 3-2:   Daytime Utilization by Room Capacity and Room Type, Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 (cont’d) 

 

 

A1 B1=A1 / 45 A2 B2=A2 / 45

Room Capacity 
Range Room Type Room

Room 
Capacity

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45 
Hour Week)

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45 
Hour Week)

49 to 60 Seats Seminar Room AH177 60 49 108.9% 46 102.2%
M1035 55 46 102.2% 43 95.6%
WE1001 50 6 13.3% - -

Lecture Room AH116 60 32 71.1% 38 84.4%
AH117 60 29 64.4% 37 82.2%
AH118 60 32 71.1% 26 57.8%
AH175 60 30.5 67.8% 39.5 87.8%
AH176 60 40 88.9% 32 71.1%
L1050 60 31 68.9% 26 57.8%
L1168 50 22 48.9% 24 53.3%
L1170A 50 27 60.0% 33.5 74.4%
M1090 52 43 95.6% 43 95.6%
TH241 50 27 60.0% 30 66.7%
TH277 50 24 53.3% 33 73.3%
W401 52 32 71.1% 35 77.8%
W565 54 35 77.8% 25 55.6%

Total 505.5 70.2% 511 75.7%
61 to 80 Seats Lecture Room A580 66 38 84.4% 35 77.8%

C640 74 41 91.1% 36.5 81.1%
C756 80 38 84.4% 38 84.4%
M1040 78 42 93.3% 40 88.9%
TH204 80 29.5 65.6% 34 75.6%
W561 64 35 77.8% 35 77.8%

Total 223.5 82.8% 218.5 80.9%
81 to 100 Seats Lecture Room B650 95 49 108.9% 32 71.1%

B660 99 31 68.9% 33 73.3%
C610 99 38 84.4% 34 75.6%
PE264 98 29 64.4% 32 71.1%
W731 84 38 84.4% 35 77.8%

Total 185 82.2% 166 73.8%
101 to 120 Seats Lecture Room C674 107 38 84.4% 34 75.6%

D634 110 41 91.1% 34 75.6%
TH201 105 26 57.8% 35 77.8%

Total 105 77.8% 103 76.3%
121 to 140 Seats Lecture Room E690 140 25 55.6% 29 64.4%

L1060 123 29 64.4% 25 55.6%
PE261 127 31 68.9% 23 51.1%

Total 85 63.0% 77 57.0%
161 to 200 Seats Lecture Room PE275 185 32 71.1% 39.5 87.8%
Total 32 71.1% 39.5 87.8%
281 to 320 Seats Lecture Room PE250 299 35 77.8% 41 91.1%
Total 35 77.8% 41 91.1%
Grand Total 69 1,937.0 62.4% 1,894.5 61.0%

Fall 2011 Spring 2011

A1 B1=A1 / 45 A2 B2=A2 / 45

Room Capacity 
Range Room Type Room

Room 
Capacity

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45 
Hour Week)

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45 
Hour Week)

9 to 16 Seats Seminar Room D635 14 12 26.7% 9 20.0%
Study M1080 10 4 8.9% - -

Total 16 17.8% 9 20.0%
17 to 24 Seats Seminar Room M3023 24 6 13.3% 14 31.1%

TH177 20 16 35.6% - -
W866 20 35 77.8% 26 57.8%
W870 20 23 51.1% 29 64.4%

Lecture Room L1170G 20 21 46.7% 18 40.0%
Total 101 44.9% 87 48.3%
25 to 32 Seats Seminar Room M1004 28 33 73.3% 16 35.6%

PE020 28 4 8.9% 25 55.6%
PE044 32 16 35.6% 13 28.9%

Lecture Room B543 30 39 86.7% 39.5 87.8%
B716 31 - - 9 20.0%
TH141 30 17 37.8% 16 35.6%

Total 109 48.4% 118.5 43.9%
33 to 40 Seats Seminar Room E575 36 3 6.7% 3 6.7%

L950 35 10 22.2% 4 8.9%
WE2034 36 - - 7 15.6%

Lecture Room B730 40 41 91.1% 38 84.4%
C620 33 24.5 54.4% 29 64.4%
C630 36 38 84.4% 34 75.6%
D633 35 21 46.7% 26.5 58.9%
M1030 38 41.5 92.2% 47.5 105.6%
TH143 40 - - 18 40.0%
W400 36 25 55.6% 24 53.3%
W428 38 20 44.4% 6 13.3%
W514 40 24 53.3% 2 4.4%
W767 33 35 77.8% 26 57.8%

Total 283 57.2% 265 45.3%
41 to 48 Seats Lecture Room B756 48 34 75.6% 38.5 85.6%

D630 41 29 64.4% 45 100.0%
D631 41 29 64.4% 31.5 70.0%
D632 41 36 80.0% 30 66.7%
M1060 43 47 104.4% 46 102.2%
PE138 44 12.5 27.8% 10 22.2%
TH173 44 37 82.2% 26 57.8%
W771 44 32.5 72.2% 32 71.1%

Total 257 71.4% 259 71.9%

Spring 2011Fall 2011
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Table 3-3:  Comparative Classroom Analysis:  Lower Campus vs. Upper Campus 

This table indicates that classroom utilization is higher in classrooms on the lower part 
of campus. 

 

Utilization of Instructional Laboratories 

Table 3-4 describes the daytime utilization of specialized and dedicated laboratories 
which have been grouped together under various space type and laboratory 
categories.  As noted at the bottom of Table 3-4, the average utilization of the 
laboratories is 38.3% in Fall 2010 and 33.5% in Spring 2011.  Further research is 
required to determine whether rooms that were not scheduled were under renovation 
or simply vacant, in which case the utilization rates would be lower. 

ECS recommends the following benchmark, or target, against which to assess the 
utilization of specialized and dedicated laboratories: 

 27 hours per week, or 60% of a 45-hour weekly scheduling window between 8:30 
AM to 5:30 PM, Monday to Friday 

This target is lower than the rate recommended for classrooms and general 
laboratories to account for lab preparation, workshop maintenance, and independent 
access by students.  Users of specialized studio and performance spaces, for instance, 
request lower utilization rates to accommodate individual and group rehearsal 
activities.  In some cases, low utilization rates are inevitable because certain programs 

may require certain laboratories only a few hours per week or per semester, yet a 
facility must be provided regardless of utilization. 

Note:  The University of Lethbridge would prefer to see all instructional spaces under 
the control of a central booking unit such as the Registrar to facilitate the assessment 
of their utilization and ultimately the management of the pool of instructional facilities.  
This is a complex issue that is currently under negotiation. 

Table 3-4:  Daytime Utilization by Space Type, Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 

 
  

A B1 C1
D1 = B1 / (C1 

× 45)
B2 C2

D2 = B2 / (C2 
× 45)

Upper or Lower Campus
Room Capacity 

Range
Total Weekly 

Hours
Number of 

Rooms

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Total Weekly 
Hours

Number of 
Rooms

 Daytime 
Utilization 

(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Lower Campus 9 to 16 Seats 12 1 26.7% 9 1 20.0%
(University Hall & 17 to 24 Seats 58 2 64.4% 55 2 61.1%
Centre for the Arts) 25 to 32 Seats 39 1 86.7% 48.5 2 53.9%

33 to 40 Seats 231.5 9 57.2% 188.5 9 46.5%
41 to 48 Seats 160.5 5 71.3% 177 5 78.7%
49 to 60 Seats 67 2 74.4% 60 2 66.7%
61 to 80 Seats 152 4 84.4% 144.5 4 80.3%
81 to 100 Seats 156 4 86.7% 134 4 74.4%
101 to 120 Seats 79 2 87.8% 68 2 75.6%
121 to 140 Seats 25 1 55.6% 29 1 64.4%

Lower Campus Total 980 31 70.3% 913.5 32 63.4%

Upper Campus 9 to 16 Seats 4 1 8.9%
17 to 24 Seats 43 3 31.9% 32 2 35.6%
25 to 32 Seats 70 4 38.9% 70 4 38.9%
33 to 40 Seats 51.5 2 57.2% 76.5 4 42.5%
41 to 48 Seats 96.5 3 71.5% 82 3 60.7%
49 to 60 Seats 438.5 14 69.6% 451 13 77.1%
61 to 80 Seats 71.5 2 79.4% 74 2 82.2%
81 to 100 Seats 29 1 64.4% 32 1 71.1%
101 to 120 Seats 26 1 57.8% 35 1 77.8%
121 to 140 Seats 60 2 66.7% 48 2 53.3%
161 to 200 Seats 32 1 71.1% 39.5 1 87.8%
281 to 320 Seats 35 1 77.8% 41 1 91.1%

Upper Campus Total 957 35 60.8% 981 34 64.1%

Grand Total 1,937.0 66 65.2% 1,894.5 66 63.8%

Spring 2011Fall 2010

A1 B1=A1 / 45 A2 B2=A2 / 45

Space Category
Laboratory 
Category Room

Room 
Capacity

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Utilization 
(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Utilization 
(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Bench Lab Biological Science D720 22 15.5 34.4% 12.5 27.8%
WE2092 - - - 6 13.3%

Biology / Chemistry C740 22 6 13.3% 18.5 41.1%
C766 22 12 26.7% 12 26.7%
C770 20 18.5 41.1% 13 28.9%
C780 20 22 48.9% 17 37.8%
D740 20 21 46.7% 18 40.0%
D742 20 18 40.0% 9 20.0%
D751 20 25 55.6% 22 48.9%
D770 20 - - 7 15.6%
D776 20 13 28.9% - -
E716 20 24 53.3% 18 40.0%
E750 20 21 46.7% 18 40.0%
E760 15 3 6.7% 9 20.0%

Physics D460 5 3 6.7% 3 6.7%
E781 20 30 66.7% 21 46.7%
E791 16 12 26.7% 21 46.7%

Neuroscience EP1201 42 6 13.3% 3 6.7%
Total 250 34.7% 228 29.8%
Computer Lab Computer Lab AH147 30 31 68.9% 18 40.0%

AH148 30 19 42.2% 13 28.9%
B515 32 16 35.6% 8 17.8%
B516 32 27 60.0% 25.5 56.7%
B519 34 37 82.2% 34.5 76.7%
B520 34 23.5 52.2% 23.5 52.2%
B775 33 16 35.6% 13 28.9%
C513 25 10.5 23.3% 5 11.1%
D519 20 - - 4.5 10.0%
E620 25 6 13.3% 10 22.2%
E630 30 5 11.1% 22 48.9%
E640 30 11 24.4% 9 20.0%
E646 23 17 37.8% 13 28.9%
M2044 48 18 40.0% 18 40.0%
PE034 - - - 3 6.7%
TH341 30 18 40.0% 9 20.0%
W700B 25 - - - -

Total 255 40.5% 229 31.8%

Spring 2011Fall 2010
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Table 3-4:  Daytime Utilization by Space Type, Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 (cont’d) 

 

Remarks 

Two of the proposed building projects described in the University’s 2011-2015 Capital 
Plan aim to increase the size and/or improve the inventory of classrooms and science 
labs.  However, the justification for these projects cannot be based on utilization 
factors alone as observed in 2011.  Enrolment growth will trigger the need for 
additional classroom and science laboratory space in future.  Other factors may also 
come into play such as a desire to new create learning clusters within existing 
academic precincts or perhaps within residence spaces.  Master Plan solutions to a 
longer-term need for additional instruction space may possibly include new buildings 
and/or reallocation or reconfiguration of existing space.  

 

A1 B1=A1 / 45 A2 B2=A2 / 45

Space Category
Laboratory 
Category Room

Room 
Capacity

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Utilization 
(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Total 
Weekly 
Hours

Utilization 
(Based on 45-
hour Week)

Dry Lab Education TH373 40 18 40.0% 18 40.0%
W422 50 - - 6 13.3%
W741 29 9 20.0% 6 13.3%
W857 28 - - 6 13.3%

Geography C710 30 15 33.3% 3.5 7.8%
C757 30 13.5 30.0% 12 26.7%
PE040 28 22 48.9% 27 60.0%
PE234 25 - - 4 8.9%
PE236 16 1.5 3.3% 4.5 10.0%

Modern Language W518 33 23 51.1% 22.5 50.0%
Total 102 32.4% 109.5 24.3%
Gymnasium PE110 140 9 20.0% 17 37.8%

PE155 2500 22 48.9% 25 55.6%
PE157 120 4 8.9% 3 6.7%
PE255 44 4 8.9% 4 8.9%

Total 39 21.7% 49 27.2%
Fine Art L804 20 6 13.3% - -

W520 24 24 53.3% 11 24.4%
W748 21 16 35.6% 16 35.6%
W817 28 16 35.6% 16 35.6%
W823 20 8 17.8% 20 44.4%
W869 30 17 37.8% 17 37.8%
W871 28 26 57.8% 24 53.3%
W890 21 25 55.6% 34 75.6%
PE240 - - - 4 8.9%

Total 138 38.3% 142 39.4%
Performance Art W425 225 22 48.9% 12 26.7%

W420 225 13 28.9% 24 53.3%
W480 150 49 108.9% 52 115.6%
W570 203 19 42.2% 20 44.4%

Music Ensemble W470 80 44 97.8% 40 88.9%
Total 147 65.3% 148 65.8%
Grand Total 931 38.3% 905.5 33.5%

Physical Education / 
Kinesiology

Fall 2010 Spring 2011

Performance Art / 
Music Ensemble

Sports / Fitness / 
Recreation

Studio / Creative 
Arts

Theatre/Music 
Room/Studio
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Introduction 

This section provides an estimate of the University’s space requirements to 2036.  The 
University is encouraged to re-examine needs at regular intervals to accurately match 
changes in programs and enrolment to space requirements.    

Comparison of Inventory to Other Alberta Universities 

A general assessment of the physical resources at the University of Lethbridge is useful 
in order to place the University within the provincial context and determine whether 
certain inventory space types are over or underrepresented at the University.  This 
knowledge can strengthen arguments for capital funding requests and may also point 
to occasions when government funding may be unlikely. 

Table 4-1 provides a breakdown of space types according to the Space Classification 
System (SCS) used by Alberta Advanced Education and Technology and Alberta 
Infrastructure.  SCS is applied to all post-secondary institutions in the province and is 
derived from Alberta Infrastructure’s Building and Land Infrastructure Management 
System or BLIMS, which is a series of databases describing all public buildings and 
lands. 

Comparison of total areas and areas per FLE by space type at the University of 
Alberta, the University of Calgary, Mount Royal University, and Grant MacEwan 
University indicates that the University of Lethbridge may have a relatively: 

 Lower amount of classroom and laboratory space; research space; academic 
office space; and residence space 

 Average amount of administrative space and ancillary service space  

 Higher amount of library and study space; athletic facilities; assembly and 
exhibition space; and student community space 

These are only general indicators of space allocations at the University of Lethbridge 
in comparison to other Alberta universities yet they do suggest areas where the 
University could focus in campus development.  What is not captured in this 
comparison is the relative quality of spaces, and this factor can also colour any 
request for capital funding.  In some cases alternative and better space may be 
required, as is the case at the University of Lethbridge with its science labs, some 
classrooms, and student learning and social spaces. 
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Table 4-1:  Comparison of University BLIMS Space Allocations in Alberta (2010)1

                                                      
1 The source of the data for this table is Alberta Advanced Education and Technology (2010).  This information was used in ECS’s 2011 report to AET on Assessing Physical Capacity, Utilization, and Space 
Requirements in Alberta Post-secondary Institutions.  Some areas will not match the ones on page 4-4 because of new building projects such as the University of Lethbridge Water and Environmental Science 
Building which opened after data collection for the AET study.  In other cases there may coding differences between what was submitted to AET the University a few years ago and the current space inventory 
database.  An extensive space audit would be required to explain the differences. 

Space Category
BLIMS 
code Space Type

SM SM/FLE SM SM/FLE SM SM/FLE SM SM/FLE SM SM/FLE
Instructional A1. Classroom/lecture - Instruction 45,389 1.4 29,817 1.2 8,330 1.2 19,081 1.8 13,695 1.4

A2.
Laboratory/studio/shop - 
Instruction 58,278 1.8 36,729 1.5 9,536 1.4 15,344 1.4 15,996 1.7

Total Instructional 103,666 3.1 66,546 2.7 17,866 2.5 34,425 3.2 29,691 3.1

Research & Graduate A3.
Research 
laboratories/shops/studios 153,499 4.6 76,070 3.1 6,811 1.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Total Research & Graduate

Office A4. Academic office and related 136,327 4.1 97,338 3.9 12,436 1.8 20,986 2.0 20,011 2.1

A5. Administrative office and related 57,987 1.7 30,541 1.2 6,601 0.9 8,976 0.8 5,428 0.6

Total Office 194,314 5.9 127,879 5.1 19,036 2.7 29,962 2.8 25,439 2.6

Learner Support A6. Library and study 31,821 1.0 20,477 0.8 11,302 1.6 7,836 0.7 5,915 0.6

Sport/Recreation/Wellness A7. Athletic facilities 40,233 1.2 37,596 1.5 10,554 1.5 5,193 0.5 11,748 1.2

Farm facilities A8. Farm facilities 22,583 0.7 n/a n/a 72 0.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Campus Services A9. Central support services 24,392 0.7 14,947 0.6 4,157 0.6 2,566 0.2 3,120 0.5

A10. Assembly and exhibition 16,373 0.5 5,104 0.2 3,435 0.5 2,634 0.2 5,952 0.6

A12. Ancillary operations 71,212 2.1 11,494 0.5 3,921 0.6 5,903 0.6 6,506 0.7

A13. Student community 5,950 0.2 3,447 0.1 2,650 0.4 4,649 0.4 2,725 0.3

Total Campus Services 117,927 3.6 34,992 1.4 14,164 2.0 15,752 1.5 18,303 1.9

Residence A11. Student and staff housing 156,452 4.7 69,553 2.8 17,229 2.4 23,484 2.2 31,995 3.3

Unclassified A14. Unclassified assignable 23,186 0.7 26,379 1.1 1,007 0.1 443 0.0 3,019 0.3

Parking A15. Parking 123,779 3.7 45,562 1.8 n/a n/a 48,767 4.6 2,574 0.3

Building Services Z 1 Structural area 150,411 4.5 145,523 5.8 15,051 2.1 21,153 2.0 18,226 1.9

Z 2 Circulation area 189,526 5.7 155,773 6.2 29,761 4.2 34,229 3.2 39,476 4.1

Z 3 Mechanical area 111,303 3.4 34,511 1.4 23,221 3.3 9,795 0.9 11,010 1.1

Z 4 Building service area 23,744 0.7 71,169 2.9 2,854 0.4 3,006 0.3 3,909 0.4
Total Building Services 474,984 14.3 406,976 16.3 70,887 10.0 68,183 6.4 72,621 7.5

1,139,631 34.3 796,916 32.0 151,627 21.5 161,794 15.1 166,735 17.3

Total 1,442,444 912,031 168,927 234,046 201,304

Mount Royal 
University
9,622 FLE

Subtotal excluding Parking, Residence & Farm facilities

University of 
Alberta

33,216 FLE

University of 
Calgary

24,932 FLE

University of 
Lethbridge
7,062 FLE

Grant MacEwan 
University
10,692 FLE
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The space requirements for the University of Lethbridge over the next 25 years were 
developed using: 

 The University’s 2011 inventory database for Lethbridge campus   
ECS organized the database according to BLIMS categories to work with the most 
recent allocations by space categories and to project space needs for those 
categories (instructional, research, office, learner support, athletic facilities, and 
campus services). 

 The University’s FLE enrolment projections by faculty and level at Lethbridge 
campus (see Table 4-3).  

 The University’s 2011 FTE staff list  
The staff list was analyzed to determine the number staff working in academic 
offices (not just the number of faculty) and the number of administrative staff 
requiring office spaces. 

 Weekly Student Lab Contact Hours (WSLCH) during Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 
semesters. 
WLSCH were determined as part of the Utilization Analysis in Section 3.  They are 
instrumental in projecting space requirements for instructional labs (see Table 4-
4).  

 The Council of Ontario Universities (COU) space standards.  
The Council of Ontario Universities is an independent association of 20 member 
universities and one associate member institution. The Council fosters research 
and discussion on university issues including funding, research, graduate studies, 
international relations, accessibility, and space inventory and space standards 
across the province.  COU space standards have been adopted or emulated by 
many jurisdictions and institutions in Canada, notably at the University of Alberta 
and the University of Calgary.  For more information, please visit www.cou.on.ca.  

The COU’s space standards are described in the Inventory of Physical Facilities of 
Ontario Universities, 2007-2008, which can be found on COU’s website at 
http://www.cou.on.ca/Issues-Resources/Student-
Resources/Publications/Reports/PDFs/Inventory-of-Physical-Facilities-of-Ontario-
Univer.aspx. 

The COU Space Standards provided the tools to generate space requirements for 
conditions as they exist at the University.  This exercise demonstrates at a fairly 
high level whether there are currently space shortages or space surpluses.  
University enrolment and staffing projections were then applied to the standards 
to determine space requirements in 10 and in 25 years (see Table 4-2).  
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Table 4-2:  Space Requirements at the Main Campus of the University of Lethbridge by 2021 and 2036. 

  

Space Category

BLIMS Code and Space Type Source Standard or Target

2011 
Allocation 
(NASM) Input

Generated as 
per Standard 

(NASM)
Shortage / 

Surplus Input

Generated as 
per Standard 

(NASM)

Shortage / 
Surplus over 

2011 
Inventory Input

Generated as 
per Standard 

(NASM)

Shortage / 
Surplus over 

2011 
Inventory

Instructional A1. Classroom/lecture - Instruction Utilization 
reports

80% of a 45-hour weekly schedule and 80% of room capacity

COU* 1.23 NASM x FLE 7,716 6,307 FLE 7,758 -42 10,000 FLE 12,300 -4,584 12000 FLE 14,760 -7,044

A2. laboratory/studio/shop - 
Instruction 
(Refer to Tables 4-3 and 4-4)

Utilization 
reports

60% of a 45-hour weekly schedule and 80% station capacity

COU 0.8 NASM x WSLCH** for W Disciplines*** (Agriculture, 
Engineering, Veterinary Medicine)

0 0 WSLCH

0.6 NASM x WSLCH for X Disciplines (Biology, Chemistry, Fine 
Arts, Geology)

5,696 7,959 WSLCH 4,775 920 15125 WSLCH 9,075 -3,379 19,508 WSLCH 11,705 -6,009

0.5 NASM x WSLCH for Y Disciplines (Anthropology, Geography, 
Psychology)

1,284 3,232 WSLCH 1,616 -332 6,106 WSLCH 3,053 -1,769 8,063 WSLCH 4,031 -2,748

0.3 NASM x WSLCH for Z Disciplines (Commerce, Mathematics, 
Sociology, Nursing)

2,232 7,577 WSLCH 2,273 -41 13,239 WSLCH 3,972 -1,740 15,991 WSLCH 4,797 -2,566

Research A3. Research 
laboratories/shops/studios
(Refer to Tables 4-3 and 4-5)

COU 45 NASM x FTE Faculty + 0.5 FTE Postdoctoral Fellows and FTE 
Research Associates + 0.5 FTE Graduate Students for A 
Disciplines**** (Biology, Chemistry, Physics)

16,069 79 FTE Faculty
114 FLE Graduates

3,612 12,457 99 FTE Faculty
285 FLE Graduates

4,586 11,482 105 FTE Faculty
542 FLE Graduates

4,993 11,075

30 NASM x FTE Faculty + 0.5 FTE Postdoctoral Fellows and FTE 
Research Associates + 0.5 FTE Graduate Students for B 
Disciplines (Pharmacy, Mechanical Engineering, Psychology)

431 15 FTE Faculty
85 FLE Graduates

493 -61 19 FTE Faculty
153 FLE Graduates

639 -208 20 FTE Faculty
199 FLE Graduates

704 -273

20 NASM x FTE Faculty + 0.5 FTE Postdoctoral Fellows and FTE 
Research Associates + 0.5 FTE Graduate Students for C 
Disciplines (Anthropology, Kinesiology-Science, Visual Art) 

509 27 FTE Faculty
12 FLE Graduates

546 -37 34 FTE Faculty
30 FLE Graduates

690 -181 36 FTE Faculty
45 FLE Graduates

743 -235

10 NASM x FTE Faculty + 0.5 FTE Postdoctoral Fellows and FTE 
Research Associates + 0.5 FTE Graduate Students for D 
Disciplines (Fine Art, Demography, Geography)

1,889 82 FTE Faculty
63 FLE Graduates 

852 1,037 103 FTE Faculty
126 FLE Graduates

1,088 801 109 FTE Faculty
176 FLE Graduates

1,180 709

1 NASM x FTE Faculty + 0.5 FTE Postdoctoral Fellows and FTE 
Research Associates + 0.5 FTE Graduate Students for E 
Disciplines (Education, Languages, Music, Nursing)

74 288 FTE Faculty
309 FLE Graduates

443 -369 360 FTE Faculty
402 FLE Graduates

561 -487 382 FTE Faculty
482 FLE Graduates

623 -549

Office
A4. Academic office and related

COU (13 NASM x FTE Academic Staff) + (4 NASM x Graduate 
Students) + 25% for support space

15,682 898 Academic FTE
602 FLE Graduates

17,603 -1,920 1,123 Academic FTE
998 FLE Graduates

19,583 -3,900 1,190 Academic FTE
1,140 Graduates

26,544 -10,861

A5. Administative office and related COU 13 NASM x FTE Staff + 50% for support space 6,788 465 Admin FTE 9,068 -2,279 558 Admin FTE 10,881 -4,093 586 Admin FTE 11,425 -4,637

Learner Support A6. Library and study COU 1.0 NASM x FLE 11,302 6,307 FLE 6,307 4,995 10,000 FLE 10,000 1,302 12,000 FLE 12,000 -698

Sport / Recreation / 
Wellness

A7. Athletic facilities COU 0.9 NASM x FLE 13,199 6,307 FLE 5,676 7,522 10,000 FLE 9,000 4,199 12,000 FLE 10,800 2,399

Farm Facilities A8. Farm facilities 0
Campus Services A9. Central support services COU & 

ECS
0.1 to 0.3 x FLE; 
ECS suggests 0.2 x FLE + Total NASM Inventory x 0.015

5,318 6,307 FLE
193,109 nasm

4,158 1,160 10,000 FLE
193,109 nasm

4,897 422 12,000 FLE
193,109 nasm

5,297 22

A10. Assembly and exhibition COU & 
ECS

0.15 to 0.4 NASM x FLE; 
ECS suggests 0.3 x FLE

4,685 6,307 FLE 1,892 2,792 10,000 FLE 3,000 1,685 12,000 FLE 3,600 1,085

A12. Ancillary operations 6,307 FLE 8,199 -1,969 10,000 FLE 13,000 -6,770 12,000 FLE 15,600 -9,370

A13. Student community

-6,990 -27,112 -44,989

-11,604 -45,006 -74,681

Residence A11. Student and staff housing ECS 40 NASM (50 GSM) per bed assuming configuration in 17,576 n/a n/a 12,000 FLE 96,000 78,424
suites of 4 bedrooms, 1 washroom, and 1 common area but 
excluding food services.
The University is aiming to provide housing for 20% of 
enrolment by 2036 (2,400 beds x 40 GSM).

(22,770 GSM) (98,030 GSM 
@ 1.25 gross-

up factor)

* COU:  Council of Ontario Universities. 2007-0208. Inventory of Physical Facilities of Ontario Universities available at http://www.cou.on.ca/Issues-Resources/Student-Resources/Publications/Reports/PDFs/Inventory-of-Physical-Facilities-of-Ontario-Univer.aspx

** WSLCH: Weekly Scheduled Laboratory Contact Hours

*** Partial Listing.  For a detailed list of disciplines by group, please see Appendix E of the COU report referenced above.

**** Partial Listing.  For a detailed list of diciplines by group, please see Appendix E of the COU report referenced above.

Total Shortage of Space (GSM: NASM x 1.66 gross-up factor)

Total Shortage of Space (NASM)

University of Lethbridge in 2036
Projected FLE: 12,000 

(20% increase over 2021)
University of Lethbridge as of 2010 
6,307 FLE on Lethbridge CampusSpace Standards

University of Lethbridge in 2021
Projected FLE:  10,000 

(41.6% increase over 2011)

1.18 to 1.75 NASM x FLE for food services, bookstore and other 
merchandizing facilities,  audiovisual / TV facilities, and student 
community space;  
ECS suggests 1.3 NASM x FLE

COU & 
ECS

6,230



 

Univers i t y  o f  Le thbr idge  Page 4-5 
Enhancement  o f  the Univers i t y  Campus Master  P lan 
F inal  Repor t ,  February  7,  2012 

Section 4: 
Space 
Requirements 

Table 4-3:  Projected Enrolment Growth on the Main Campus of the University of Lethbridge2

                                                      
2  The projected overall growth for the University was the starting point in the modelling 
exercise.  The projected sums for 2021 and 2036 were then broken down into projections for 
each faculty based on estimated growth percentages from current levels as discussed during 
interviews with Senior Administration.   

Faculty

FLE 
University of 
Lethbridge
2010-2011

FLE
Lethbridge 

Campus ONLY
 2010-2011

Proportion of 
Total 

Enrolment
2010-2011

Proportion of 
Enrolment by 
Faculty and 

Level
2010-2011

Projected FLE
 2021 

Growth by 
Faculty and 

Level
over 

2010-2011

Proportion of 
Enrolment by 
Faculty and 

Level  
2021

Projected FLE  
2036 

Growth by 
Faculty and 

Level 
over 2021

Proportion of 
Enrolment by 
Faculty and 

Level 
2036

Undergraduate
Arts & Science 3,434.6 3,336.7 97% 58% 5,121.7 104% 57% 6,146.0 40% 58%
Education 464.9 464.7 100% 8% 743.4 60% 8% 847.5 14% 8%
Fine Arts 599.8 599.5 100% 11% 1,019.2 70% 11% 1,121.1 10% 11%
Health Sciences 523.8 523.8 100% 9% 1,173.4 124% 13% 1,408.1 20% 13%
Management 1,424.5 780.2 55% 14% 944.1 21% 10% 1,038.5 10% 10%
Undergraduate Total 6,448 5,705 88% 100% 9,002 100% 10,561 100%
Graduate
Arts & Science 344.2 344.2 100% 57% 670.3 175% 67% 989.6 170% 69%
Education 184.1 184.1 100% 31% 239.4 30% 24% 330.3 38% 23%
Fine Arts 10.3 10.3 100% 2% 15.5 50% 2% 23.2 50% 2%
Health Sciences 33.5 33.5 100% 6% 40.2 20% 4% 60.3 50% 4%
Management 30.0 30.0 100% 5% 33.0 10% 3% 36.3 10% 3%
Graduate Total 602 602 100% 100% 998 100% 1,440 100%
Grand Total 7,050 6,307 89% 10,000 12,001

Enrolment Projection Model for Lethbridge Campus
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Table 4-4: Projected Growth in Weekly Lab Student Contact Hours by COU Lab Category 

  

COU Lab 
Category Lab Type Faculty Discipline

Sum of 
Weekly 

Scheduled 
Lab 

Contact 
Hours

Percent 
Under-

graduate 
Growth by 

Faculty 2021 
(over 

2010-2011)

Number 
of 

WSLCH 
in 2021

Percent 
Under-

graduate 
Growth by 

Faculty 2036 
(over 2021)

Number 
of 

WSLCH 
in 2036

X Bench Lab Arts & Science Biological Science 296
Biology / Chemistry 3,330
Neuroscience 307
Physics 757

Arts & Science Total 4,690 104% 9,568 40% 13,396
Studio Fine Art Art 3,165

Native American Studies 104
New Media 0

Fine Art Total 3,269 70% 5,557 10% 6,112
X Total 7,959 15,125 19,508
Y Computer Lab Arts & Science Computer Science 40

Arts & Science Total 40 104% 82 40% 115
Dry Lab Arts & Science Geography 583

Geology 50
Kinesiology/Phys. Ed. 672

Arts & Science Total 1,306 104% 2,663 40% 3,729
Education Education 691
Education Total 691 60% 1,106 14% 1,261
Health Sciences Kinesiology/Phys. Ed. 40
Health Sciences Total 40 124% 90 20% 108

Language Lab Arts & Science Modern Language 721
Arts & Science Total 721 104% 1,470 40% 2,058

Studio Education Education 433
Education Total 433 60% 694 14% 791

Y Total 3,232 6,106 8,062
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4-4: Projected Growth in Weekly Lab Student Contact Hours by COU Lab Category (cont’d) 

  

COU Lab 
Category Lab Type Faculty Discipline

Sum of 
Weekly 

Scheduled 
Lab 

Contact 
Hours

Percent 
Under-

graduate 
Growth by 

Faculty 2021 
(over 

2010-2011)

Number 
of 

WSLCH 
in 2021

Percent 
Under-

graduate 
Growth by 

Faculty 2036 
(over 2021)

Number 
of 

WSLCH 
in 2036

Z Computer Lab Arts & Science Agricultural Studies 51
Biology 36
Chemistry 36
Computer Lab 0
Computer Science 538
Economics 12
Engineering 58
Geography 727
Kinesiology 115
Modern Languages 405
Political Science 14
Sociology 94

Arts & Science Total 2,086 104% 4,255 40% 5,957
Education Education 389
Education Total 389 60% 622 14% 709
Fine Art Art 261

Drama 92
Media Arts 61
Music 392
New Media 2,468

Fine Art Total 3,275 70% 5,567 10% 6,124
Health Sciences Health Sciences 566
Health Sciences Total 566 124% 1,269 20% 1,522
Management Management 1,261
Management Total 1,261 21% 1,526 10% 1,679

Z Total 7,577 13,239 15,991
Grand Total 18,768 34,470 43,561
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Summary Space Requirements 

Table 4-5:  Summary Space Requirements 

Space Category 

Inventory 
2010 

NASM 

Estimated 
Area 

required in 
2021 

NASM

Estimated 
Area 

required 
in 2036 

NASM 

Shortage or 
Surplus over 

2011 
NASM

Instructional Classrooms 7,716 
 

12,300 

 

14,760 

 

-7,044 

Labs 9,211 16,099 20,533 -11,323 
Research  In discipline 

groups A & D 
17,958 5,674 6,173 11,785 

In discipline 
groups B, C, 
E 

1,014 1,890 2,070 -1,056 

Office Academic 15,682 19,583 26,544 -10,861 
Office Administrative 6,788 10,881 11,425 -4,637 
Learner Support  11,302 10,000 12,000 -698 
Sport/Recreation 
/Wellness 

 13,199 9,000 10,800 2,399 

Farm Facilities     0 
Campus 
Services 

Central 
Support 
Services 

5,318 4,897 5,297 22 

Assembly and 
Exhibition 

4,685 3,000 3,600 1,085 

Ancillary 
Operations & 

6,230 13,000 15,600 -9,370 

Student 
Community 

    

Total Required NASM    -44,989 
Total Required GSM (NASM x 1.66)   -74,681 
      
Residence  17,576 

22,770 GSM 
  -78,424 

-98,030 GSM 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Section 5:  Master Plan Directions and Objectives 
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Master Plan Directions 

The development of the University of Lethbridge Campus Master Plan will be guided by 
three overarching directions, which are further developed in the objectives described 
on the following pages: 

A. Accommodate the University’s development and growth plans, in support of its 
newly acquired designation as a Comprehensive Academic and Research 
Institution.    
A “Comprehensive” institution offers the full continuum of post-secondary 
degree opportunities, from undergraduate degrees to post-doctoral work. 

B. Strengthen the quality of the built and natural environments to help brand the 
University as a destination institution, with particular emphasis on improving 
campus life and student experiences. 
The University community is expecting that the University of Lethbridge will be 
known eventually as a "go-to-place" in the same way that other small 
Canadian institutions enjoy national reputations for the quality of their teaching 
traditions, the physical beauty of their campuses, their school spirit, the 
experience of first year students and the pride they generate in surrounding 
communities. 

C. Demonstrate leadership in the management and planning of building assets 
and the careful stewardship of land holdings. 
The University will be known as an institution that values its resources through 
leading-edge environmentally-responsible designs of new buildings and 
renovations of existing ones, and the sensitive integration of structures within 
the coulee setting.  It will also be known as an institution that is successful at 
leveraging its resources efficiently. 
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Direction A  
A Comprehensive University Campus  

The Master Plan will guide the University in building critical mass to fulfill its mandate 
as a Comprehensive and Academic Research Institution. 

 
Objectives 

A1. The main campus of the University of Lethbridge will accommodate 12,000 
full-time equivalent students by 2036. 
A surge in enrolment is expected at the main campus within the next ten years, 
from 6,703 FTE to 10,000 FTE.  A planned enrolment cap of 12,000 FTE will 
be achieved by 2036.  The University is not envisioning open-ended growth 
for the main campus. 

A2. Enrolment growth will require an additional of 45,000 GSM to campus 
inventory by 2021 and an additional 30,000 GSM for a total of 75,000 GSM 
by 2036, primarily in instructional and office space.   
The University also aims to provide housing to 20% of the projected enrolment 
of 12,000 by 2036, which will mean 2,400 beds representing 96,000 NASM 
(2,400 beds X 40 NASM).  The University has 17,576 NASM in residence 
facilities as of 2011 and therefore will need to add about 78,424 NASM 
(98,030 GSM @ 20% gross-up) in new residence facilities by 2036.  
Expansion of other space categories is not critically necessary.  However 
reconfiguration of some areas, such as assembly and exhibition spaces may be 
desirable. 

A3. Graduate and research programs will be developed and promoted and 
capacity will be expanded across all faculties with particular attention to non-
laboratory intensive disciplines.   
Reallocation or reconfiguration of some research spaces may be desirable.  
Most importantly, the research enterprise will be integrated into the campus 
fabric in an attempt to reverse a past trend to isolate research facilities on the 
periphery of campus. 

 
 
 

A4. The Master Plan will ensure the multi-disciplinary and transparent character of 
campus in support of the rich liberal education tradition at the University of 
Lethbridge. 
Opportunities will be provided for students, faculty, researchers, and staff to 
meet and interact together informally as a matter of course and formally in 
public forums.  New buildings or reconfiguration of existing buildings will 
feature multi-functionality to attract broad cross-sections of the campus 
community.  
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Appendix A: 
Interviews  
with Senior 
Administrators 

Introduction 

As part of the consultation process to inform the Master Plan, interviews were held with 
senior administrators to elicit high-level insights on existing conditions and the future of 
the University of Lethbridge.   

Interview Schedule 

The majority of interviews with senior administrators were scheduled during the 
consultant team’s project launch visit from July 18 to 21, 2011; two were conducted 
via videoconference on August 23; some meetings were scheduled during the team’s 
second visit from September 19 to 22; and the final two meetings were held via 
videoconference on December 7.  

In total, 23 persons were interviewed. 

Position Name Date (2011) 
President Mike Mahon September 19 
Vice-President (Finance & 
Administration) 

Nancy Walker July 19 

Vice-President (Academic) Andrew Hakin July 19 
Vice-President (Research) Daniel Weeks December 7 
Vice-President (Advancement) Chris Horbachewski July 19 
Dean Arts & Science 
Associate Dean Arts & Science 

Christopher Nicol 
René Barendret 

July 20 

Dean Education Craig Loewen September 20 
Dean Fine Arts Desmond Rochfort July 20 
Dean Health Sciences Christopher Hosgood July 20 
Dean Management Robert Ellis September 19 
Dean Graduate Studies Robert Wood July 18 
Executive Director Ancillary Services Jim Booth July 19 
Executive Director Sport & Recreation Sandy Slavin July 20 
Director Government Relations Richard Westlund August 23 
Registrar & Interim Associate VP 
Student Services 

Donald Hunt July 20 

Associate University Librarian Brenda Mathenia July 19 
Director Curriculum Redevelopment 
Centre 

David Hinger August 23 

FNMI Representatives Jane O’Dea 
Roy Weasle Fat 

December 7 

President Students’ Union Zack Moline July 18 
Students’ Union Executive  September 22 
President Graduate Students’ 
Association 

Paul Walz July 20 

Retired Professor Jim Tagg July 21 

Interview Guide 

In advance of the meetings, ECS sent an Interview Guide to the senior administrators 
that was intended as a general checklist to prompt discussion points related to the 
Master Plan project.  The Guide is shown on the next two pages. 
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Administrators 

Enhancement of the University Campus Master Plan 

Interview Guide  

Dates: July 18-21, August 23, September 19-22, and December 7, 2011 
Interviewers: Michel de Jocas, Principal, ECS 
 Francine Lecoupe, Senior Planner, ECS 
Observers: Shahid Mahmood, Project Director, Moriyama & Teshima Architects 
 Spencer Court, Associate Director, University Planning & Capital Projects 

Introduction 

 Brief overview of Master Planning Process, the Master Planning Team, and the role of ECS which includes:  
Developing a vision and directions for the Master Plan  
Determining the University’s space requirements over the next 10 years 
Providing insights to the Master Planning Team regarding campus planning options 

 The purpose of the meetings is twofold:  to have high-level conversations on the future of the University; and to 
gather specific information on faculty/departmental plans and issues.   

Discussion Points  

The following topics and questions are intended as a general guide and the focus of individual meetings will depend 
on the portfolio of responsibilities of the persons being interviewed. 

Future of the University & 
Implications for campus 
organization and campus 
features 

Beyond AET’s designation as a Comprehensive Academic and Research 
Institution, how will the University of Lethbridge describe itself over the next 
10 years to students, faculty, researchers, and the community?   

How will the University differentiate itself from other similar institutions in 
Alberta and elsewhere in Canada?  What will be the University’s niche? 

Does the University wish for open-ended growth over the long-term?  

How will the University reconcile a desire to broaden the scope of academic 
and research programs in accordance with its comprehensive mandate 
while developing centres of excellence? 

Student Success and Satisfaction What are the student success and learner support needs particular to 
programs and student groups? 

What are the Library’s plans to continue meeting the needs of its diverse 
client groups? 

What are and will be the necessary and desirable amenities for campus life 
and what are or would be optimal physical arrangements? 

Are there lessons to be learned from your ‘competition’? 

What will attract and retain undergraduate students / graduate students / 
FNMI students / international students? 

Faculty Plans and Issues What are your current enrolment levels, what was the trend over the 
past 5 years and your expectation for the next 5 (stable, increasing, 
or decreasing)? 

What are the approved or anticipated changes to delivery modalities 
(hybrid, problem-based learning, coop, etc.) in relation to your 
current delivery modes? 

What are the approved or anticipated changes to program offerings 
(additions, cancellations, joint programs, etc.) 

Do you have linkages with external agencies and/or private partners 
and what are the current or anticipated impacts on physical 
resources? 

What will attract and retain quality teaching faculty?   

Research Plans and Issues What is the scope/focus of your new Research Plan?  

How is research integrated into the fabric of the University? 

What are your major funding sources and linkages to agencies and 
industry? 

What impact is research having on the University’s facilities and 
equipment? 

What will attract and retain renowned researchers? 

Relationships and Synergies What are the current inter-faculty relationships and potential 
synergies on campus? 

Are there inter-professional or multi-disciplinary opportunities across 
University programs that require or imply a physical resource 
response? 

Are there opportunities to share laboratories, support spaces, and 
equipment?  

Instructional Space Issues Are there health and safety concerns? 

Do students have independent access for independent project work? 

Are the sizes and configuration of rooms satisfactory? 

How is the condition of fixtures, furniture, and equipment? 

Staffing Changes What are the anticipated changes to staffing complements and what 
are the implications of office and support spaces? 

What are the preferred types of office accommodation and preferred 
locations? 

What are the key support spaces that are needed? 

Community Outreach What would inspire the community-at-large to connect to the 
University and visit Campus on a regular basis? 

 
Thank you
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Summary of Findings 

A number of themes emerged during the consultation with senior administrators.  The 
synthesis of these themes, presented below, is not meant to be a definitive assessment of 
conditions or plans at the University but rather a reflection of the range of issues and 
opinions that were expressed during the meetings.   

Priority Development of Graduate Education and Research  

The University of Lethbridge was designated as a Comprehensive Academic and Research 
Institution in 2007 as part of Alberta’s Roles and Mandates Policy Framework which 
identifies and describes six types of post-secondary institutions within the province.  The 
University had already been developing its research capability through specialized projects 
on water and neuroscience, therefore the new designation has been interpreted as an 
official recognition of ongoing efforts in research. 

The University is committed to further expanding its graduate education programs and 
research profile across all faculties along themes of culture, society, environment, health, 
and the basic exploration of knowledge through scholarship.  Expansion must also 
consider matching existing programs to build synergies, enhancing multi-disciplinarity, and 
developing niche specialities, and ensure that planned growth is adequately funded.  The 
University wishes to develop unique graduate and research programs and has no intention 
of emulating or competing with its provincial counterparts, the University of Alberta and 
the University of Calgary. 

In a move away from the research park model in evidence on campus, the University 
would like to ‘embody’ research by creating opportunities for research activity in various 
departments to be seen in real time.  Another approach would see strengthening of the 
link between research and undergraduate liberal arts programs. Yet another approach 
would be developing research links with the regional community by providing incubator 
opportunities. 

There are currently about 550 graduate students which represent 6% of total enrolment at 
the University of Lethbridge.  The students are enrolled in eight programs and the principal 
research areas are: neuroscience, water resources, molecular biology, and demography.  
Proposals have been tabled with Alberta Advanced Education and Technology (AET) for 
new multi-disciplinary programs spanning the social sciences and health studies.  There 
are six PhD programs and the next one on the horizon is in Education.  Plans are to 
double enrolment which should increase the proportion of graduate students to 10-12% 
of the total student body.   

Implications for the Master Plan 

The University’s capital plan priority is a large science/academic complex.  The building 
has yet to be programmed and named, and the combination of functions and backfilling 
elsewhere will be determined in future.  The Master Plan will need to:  

 Identify a suitable location for the new science/academic complex 

 Determine to what extent this building will help satisfy the increasing requirements for 
graduate education programs, graduate workspace, and research facilities  

 Determine whether other areas on campus will need to be expanded to 
accommodate growth in graduate programs and research 

 Consider ways to open up the research enterprise across faculties and across campus 

Liberal Education as a Fundamental Branding Opportunity  

Liberal education and its role in the 21st century do not appear to be widely understood or 
valued in society as a whole.  Many parents and prospective students are attracted to 
professional programs or applied studies perceiving that they are the best routes for 
gainful employment.  The University of Lethbridge is committed to a strong liberal 
education program at the undergraduate level but needs to modernize and remodel the 
program and communicate the uniqueness of its approach and the positive outcomes of 
such an education.   

Many University of Lethbride graduates only understand the value of their liberal 
education degree up to 10 years after the fact.  This observation underscores their 
degree’s true worth as a pathway to meaningful employment and engaged living, but 
also how challenging it might be to build a tangible case for liberal education in today’s 
crowded market. 

Some of the descriptions of liberal education heard during the interviews include: 

 A ‘closed system with many moving parts’ 
 Programs designed to allow sampling of other programs 
 Student understanding of how other disciplines interact with their own 
 Teaching by theme with teams of instructors to cover complex issues such as climate 

change, providing a broad, real-life perspective to problem-solving 
 Exposure to research and opportunities to work with graduate students  
 Integration of seemingly disparate bits of knowledge 
 A responsibility toward the community, a duty to be engaged in, and to serve the 

community 
 An distinct approach compared to American Liberal Arts Education (although the 

distinction is unclear) 

Implications for the Master Plan 

The Master Plan will need to resist the current trend toward academic fragmentation on 
campus and honour the University’s rich heritage and vision as a liberal education 
institution, and the multi-disciplinarity this requires.  Therefore, any new building should be 
multi-functional rather than dedicated to a specific discipline.  Issues of proximity and the 
student body’s relationship to spaces that allow cross-disciplinarity will be addressed.   
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A Destination Campus:  A Time of Transition, a Time of Possibilities 

As the University of Lethbridge adjusts to its relatively new mandate as a ‘Comprehensive 
Academic and Research Institution’, the institution is attempting to develop and promote a 
unique destination campus.  Over the next 10 years, based on comments heard during 
the interviews, the University may be described to prospective students, parents, 
researchers, clients, and partners as a medium-sized comprehensive university of 10,000 
to 12,000 students in a city of about 85,000 – 100,000 residents with:  

 Recognized liberal education undergraduate programs spanning five faculties 
preparing leaders to contribute to community development and address complex 
interrelated issues in the workplace 

 Nationally-renowned graduate and research programs in niche areas including 
neuroscience, water resources, molecular biology, and demography 

 An inclusive community of learners, supported by a student-centric university system 
focused on facilitating student success with a full series of learning support services 

 Small class sizes and face-to-face instruction provided by dedicated professors who 
communicate with students in and out of class and provide individualized attention at 
need  

 An environment that facilitates interaction between graduate students, principle 
researchers, undergraduate students, and faculty and staff 

 The best 1st year experience in Alberta   
 A welcoming and supportive environment for FNMI students 
 State-of-the art facilities providing top quality classroom, laboratory, studio, and 

performance experiences  
 An outward-looking faculty and student body engaged in the community through co-

op, volunteer, and international programs 
 A beautiful campus in a natural Southern Alberta prairie and coulee environment  
 A smaller, intimate environment where young undergraduate students have the 

opportunity to experience independence on a campus offering a vibrant and safe 
residential student experience 

 Numerous opportunities for relaxation, sport and recreation, cultural expression, and 
socialization 

Implication for the Master Plan 

The Master Plan must translate these vision elements into concrete actionable physical 
options.  Many involve the concept of building community on campus and providing the 
means for students, faculty, staff, and community members to interact formally, but most 
importantly, informally on a regular basis virtually anywhere on campus, as a matter of 
course.  

Outlook for the Faculties  

Arts and Science 
The Faculty of Arts and Science is the largest faculty accounting for 60% of instructional 
activity in terms of credit hours.  It is growing at the same rate as the University at about  
1 to 3% per annum.  

Health Sciences 
The Faculty of Health Sciences is experiencing rapid growth.  There is not a significant 
amount of attrition in Health programs and a doubling of enrolment is expected within the 
next 10 years along with an increase in faculty complement of about 20.  Although 
students, professors, and staff are still excited with the new facilities they occupy in Markin 
Hall, the Faculty is already experiencing space shortages.  The design of new instructional 
spaces will need to consider delivery modalities as the Faculty is moving away from 
project-based learning and no longer requires suites of break-out rooms.  

Management  
Enrolment in the Faculty of Management is declining on the main campus in favour of 
growth in Calgary and also because of competition from Mount Royal University and 
Grant MacEwan University who are offering similar programs.  New double degree 
programs are being proposed between the Faculty of Management and Faculty of Fine 
Arts and with the Faculty of Health Sciences.  Research initiatives are focusing on socially 
responsible marketing; links with the farming community; and investigations into health 
care quality. 

Education 
Undergraduate enrolment growth in the Faculty of Education has largely been a function 
of placement opportunities in the traditional catchment area south of Calgary and AET 
funding of teacher education.  Although the Faculty enjoys a 2:1 application to 
acceptance ratio, enrolment has been not grown in recent years.  However, the Faculty is 
now beginning to place students in Calgary and this new practice as well as a new PhD in 
Education may result in about 10 to 12% enrolment growth in the next decade.  New 
program plans involve collaboration with new media in the Faculty of Fine Arts, 
development of a career counselling option, and expansion of the Career and Technology 
Studies (CTS) program beyond the present management focus.  Most research is 
conducted off campus or in faculty offices. 

Fine Arts  
The Faculty of Fine Arts is currently at capacity in relation to student access to quality 
studio instruction.  Digital / electronic technologies are now the key determining factor for 
space as the use of these technologies at the interface between traditional arts and new 
forms represents the Faculty’s major areas of growth.  The Faculty is exploring to what 
extent some of its programs and activities may be offered at the Penny Building, in 
downtown Lethbridge (a recent University acquisition).  The University’s art collection is 
one of the country’s best university collections yet the Art Gallery is very small and ‘buried’ 
deep in the Fine Arts building, and as such, not easily accessible to members of the 
community.   
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Implications for the Master Plan 

With enrolment growth, many faculties will need additional space over the next ten to 25 
years, but at this time two issues stand out: 

 The Faculty of Health Sciences will require more space in the short term and long 
term.   

 The Art Gallery and its collections require more space and the wider University 
community would benefit from a new, larger, and more accessible location. 

 Growth in graduate enrolment will require specialized space to accommodate this 
growth 

One campus, many experiences 

Undergraduate Students 
The University of Lethbridge’s main campus is often described as a commuter campus with 
low student engagement in student life and significant attrition between 1st and 2nd year.  
On the other hand, students living in residence appear to be more fully engaged and 
experience a much lower attrition rate because these students create their own social 
environments, learning communities, and are more aware of learning support services that 
are available to them.   

FNMI Students 
Most FNMI students are Blackfoot-speaking and from the communities surrounding the 
University of Lethbridge.  About 75% of FNMI students adapt well to the academic 
demands of university.  Others have challenging needs and require learning support 
services, health services, and access to housing.   

A smudging room and a Native American Students’ Association lounge are located in 
University Hall.  Markin Hall has a round meeting room used by faculty and the 
Management / Health Sciences FNMI focus groups.  Each faculty has distinct FNMI 
support programs which complement broad University support for FNMI and are separate 
from the department of North American Studies.   

What is required in addition to this current level of support is a gathering centre that can 
be a recognizable symbol on campus for Blackfoot heritage and an acknowledgement of 
where the campus is located – on traditional Blackfoot land.  The centre is intended to be 
a part of each student’s experience on campus.  The University is seeking funding to build 
this First Nations Gathering Centre (listed as the second priority in the Capital Plan).   

International Students 
International students come to the University of Lethbridge from over 80 countries.  They 
require a broad range of support services to transition to Canada and are more likely to 
use health/counselling and learning support services.  They also require on-campus 
housing to a greater degree than the general student population.   

Graduate Students 
Graduate students at the University tend to develop localised networks which coalesce 
around the particular labs or research centres they are associated with. This is a normal 
occurrence, but a need was expressed to create opportunities for inter-disciplinary 
interaction away from research areas, for example, in a graduate/faculty club.  A formal 
‘defense’ room was also suggested as an expression of institutional support for graduate 
programs. 

The most pressing issue for graduate students however as their numbers grow is to ensure 
sufficient work space.  The University of Lethbridge currently allocates 8 square meters per 
graduate student for desk and research space.  The Council of Ontario Universities 
(COU) recommends 4 square meters for desk space (lab/research space excluded):  this 
is the standard used by other Alberta universities and Canadian jurisdictions and may be 
useful for the University of Lethbridge to apply.   

Student Services 

Student services are spread out on campus and some staff persons are not sufficiently 
informed and therefore unable to direct students to specific service areas.  A centrally-
located one-stop-shop appears to be a preferred delivery model.  Estimates from ROSS 
are that 45 employees ‘touch’ 8,000 students, four times per term.  This is considered low 
and as the University moves away from process-centric to student-centric systems, the 
amount of interaction is expected to increase. 

Library, Learning Commons, and Learning Support Services 

The Library is a focal point on campus and students are generally satisfied with the facility, 
its services, and the way peak times are handled.  Library staff are continuing to explore 
ways to enhance services and both staff and students are pleased about plans to 
implement a dispersed inter-disciplinary learning commons model on campus to 
complement the library and the existing 24-hour facility.  Some of the new learning spaces 
will be staffed with technology proctors and learning strategists.  In addition to the 
learning commons project, the Library offers writing and tutoring services and is planning 
to convert floor space to student seating, build the digital and research collections, and 
work toward extending the reach of the Library as a learning centre for the entire 
community of Lethbridge and region.   

The Library was designed in the 1990s and built in 2000.  There are retrofit issues and the 
space lacks flexibility.   

Student Hub / Student Life 

The current student hub is the Students’ Union Building, which is the formal site of 
orientation and some SU events.  However, most events are thrown outside of the SUB and 
the consensus appears to be that campus lacks a true heart where all members of the 
University community might naturally congregate.  The original centre, on the 6th floor of 
University Hall is considered “too far from the centre of gravity”. 
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Residences 

More beds are needed for undergraduate students, especially for first-year students.  There 
are about 2,200 intakes per year and demand stands at 1.7:1. Graduate students tend to 
prefer to live off-campus but if a graduate residence was available, perhaps the trend 
would reverse.  International graduate students on the other hand prefer to live on-
campus and would benefit from a dedicated graduate residence.  FNMI students would 
also benefit from increased on-campus housing opportunities. 

Residence life could be an ambassador for the University of Lethbridge but in order to 
achieve that status, some feel that the residences should explore the collegiate model and 
provide not just accommodation but also learning support services (academic / career 
counselling, breakout rooms), a dining centre, and social spaces in which to interact and 
seek entertainment. 

Campus Heritage 

The main campus of the University of Lethbridge is located on traditional Blackfoot land 
on the banks of the Oldman River.  To honour this distinction, the University launched the 
first Native American Studies department in Canada (1975).  Native American Studies 
courses were also included in the University’s liberal arts foundation and still are today. 

At the 35th Anniversary Founders’ Day celebration, Blackfoot Elder, Bruce Wolfchild gave 
the name of Medicine Rock to the University in connection to a legend about the 
disappearance of a mysterious rock on nearby land.  Bruce Wolfchild explained that the 
Blackfoot people believe the rock has moved to the University of Lethbridge campus and 
that the campus represents a place to become wise and solid like the rock, and a place to 
heal. 

The story of Medicine Rock can be found at 
http://www.uleth.ca/ross/aboriginal/general_history.html. 

Another aspect of Blackfoot culture that FNMI representatives would like to see integrated 
campus planning at a high level is the set of Niistitapi values which include, in no 
particular order: 

 Awareness 
 Prayer 
 Compassion 
 Respect 
 Way of life 
 What we have been given 
 Self-starter 
 Helpful 
 Balance 
 Reciprocity 
 Transfer of Knowledge 

Social Spaces and Other Amenities 

All members of the University community would appreciate more social spaces equipped 
with power and WIFI.  Such areas should let people relax and ‘hang out’ and might 
include restaurants and pubs open to the community-at-large, retail opportunities, art 
exhibits, etc. 

Athletic facilities at the 1st Choice Savings Centre for Sport and Wellness are excellent and 
operating without significant issues in terms of capacity.  The Centre is a tremendous asset 
to the University and the community.  With enrolment growth and increasing community 
interest, additional facilities might be considered such as multi-functional rooms for 
gymnastics and other floor exercises and activities. 

Parking and Transit 

A number of complaints were heard about parking which can be summarized as:  too far 
and too expensive.  Public transit is also considered too expensive and service appears to 
be limited both in terms of schedule and service routes. 

Implications for the Master Plan 

To enhance the student services and student experience, the Master Plan will need to 
identify a heart of campus and where to insert social spaces elsewhere, some for any 
casual gathering, and some for dedicated groups such as First Nations students, 
International Students, and graduate students/faculty.  Possible elements for a heart of 
campus could include: 

 A one-stop centre for student services 

 A centre focused on the cultural and educational needs of FNMI students, and 
tangible signs of Blackfoot culture and values across campus 

 Cafés, restaurants, a dining hall 

 The bookstore, and other retail shops 

 Soft seating areas 

 A learning commons 

 Breakout rooms for group study 

 A Faculty / Graduate student lounge or other means to highlight the impact of 
graduate students on campus 

 Residence rooms 

 Art exhibits, performance areas, etc. 
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Campus Organization  

In 1971, the University of Lethbridge was housed primarily in University Hall and its setting 
was the coulee environment near the Old Man River.  Over time, campus development 
moved ‘up the hill’ in a series of rapid and sometimes temporary building projects.  Today, 
campus organization is unclear, with newcomers unable to find a recognizable front door 
and further unable to easily locate a welcome area, an obvious heart of campus, or the 
services they require.   

Implications for the Master Plan 

The Master Plan will need to: 

 Identify an area where a critical mass of structures can naturally create a heart of 
campus  

 Create a highly visible public front / entrance pavilion / presentation space – for 
visitors, prospective students and their parents, alumni, government and industry 
representatives 

 Identify a location for a new Gallery, cafés, restaurants that will draw the public to 
campus 

 Consolidate functional clusters like student services 

 Link functional elements and clusters 

 Treat new building projects as multi-functional spaces to reverse the trend toward 
fragmentation  

 Incorporate new space requirements as per enrolment growth and proposed 
academic and research programs 

 Recalibrate campus by resolving the ‘up the hill’ – ‘down the hill’ dichotomy 

 Make University Hall & Centre for the Arts (and particularly the University Theatre) 
more accessible to all students and staff, and specifically for seniors, people with 
disabilities, government and industry representatives, and community members. 

 Incorporate principles of sustainability 

 Consider the impact of the Penny Building in downtown Lethbridge on performance or 
other space on the main campus 

Connection to the Community 

One of the University’s strategic directions is community engagement and several 
suggestions were made over the course of the interviews including: 

 Creation of a summer hotel  
 Establishment of conference facilities as there are no facilities in Lethbridge that can 

host events with 400-500 participants.  Such a facility could be used to host national 
/ international research symposia, or other academic conference and could also be 
shared with the community for sporting or other events. 

 Community learning centre incorporating student, faculty, and community needs, 
e.g., book clubs, etc. 

 Provide and welcome the public to restaurants, pubs, a high profile art gallery, 
accessible performing arts facilities and events, sporting events, bookstore and other 
retail, etc. 

Implication for Master Plan 

The Master Plan needs to create environments which will help the University attract 
members of the community by creating a critical mass of opportunities and a reason to 
‘cross the river’. 
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Question 1  

Preamble:  Individuals who pursue higher education invest in their own future and 
dedicate themselves to full- or part-time studies. The University of 
Lethbridge must do all it can to support these individuals and facilitate 
their success. Prospective students have many post-secondary education 
institutions to choose from in Southern Alberta and beyond and therefore 
the University of Lethbridge must compete to recruit students. 

Question: Who is the University of Lethbridge student of tomorrow? What features of 
campus would help to attract and retain this person? 

Synthesis of findings: Participants believe that future students will be diverse and 
technologically advanced and that they will have high expectations for 
campus attributes ranging from a small-town campus feel to small class 
sizes.  

Question 1 
Theme 

 
Details 

Students of tomorrow 
Diverse  Heterogeneous in terms of ethnicity, culture, race, 

age 

 Core group from southern Alberta, British 
Columbia, and Saskatchewan including urban, 
rural and First Nations populations  

 Core group between ages of 18-24; although 
more adults and mature students expected 

Socially conscious  Ethically- and environmentally-responsible 

Technologically advanced  Informed, collaborative learners, virtual learners 
Desired Campus Attributes 
High expectations for  A small town feel, a sense of community 

 A variety of learning environments 

 An intimate student/instructor environment and 
small class size 

 An academic experience as well as opportunities 
for socializing 

 ‘Wired’ social spaces to enhance collaboration and 
interaction 

 A flexible and technologically enhanced campus to 
meet changing needs 

 Quality on-campus services (preferably one-stop), 
housing, and amenities 

 Community spaces to link the University to the City 

 Campus density to improve walkability 

 Student engagement and showcasing of 
achievements 

Question 2  

Preamble:  An ideal campus should provide excellent education, research, service, 
and social environments that prepare students for the challenges of their 
future workplaces, and enhance personal growth. It is a place where 
learning and student success are a top priority.   

Question: What works and what doesn’t work on campus in terms of buildings or physical 
organization and how can the Master Plan address those issues? 

Synthesis of findings: Participants identified the Center for Sport and Wellness as the 
clearest example of what works on campus mainly because of the effective 
design of the building and the programs offered within.  Issues the Master 
Plan will need to address include campus entrances, campus navigation, 
fragmentation of functions, lack of a central core, and lack of building 
density and connectivity.  

Question 2
Theme Details 
What works
Center for Sport and 
Wellness 

 People enjoy the building and programs 

Classroom variety  Small tiered classrooms were singled out 
LINC Building  
Markin Hall  Helping to improve campus organization 
Starbucks and Tim Horton’s  Serve as congregating places in Markin Hall and 

the Center for Sport and Wellness 
What doesn’t work
Campus entrances  Entrances do not provide a welcoming, attractive 

face to the community 
Campus navigation  Way finding requires improvement 

 Administrative units, learning spaces, living areas, 
and student services are spread out 

 A shuttle service might improve accessibility as 
might pathways, and better circulation patterns 
overall 

Campus layout  Campus is fragmented and lacks density and 
connectivity 

 “Urban sprawl’ affects reasonable walkability 
(especially in inclement weather), accessibility, and 
safety 

 Some departments are isolated 
 Campus lacks a unified feel 
 Amenities are not located near formal learning 

areas 
 Administrative units, learning spaces, living areas, 

and student services are spread out 
 Prime space is used by administrative units 
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Question 2 (cont’d) 
Theme 

 
Details 

What doesn’t work (cont’d) 
Quantity, quality, and 
location of study/social 
spaces 

 Insufficient access to natural light and views of 
coulee setting 

 Some spaces are too small, poorly laid out, in 
unfavourable locations, and have uncomfortable 
seating, or no furniture 

  Some spaces are underutilized like the Atrium  
  Lack of gathering spaces between E and SUB 

 

Question 3 

Preamble: University campuses across Canada are constantly evolving and adapting 
to change. The Government of Alberta has recently designated the 
University of Lethbridge as a ‘Comprehensive Academic and Research 
Institution’. The University is currently planning to develop or adapt 
campus facilities in support of its new mandate while still striving to 
maintain the rich and intimate liberal education environment it is known 
for. 

Question: How can the campus be expanded or enhanced to fully realize the 
University’s new mandate as a Comprehensive Academic and Research 
Institution? 

Synthesis of findings: Participants focused primarily on ways to enhance campus 
rather than on expansion.  Their discussed the need to integrate research 
and provide opportunities for exchanges among all members of the 
University community. 

Question 3 
Theme 

 
Details 

Expand campus  Add new program space and faculty offices  
 Add conference facilities for university and 

community use 
 Build upwards, for example atop the library 

building 
Enhance campus  Create gathering spaces to promote collaboration 

and exchanges of information 
  Create multi-functional buildings that allow co-

location of related disciplines and research areas; 
mixing of students, administration, faculty, and 
researchers; exposure of undergraduate students to 
research, etc.)   

  Consider quads or courtyards that are open to 
research labs to allow everyone to see the work 
within 

 

Question 3 (con’d)
Theme Details 
  Connect buildings 
  Consolidate student services in a central area 
  Consolidate research areas 
  Provide dedicated graduate student facilities such 

as a residence, labs, etc. 
  Provide spaces to bring in the community to allow 

students to work alongside members of the 
community 

  Integrate commercial, residential, and student 
spaces into a denser core to provide students a 
reason to study on campus 

  Demolish Anderson Hall and Hepler Hall and 
redevelop the space  

 

Question 4 

Preamble: Both the coulee setting and the iconic University Hall are a source of 
institutional and civic pride.  University Hall was the heart of campus 40 
years ago but over the years many functions and services have moved ‘up 
the hill’. The University of Lethbridge will continue to grow and expand in 
terms of programs, services, facilities, and the Master Plan needs to 
address the unique characteristics of University Hall and the coulee. 

Question:  What functions and services should be relocated to, or moved out of 
University Hall? 

Synthesis of findings:  There appears to be consensus on the desirability to move the 
science labs and departments out of University Hall.  Participants however 
offered a wide range of ideas for the re-positioning of the building as a 
centre for liberal education, an administrative centre, a student services 
centre, etc. 

Question 4
Theme 

Details

Move out
Sciences  
Sciences and classrooms  
Sciences and research 
services 

 

Senior administration and 
non-student services 

 

President’s office  
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Question 4 (con’td) 
Theme 

Details 

Create  
A centre for learning  Create a formal learning centre with classrooms 

and professors’ offices 
 Increase the number of study halls, learning and 

social spaces, IT user service hubs 
 Redesign classroom spaces to create flexible spaces 

in a variety of sizes and formats 
 Reconfigure space to increase functionality and 

utilization 
A student centre  Increase residence space, increase student services, 

create a cultural centre, recreation centre, museum, 
include food services 

 Student services and social spaces, art gallery, 
learning support services, satellite University 
services (cash office, registrar), vendors, bank, 
games arcade, food kiosks, IT support, lunch room 

A centre for liberal 
education 

 Return to historical and traditional roots 
 Create opportunities for mixing disciplines 

A centre for administration  Keep central administration in U Hall, the historical 
heart of campus 

 Make the President’s office more accessible and 
visible 

 Move President’s office and Advancement to north 
end of building 

 Create a grand entrance for the President’s office 
A narrower focus  Create a unifying experience 

 Dedicate U Hall to a single purpose 
 Concentrate functions or areas of particular interest 
 A student-focused building 
 Consolidate humanities and social sciences 
 Consolidate arts, humanities, and social sciences 

A mixed-use building  Student spaces, residence, social spaces, services, 
Art Gallery, movie theatre, etc. 

 Residences, administration, social, study, and 
meeting spaces 

 Maintain heterogeneity of groups using U Hall 
Spaces that capitalize on 
views 

 Take advantage of views and aesthetics 
 Connect U Hall physically with foot bridges from 

residence to the top of the hill 
 Create open social and study spaces where people 

want to be 
A destination for large 
gatherings 

 A place for conferences, banquets, large gatherings 

A showcase on Level 6   A centre for student art, institutional history, new 
and better site for Art Gallery, coffee shop, high-
traffic student services 

 

 

Question 4 (con’td)
Theme 

Details

Create
Art Gallery  Move the Art Gallery to U Hall which is still a major 

University icon 
 More the Art Gallery to the 7th floor atrium 

Museum  Create a museum in the atrium  
 

Question 5 

Preamble: Universities represent a significant public investment and they have a 
responsibility to share their resources with the communities that host them. 
The nature of the relationship can vary but it usually entails outreach 
programs in which the university provides programs or services within the 
community, or making campus facilities available the public on a daily 
basis or for special events. The benefits are multiple: community members 
gain resources that enrich their lives (learning, sport, cultural, etc.) and the 
university enjoys an enhanced profile within community along with 
increased political support. 

Question: What will make residents of Lethbridge and region come to campus on a 
regular basis?  Are there issues associated with increased visits from 
community members? 

Synthesis of findings:  According to participants, one of the most important issues the 
Master Plan could address to help bring community members to the 
University would be to create a visible main entrance and to make parking 
and navigation of campus clear and comfortable.  An inviting and 
welcoming multi-use facility that would serve the needs of the University 
and the community could include a number of functions such as an Art 
Gallery and spaces for large gatherings. 

Question 5 
Theme 

Details 

A main entrance, safe and 
comfortable navigation of 
campus 

 

Flexible, accessible campus / 
facilities, good parking and way 
finding 

 

Academic and non-academic 
programming 

 Extended hours 
 Presentation of research achievements 

General interest events and 
activities 

 Fine arts and performance 
 Walking trails 
 Sports, camps, fitness centre 
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Question 5 
Theme 

Details 

Programming and facilities for a 
diverse community 

 FNMI population, alumni, seniors, families with 
children, international visitors, arts community 

 Parents accompany their children; older persons 
interested in recreational and artistic activities 

Inviting, welcoming multi-use 
space 

 Conference facilities 
 Space for large gatherings of 500+ 
 Art Gallery space 
 Food services including bars, restaurants, and 

cafés 
 Performance space 
 Student services 

Capitalize on geography of 
campus 

 “A stunning building in the landscape” 

  

 

List of World Café Participants 

Session 1: September 20, 2011, 9:00 – 12:00
Group Participant Position
Deans / Faculty / 
Academic Support 

Ed Jurkowski Associate Dean / Faculty, Faculty of Fine Arts 
Helen Kelley Director, MSc Management Program 
Chris Morris Fine Arts Technician, Digital Audio Arts 
Alison Nussbaumer University Librarian 
Kathy Schrage Coordinator, School of Graduate Studies 
Kathleen Williams Academic Advisor, Faculty of Management 

Students  Kyle Hammond President, Organization of Residence Students 
Senior 
Administration 

  

Non-Academic 
Support 

Steve Brodrick Assistant Manager, Housing Services 
Tanya Jacobson-
Gundlock 

Director, Communications, Office of VP 
Advancement 

Leslie Gatner Financial Analyst, Financial Services 
Kathy Lewis President, Alumni Association 
Maureen Schwartz Director, Alumni Relations 
Katherine Winter Analyst, Human Resources 
Ryan Buckman Technician, Building Operations & Control 
Erin Lacey Admin Support, Housing Services 
Vern Leckie Operations Supervisor, Grounds 
Kari Tanaka Assistant Manager, Bookstore 
Derek Vincent Caretaking Services 

Local Community Loreen Ament Alumna, Psychology / Social Work 
Jeff Coffman City Alderman 
Maureen Gaehring Manager, Community Planning, City of 

Lethbridge  
Kristie Kruger Alumna & Eco-Realtor 

Session 2:  September 20, 2011, 1:00 – 4:00
Group Participant Position
Deans / Faculty / 
Academic Support 

Victoria Baster Faculty, Faculty Fine Arts 
Pat Hodd Faculty, Faculty of Management 
Chris Hosgood Dean, Health Sciences 
Gary Weikum Faculty, Faculty of Arts & Science - Geography 

Students Brittany Adams Student 
Talia Berger Student 

Senior 
Administration 

Bob Boudreau Associate VP (Academic) 
Lesley Brown Associate VP (Research) 
Nancy Walker VP (Finance & Administration) 
Dan Weeks VP (Research) 

Non-Academic 
Support 

Trish Jackson Acting Manager, International Centre for Students 
Nicole Hillary Executive Analyst, Office of VP Finance & 

Administration 
Gene Lublinkhof Project Manager, Planning & Capital Projects 
Kim Ordway Associate Director, Financial Services 
Daryl Schacher  Manager, Materials Management 
Brian Sullivan Associate Director, Major Construction, Facilities 

Local Community John Savill Architect, Savill Group Architecture 
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Session 3:  September 21, 2011, 9:00 – 12:00 
Group Participant Position 
Deans / Faculty / 
Academic Support 

David Hinger Director, CRDC 
Leona Jacobs Librarian 
Catherine Ross Senior Fine Arts Technician 
Bernie Williams Faculty of Management 

Students Ashley Haughton Student Treasurer, Campus Community 
Garden / Academic Advisor 

Senior 
Administration 

Doug Spoulos Associate VP (Finance) 

Non-Academic 
Support 

Jason Baranec Project Manager, Facilities 
Jim Booth Executive Director, Ancillary Services 
John Claassen Director, Planning & Capital Projects 
Bob Cooney Communications Officer 
Phil Dyck Grounds Manager, Facilities 
Marty Gadd Building Maintenance 
Karen Mahar Human Resources, Coordinator & Policy 

Analyst, Privacy Office 
Heather Mirau Director, Integrated Planning 
Wesley Penner Web Developer, IT 
Rick Peter Manager, Operations & Maintenance 
Debi Sandul Associate Registrar 
Corinne Steele Financial Assistant, Arts & Science 
Carrie Takeyasu Executive Director, Financial Services 
Jim Vanderzee Operations Supervisor, Building 

Maintenance 
Local Community Dr. Van Christou Founding Board of Governors / 

Chancellor Emeritus 
Session 4:  September 21, 2011, 1:00-4:00 
Group Participant Position 
Deans / Faculty / 
Academic Support 

Tanya Harnett Faculty / Co-Chair, Faculty of Arts and 
Science, Native American Studies 

Dan Kazakoff Director, Theory into Practice Programs, 
Faculty of Management 

Maxine Tedesco Librarian 
Rob Wood Dean, School of Graduate Studies 
Tyler Heaton Instructional Designer, CRDC 

Students Matthew Harding Student 
Zach Moline ULSU President 
Samantha Lemna Student 
Bradley Leyland ULSU VP Finance 
Leeanne Mundle Student 
Lisa Rodych ULSU VP Internal 
Travis Schamber Student 
Jaclyn Whitmore Student 
Andrew Williams ULSU VP Academic 

Senior 
Administration 

Andy Hakin VP (Academic) 
Mike Mahon University of Lethbridge President 

Non-academic 
Support 

Annette Bright Bookstore Manager 
Laurel Corbiere Senior Advisor to the President 
Barb Erler Administrative Assistant, Office of VP 

Finance & Administration 
Josephine Mills Director / Curator, U of L Art Gallery 

Local Community Michael Kelley Real Estate and Land Development, City 
of Lethbridge 

Terri Jo Worboys Consultant 
Session 5:  Thursday Morning, September 22, 2011, 9:00-12:00
Group Participant Position
Deans / Faculty / 
Academic Support 

Shawn Bubel Faculty of Arts & Science, Geography 
Michelle Hogue Coordinator, First Nations Program 
Craig Loewen Dean, Education 
Janice Newberry Faculty of Arts & Science, Anthropology 
Chris Nicol Dean, Arts and Science 
Bruce MacKay Coordinator of Liberal Education, Faculty 

of Arts & Science 
Kevin Sehn Technician, Faculty of Fine Arts 

Students Michael Holland Student 
Steph Schafthuizen Student 

Senior 
Administration 

Elaine Carlson Associate VP (Human Resources) 

Non-academic 
Support 

Dave Adams Coach, Men’s Pronghorn Basketball 
Anne M. Baxter Director, Risk & Safety 
Penny D’Agnone Research Officer, Research Services, 

Health  
Ted Erickson Manager, Transformation Solutions, IT 
Joanne Gedrasik  Caretaking Services 
Bill Halma Programs Manager, Sport & Recreation 

Services 
Robin Hopkins Research Officer, Office of the VP 

Academic 
Carol Knibbs Financial Officer, Faculty of Education 
Deb Marek Manager, Facilities and Services, Sport & 

Recreation 
Ken McInnes Executive Director, Human Resources 
Al Mueller Building Maintenance 
Norman Papp Caretaking Services 
Nancy Pastoor Senior Human Resources Officer 
Colleen Sullivan Aquatic Centre Supervisor, Sport & 

Recreation Services 
Deb Tarnava Caretaking Services 
Terri Thomas Manager, Housing Services 
Yvette Thielen Caretaking Services 
Cheryl Wheeler Manager, Human Resources Projects 

Local Community Dave Cocks Intern Architect, FWB Architects 
Wes Hironaka Architect, RKH Architecture Ltd. 

Observers Chris Eagan Executive Director, Facilities 
TJ Hanson Director, Facility Operations & 

Management 
All Sessions
Facilitators Michel de Jocas Principal, Educational Consulting Services 

Corp. (ECS) 
Francine Lecoupe Senior Planner, ECS 
Shahid Mahmood Senior Urban Planner, Moriyama & 

Teshima Architects 
David Wittman Architect, Gibbs Gage Architects 
Spencer Court Associate Director, Capital Planning and 

Architecture, University of Lethbridge  
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Introduction 

Following the World Café, a meeting was held on September 22, 2011 between 
Students’ Union executive members, Campus Planning and Architecture personnel, 
and members of the consulting team to discuss how to further involve the student 
community in the development of the Master Plan.  A collaborative initiative was 
launched for a supplementary consultation using a ‘whiteboard forum’ process.  
Campus Planning orchestrated the event on site, the Students’ Union and University 
Administration promoted it, and ECS analyzed the results. 

Whiteboard Forums 

Moveable whiteboards were placed in six strategic locations: 

University Centre for the Arts - Atrium 
Students’ Union Building – outside entrance to bookstore and food court 
Centre for Sport and Wellness – adjacent to east side of staircase 
Library – adjacent to main entrance area 
University Hall, Level 6 – north end 
Markin Hall - Atrium 

Students were encouraged to respond to a series of questions using ‘sticky’ notes that 
were made available and placing them on the boards.  Only one question was posted 
per board.  

The World Café questions were reformulated for simplicity, since a moderator would 
not be present to provide clarifications.  Spencer Court, Associate Director, Campus 
Planning and Architecture created attractive and thought-provoking posters depicting 
historical views of campus for each of the six questions.  A Quick Response (QR) code 
was included on the posters for students who might prefer to respond to questions on 
the University’s Facebook page.  

The Whiteboard Forums ran for 8 days from October 10 to October 19.  Campus 
Planning monitored Facebook intermittently and the whiteboard sites at the end of 
each day. 
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Synthesis of Findings 

A substantial amount of information was generated by the Whiteboard Forums.  Some 
suggestions concern University Administration such as dissatisfaction with food services 
and a desire for better internet capacity and speed.  Other suggestions support or 
augment the information already collected for the Master Plan through the interviews 
with senior administrators and the World Café.   

 

The range of responses is synthesized on the following pages.   
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Question 1 
What were your first impressions of campus? 

Question 1 
Theme 

 
Details 

Positive Impressions 
Campus, overall  General love of the campus 

 Small, beautiful campus, hope that campus will remain 
intimate in terms of class size, etc. 

 Appeal of physical vastness  

 Stunning beauty of physical environment 

 Beautiful walking trails (100 Tree Wood) 

U Hall  Beautiful appearance from the outside from across the 
river, and from points on campus 

 Integration of the building in the coulee setting 

 U Hall hallway as a great meeting place 

U Hall Residence   Very important for first year experience 

Sports facilities  The gym, the climbing wall 

The Library  Successful at bringing the outside in (views) 

Markin Hall  Good use of space and good lighting 
Negative Impressions 
Campus organization  Big, confusing, disorganized 

 Campus too far from University Drive 

 Campus spread out, particularly env. science/water 
building, neuroscience building 

 No quad/outdoor gathering space 

Building appearance and 
features 

 Box store look of Neuroscience Building 

 Concrete + stairs; a cement maze 

 Dungeon feel of Fine Arts Building  

 Dull campus/buildings; need colour 

 Request for lockers in Markin and Anderson Halls  

 Desire for public art space (like a graffiti wall) 

 Need more tables and chairs to eat and study 

 Lack of connection to the outdoors (views) 

 Need more breakout rooms 

 Desire for more sports facilities (squat cages, bigger 
gym) 

 ‘Cold’, loud (building venting), uninviting patio spaces 

 U Hall depressing inside with concrete, impractical 
stairs, and long hallway 

 

 
 

Question 1 (con’td)
Theme Details 
Negative Impressions (cont’d)
Campus Maintenance  Leaky tunnel; AC & heating complaints; need to have 

pool & steam room fixed 

Parking  Unattractive placement at front of buildings, too little 
near U Hall, too much parking 

Pedestrian circulation  Unappealing length of time to get anywhere  

 No link between E part of U Hall and the top of the hill 

 Need wider sidewalks especially when they are right 
beside the road 

Library and study spaces  Requests for a 24-hour library facility 

 Need more study areas and print locations 

 Depressing study centre in the Atrium (and bad odours) 

Food options  Multiple requests for better food options in U Hall 

 Multiple requests for more restaurants and coffee shops 

Poor quality of public space  Cavernous and uninviting, e.g. Atrium 

 

Question 2 
Overall, is the campus conducive to a rich student life? Explain. 

Question 2
Theme Details 
Yes, because of…
Student clubs and activities  Fresh Fest, academic awareness weeks, for e.g. 

Summer and fall seasons  Amazing here 

Library facilities  Study rooms with projectors and white boards 

Continuing improvements 
since 2000 

 

Love of the University, 
overall 

 

But, improvements are needed with…
Food service options  Need more options for good inexpensive food 

 Need more locations for restaurants and coffee 
shops, 24-hour coffee shop (Tim’s is popular) 

 Requests for more microwave ovens 

Places to hang out  Comfortable seating, places to nap 

Student life activities  Need a central events space 

 More activities, sports, entertainment acts, and 
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ways to communicate events 

Question 2 (cont’d) 
Theme 

 
Details 

But, improvements are needed with… (cont’d) 
Study spaces and library  Requests for a 24-hour library  

 More quiet and comfortable study areas 

Pedestrian circulation  Need a pathway from Lot K to Lot N on the north 
side of the road  

 Request for better surfacing (for roller blade use) 

 Need to create paths on the basis of natural 
pathways created by walkers 

Transportation options  Shuttle bus from Lot M to U Hall 

 More bicycle lockers, and place them closer to 
buildings 

 Improve circulation for cars on campus 

IT infrastructure  More power sources in classrooms, study spaces 
and other seating areas 

 Better WIFI  

 More printing locations, wireless printing 

 Add a computer lab in Markin Hall 

 More laptops 

Environmental sustainability  Dishes rather than Styrofoam in cafeteria 

 Automated temperature controls 

Outdoor space  Keep adding and enhancing green spaces 

 Create a quad 

 Campus is too spread out 

Interior decor  Warm up the cement interior, use colours, plants, 
better lighting 

  Add murals 
  U Hall is depressing 

Accessibility   Improve access for persons with disabilities 

Campus housing  Provide more residence options for 2nd year+ 
students to build community 

Question 3 
Overall, is the campus conducive to a rich academic life? Explain. 

Question 3
Theme Details 
Yes, because of…
Amazing profs  

Liberal education  Promotes learning beyond the classroom with guest 
speakers and presentations 

Open debates  Rich debates can occur 

Study areas  Appreciation of group study areas (although students 
need to be more aware of their locations) 

Anticipation for new 
facilities 

 Excitement for proposed science building 

Campus appreciation, 
overall 

 A general satisfaction with campus 

 Satisfaction with tunnels and building interconnects 

 Expectations exceeded in terms of IT, rehearsal room 
access, and extra-curricular activities 

But, improvements are needed with…
Study space  Need 24-hour area equipped with computers 

 More spaces to meet and work collaboratively 

 More quiet study spaces 

 More student-dedicated study rooms (not for classes) 

Classrooms and technology  Need more classrooms with advanced technology 

 Need more power sources for laptops 

Academic departments  Need to be more up to date 

Social / seating places  Need an outdoor, green gathering place 

 Need more space to encourage off-campus students to 
stay 

 Need space to socialize and collaborate with peers 

 More social space for 2nd year +residence students 

 More comfortable furniture overall like in Markin Hall 

 More comfortable seating in pool spectator area 

 Resting area in Library after finals should be available 
year round 
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Question 3 (cont’d) 
Theme 

 
Details 

But, improvements are needed with… (cont’d) 
Pedestrian circulation  10-minute break between classes unreasonable on such 

a large campus 

 Unsafe terrain between parking lots and buildings 

 Extremely cold conditions along pathways in winter 

 Better sidewalks especially behind Pik and K 

 Better lighting needed 

Alternative transportation  Encourage biking  

Parking  More parking lots needed, close to U Hall, Fine Arts 
Building, to residences 

 Cheaper parking 

 All day parking 

 A 15-minute buffer for classes running over 

Food service options  Multiple requests for good inexpensive food  

 Longer operating hours 

 More microwave ovens 

 More coffee shops 

Student activities  Need more social activities like student theatre 
programs, poster sale, better gym hours 

 More community and shared facilities and rooms 

Building appearance and 
features 

 More attractive buildings, less dull, need exceptional 
architecture 

 Sound-proofing of U Hall residence 

 More clocks 

 Better lighting 

 More views to outside 

 Better temperature control 

 Too much concrete, not enough greenery 

Question 4 
What works well on campus? 
What should be left untouched? 
Why? (Think about where you study, get help, access University 
services, hang out, eat, play, etc.) 

Question 4
Theme Details 
Works well
School layout  Makes sense 

Connectivity between 
buildings 

 

Campus Roots Community 
Garden 

 

Residence  Kainai mentioned in particular 

Sustainability  Green toilet flush system 

Future building plans  Excitement for a possible addition to U Hall, a 
preference for vertical buildings  

But, improvements are needed with…
Campus spread  Location of greenhouse singled out 

Student hub /heart of 
campus 

 Provide a quad (at top of campus, in bowl between 
Library and U Hall) 

Social / seating areas  Request for more comfortable furniture  

 Require more tables and chairs 

 Need more ‘hang-out’ places 

Study areas  More carrels needed 

 More table space, without computers 

 Request for a computer lab in Markin Hall 

 More printing stations including Markin Hall 

 Open all study rooms on 2nd floor of Markin Hall 

 24-hour rooms with computers 

 Longer library hours 

 Study lounges that are not part of food service areas 

 Study areas closer to parking lots 

Student activities  Provide an indoor roller blade track 

 Provide music practice rooms for students not enrolled in 
Music programs (piano, in particular) 
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Question 4 (cont’d) 
Theme 

 
Details 

But, improvements are needed with… (cont’d) 
Building appearance and 
features 

 Less concrete, more colour, more greenery 

 Soundproofing on level 6 Atrium, and the U Hall 
residence 

 More power sources for laptops 

 Temperature control 

 Better lighting, W480 singled out 

 Provide lockers in Markin Hall, Anderson Hall 

 Shower stalls in PE  

 Add a prayer room or chapel 

 More art around campus 

Pedestrian circulation  Moving sidewalks in U Hall 

 Need a faster way to get from one end of campus to the 
other 

 Find a way to improve long walks across parking lots 

Food services  Need good food at inexpensive prices 

 24-hour options 

 More microwave ovens 

Sustainability  More environmental initiatives, not everything needs to 
be brand need, reduce-reuse-recycle 

 A new quad should be environmentally sensitive 

Accessibility  For persons with disabilities 

Parking  Free parking, day use parking, lots near Fine Arts 
building, closer to residence 

 

Question 5 
What doesn't work on campus? 
What would you suggest instead? 
Why? 

Question 5
Theme Details 
Doesn’t work
Campus layout  Need a building down from Markin to link to east side of 

U Hall 

 Provide a multi-level parkade to remedy parking issues 

Pedestrian circulation  Request for a pathway on east side of Valley Road 
spanning Lot N to Lot K 

 Preference for a formal path that follows the original 
trails  

 Need a path that doesn’t dip down between Library and 
Markin Hall 

 Need a faster and easier way to U Hall that is sheltered 
from the wind 

 More pathways into campus including one through the 
woods when walking south on University Drive 

 Expand tunnel system to include Markin and Anderson 
Halls 

Alternative transportation  Access by bike from University Drive needs improvement 

 Need incentives for carpooling and alternative 
transportation 

Study rooms  Request for more rooms, quiet study areas, and more 
comfortable chairs, more tables 

Social areas  Upgrade furniture, include comfortable seating 

 Add more social / seating areas to enhance student life 
and encourage off-campus students to stay on site 

Student services  Need child care options for students taking night classes 

 More residences, short term stay accommodation, pet-
friendly 

 Overwhelming demand for good food options, including 
more coffee shops, longer hours, more microwaves 

Building appearance and 
features 

 Need for more aesthetically pleasing buildings 

 Need for good public art and other decorative features 

 More power outlets for laptop use and a printing station 
in Markin Hall 

 Request for clocks in public spaces 

 Modernize U Hall 

 Repair leak in tunnel 
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Question 5 (cont’d) 
Theme 

 
Details 

Suggestions for new amenities 
Possible amenities?  Driving range on top of Markin Hall 

 18-hole golf course 

 Clubhouse 

 
 
Question 6 
What is University Hall's future role on campus? 
What programs should move in/out of UH? 

Question 6 
Theme 

 
Details 

U Hall should 
Ensure interdisciplinarity  House academic departments; move in New Media 

Be accessible  Have an additional bus stop 

 Have more parking to encourage more activity 

 Be linked to other buildings and parking lots by tunnel or 
covered walkway  

 Have interior moveable sidewalks  

Have better food options  More food choices, more coffee shops (one location 
might be between Express Express and E doors) 

Be the heart of campus  The current unofficial heart is 1st Choice Savings Centre 
– and a gym … 

Keep, add, or change… 
Building appearance and 
features  

 U Hall feels like a dungeon, it is alienated from the rest 
of campus 

 Keep integral design of U Hall since it is the University’s 
iconic building 

 Design more floors like level 6; keep Atrium for large 
events 

 Eliminate dead ends on 7th level 

 Provide more natural light 

 Provide an elevator shaft linking all levels 

 Paint the concrete; involve fine art students 

 Add more greenery 

 Increase amount of open areas 

 Add clocks 

 

 

 

Question 6 (cont’d)
Theme Details 
Keep, add, or change… (cont’d)
Improve classroom space  Increase space between rows of seats  

Meeting areas, study, and 
social areas 

 Increase number of meeting areas for faculty and/or 
students 

 Increase number of study areas; 24-hour study rooms; 
quiet rooms; comfortable and appropriate furniture (to 
support work) 

 Increase number of areas for socializing and improve 
quality of furniture, make areas cozy  

Residence  Move to the 6th level 

Sustainability principles  Recycling  

Amenities  Driving range and/or a soccer pitch on the roof of U 
Hall 

 A prayer room 

 A nap room 

 Keep galleries and theatres regardless of new changes 
on campus 

Move out
Residence  

Science facilities  
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