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Organisations are not getting
what they should from their
corporate workplaces. This
is the finding from research
across 250,000+ employees
in 2,000+ workplaces.

This report unearths five
key factors influencing
workplace performance
and arms leadership teams
with key insights to reclaim
this lost value.
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This is an analysis of a dataset of

a size never before amassed, using
a single product, based on a simple
proposition: is your workplace
working? The results are arming
organisations with a detailed
understanding of how workplaces
impact employee experience,
whilst fuelling a central benchmark
database, the statistical robustness,
research richness and diversity of
which is unparalleled globally.



The key conclusions of this report
expose, with no vested interest and
totalindependence, that organisations
are not getting what they should

from their corporate workplaces.
Opportunities are being consistently
missed and the impact of the physical
and virtualinfrastructure of workplace
grossly underestimated.

These findings offer corporate leadership
teams the opportunity to reclaim
immense lost value and dramatically
alter both how they look at their office
environments, and how they procure
the services that support them.

So, whilst there is much talk of corporate
resilience and adaptability, the stark
reality is that while employers continue
to endure economic uncertainty, too
many of their employees are having to
weather workplaces that fail to support
their basic working day, obstructing
individuals’ ability to proactively
contribute to corporate goals.

Some content will consequently make
foruncomfortable reading; just 57%
of employees globally can agree

that their workplaces enable them to
work productively. For a quarter of
workplaces globally, the figure is less
than 50%. Whilst this is not a direct
measure of actual employee output,
itis a measure of whether the physical
and virtual environments provided
by employers are fit for purpose,
supporting employees to do the

job they are employed to do.

Of course, averages mask more
dramatic variances. A high performing
workplace could return productivity
agreement figures of 90%+ whilst
apoorly performing space might
languish with just 20-30%. Our lowest
productivity agreement workplace

to dateis just 15% of employees.

Segment those workplaces further,
to those that have been surveyed
shortly after relocation or
refurbishment works have been
undertaken and the figures are only
marginally less discouraging, with an
average of 64% of employees able to
positively answer the same question.
Atface value this appearstobe an
inexcusable waste; that relocation

or refurbishment does not necessarily
deliver significant operational benefit,
especially since most come at weighty
operational expense.

And so a picture of ‘haves and have
nots’ emerges; employees empowered
with a'catalyst’ workplace that
energises their daily contribution,
vs.those whose day-to-day monotony
isroutinely blocked by ‘obstructer’
spaces where productivity
impediments consistently hamper
contribution. In the middle are a raft
of ‘enabler’ workplaces languishing
inano man’s land, neither actively
supportive nor overly obstructive,
generally passing unnoticed, sustaining
employees’ daily routine butrarely
demonstrating any direct contribution
to high-value activities.

By understanding how those ‘catalyst’
spaces perform, all can learn. These
spaces elevate themselves way above
questions of fitness for purpose and
make a proactive contribution to
business effectiveness. These workplaces
are assets—toolsin talent management
strategies, gears in productinnovation,
instruments in brand development and
organisational performance.

Sowhat do the best consistently do
differently? How do some organisations
develop space solutions that seem to
effortlessly outperform the rest? How is
itthat othersinvest heavily butachieve
nothing more than mediocre results? And
what can the supply side of the industry
doto garnerrespect as strategic adviser
rather than mere service vendor?

The central findings of this study should
concentrate attentions on how real
estate and workplace strategies can
support business competitiveness, not
by cost mitigation but through increasing
employee engagement, loyalty and
output. Our clients are leveraging this data
to fuel better business decision making,
focusing on employee experience

as a critical component of business
performance and their workplaces

as tools in competitive advantage.

Tim Oldman
CEO and Co-Founder

DrPeggie Rothe
Development Director &
Head of Insights and Research




Data diversity

This study is based on a seven-year assessment of workplace effectiveness,
evaluating results from 276,422 employees across 2,160 workplaces in 67
countries. It's all we've done in that time, offering no consulting or advisory
services whatsoever.

Work
activities

The Leesman Index now represents the largest
research review of its kind ever undertaken and
provides the widest assessment yet of whatis
working for whom, where and how. So while real
estate industry news feeds abound with trend
analysis, research findings and latest must haves,
our data remains insulated from the commercial
bias that brings much of that material to market.
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employee responses

Geographies

Age Under 25
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35-44

45-54

55+
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Nordics
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Rest of World
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33 languages
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Five tfactors of performance

There are multiple factors that
determine how well a workplace
supports the employees who use it.
But when the opinions of 276,422
employees are reviewed as awhole,
a series of narratives surface that we
believe all organisations involved

in the commissioning, design,
delivery or management of workplace
environments need to understand.

Conclusions are drawn based on various
methods of statistical analysis, including
comparative studies between specific
data sub-groups, for example against
our Leesman+ group of the world’s most
effective workplaces. Five of these
themes are presented here and should
provide employers and their service
providers a series of important warning
flags and signposts. We also hope they
will create an appetite for further debate
and investigation.

Profiling productivity

Onein four workplaces globally are
failing to supportemployees’ sense of
personal productivity. This, where less
than half of the respondent employees
can say their workplace supports
them, is typical of a raft of neglected
spaces that undermine corporate
values. They are routinely presenting
obstacles and barriers to daily work
thatimpact onwards to sense of pride
and community. These ‘obstructer’
workplaces are failing employees
and employer alike.

So, what are leading organisations
doing differently? How do their
‘catalyst’ workplaces consistently
deliver outstanding pride and
productivity agreement figures
and what can be learnt from them?

Our evidence increasingly points to
perception of personal productivity
being most closely linked to an
employee’sindividual and concentrative
activities. So, spaces new or old that
disregard this part of an employees’
workflow risk the knock-on impact of
undermining the perception of all work.
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Demographic diversions
Focusing and responding singularly
tothe apparent ‘challenges’ presented
by the tidal wave of digital natives
floodinginto the workplace is
misguided. Those aged under 25
representjust 4.4% of the workplace
population across those spaces we
have assessed and repeatedly show
themselves to have the simplest work
profiles and thus the narrowest set
of requirements.

Attention should instead be directed
atthoseinthe 35-44-year age band,
who consistently record the lowest
effectiveness scores, or those in the
45-54band who have the most complex
work activity patterns, so place the
highest demands on the infrastructures
provided for them. These employees,
who collectively represent some 56.2%
of the workplace population we have
surveyed, therefore present the greatest
opportunity and the highest risk.

Our evidence shows thatemployers
should focus on understanding the
complexities of an employee’s role
within the organisation, almost
certainly based on the life and career
stage and move away from misguided
preoccupations with the yearin which
an employee was born.
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New is no guarantee

With the vast capital sums invested in
refurbishment and relocation fit-out
projects, leadership teams should
rightfully expect them to deliver
significant operational benefit. But our
evidence shows this not to be the case
with just 34% of projects delivering
high performance results.

The exactreasons for each scheme’s
deficitresults vary, but the lack of
guaranteed operational benefit should
actas astark warning to corporate
organisations embarking on a major
workplace project.

The highest performing projects place
the individual's needs at the heart of
the solution, in an employee-centric
design that wraps aninfrastructure
around the employee, responsive to
their daily needs. Where this brings
significant change, then the role

of change management must not

be underestimated.

Client groups can do more to be
better clients to their design teams
and design teams should do more to
draw their clients into partneringin
the design process. Both should see
workplace for what itis—a component
of organisational performance —and
attach the same process design rigour
toitas they would other organisation
wide projects, such as a major new
technology implementation.

P12

De-demonising open-plan

The majority - 58% - of employees

in our database work at an allocated
open-plan desk or cubicle. In many
instances, these are part of workplace
landscape that is collectively failing
to provide those employees with an
environment that adequately supports
their daily efforts.

Butthe open-plan deskis just one of
the many component partsin those
workplaces and although sensationalist
journalists, obsessed with the benefits
of private offices will doubtless ignore
the fact, nine out of ten of the highest
performing workplaces in our research

are either fully, or extensively open plan.

Our research shows that both open-
plan and cellular solutions can be
good and bad. So organisations need
to fully comprehend the benefits
and challenges both solutions offer.
Butacross 2,160 workplaces, when
measured againsta number of our key
indicators, employees in the highest
performing locations will almost
certainly be working in an open-plan
setting. So, demonising open-plan
isjust factually incorrect.
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Managing mobility

The work anywhere, anytime
proposition has enticed organisations
toreview whether employees should
be encouraged to more widely adopt
amore nomadic approach to work.

For some, that has meant supporting or
encouraging more remote working, but
for others that has resulted in exploring
a less territorial use of the corporate
workplace, in some cases deploying
an ‘activity based’ approach. This
encourages employees to recognise
and segment their work into distinct
activities and seek spaces away from
adesignated desk to best support that
part of their working day.

But based on ourresearch across
11,366 employees in 40 ‘activity
based’ workplaces, these strategies
are often falling short of expectation,
predominantly through a lack of
adoption of the behaviours that
maximise the benefits offered by

the new surroundings. The question
organisations need to ask themselves,
is: are they the type of organisation
that can reap direct benefit from this
workstyle, and if so, how can they
actively supportemployees in adopting
the new behaviours necessary to realise
value foremployer and employee?

P16




1 Profiling productivity

Working environments impact what employees
do, how they doitand how they feel. The direct
impact the workplace has on personal productivity
isimmensely difficult to measure with any
transferable consistency, butitis possible to get
close. Our assessments do not directly measure
actual productivity, but they do measure the
extent to which employees perceive their
workplaces support them to work productively.

Across the 276,422 employees in our research
database, 57% agree that their workplace enables
them to work productively. 28% disagreeing and
15% sit neutrally between. A comparison of the
two opposing groups —those who can and those
who cannot say that their workplace enables
them to work productively — provides clues to
understanding whether there are factors that
regularly exert greater influence over that answer.

The greatest difference in support comes in work
activities such as ‘'Thinking/creative thinking’,
‘Reading’ and 'Individual focused work, desk
based’ all of which are focused activities. When
looking at the physical and service features
with the largest satisfaction differences, we
find 'Space between work settings’, 'Dividers'’
and 'Noise levels".

27.6%

Disagree

= My workplace enables me to work productively

15.2%

Neutral

This suggests thatemployees’ perception of a
workplace that supports personal productivity is
impacted more by its ability to support individual
work than collaborative work.

It would appear that some organisations may be
investing a disproportionate amount of focus
on supporting creativity and collaboration, at
the expense of the spaces needed to commit
these collaborative thoughts in an individual,
concentrative way to paper. It could also be
that for many employees in more concentrative
analyticroles, the impact of key infrastructure
elements and planning have been overlooked -
like occupant density and noise control.

Clearly, thatis not to say that the importance
attached to collaboration should be downgraded.
Far fromit. Butit does reaffirm that to create

a high performing workplace, all phases and
activities that underpin knowledge work need

to be deeply understood and well provided for
-bothindividual/ concentrative and interactive

/ collaborative. But concentrative work activities
would appear to be the ‘hygiene factor’ for all
employees. Get these wrong and perception of
personal productivity falls. Get the balance right
and the picture is more positive.




Most would agree that any examination of productivity must focus on outcomes not inputs.

So, understanding what an employee is doing across the breadth of a working day is central to
creating an infrastructure to support those activities. But our research also points to specific

activities having greaterimpact on an employee’s perceived sense of productivity. The chart

below shows the agreement / satisfaction differences in opinions of those who agreed, those

who were neutral and those who disagreed that their workplace enabled them to work productively.

@ Disagree

@ Neutral

@ Agree

Differences based on productivity agreement
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2 Demographic diversions

10

No one area of trade media discussion generates
more column inches than the apparentimpossible
challenges faced by organisations preparing for
the millennial workplace invasion. Organisations
have been panicked with claims that not
understanding the needs of this segment of the
workforce will curse organisational performance.

The factis, work has changed for everyone -
regardless of age or generation. So, are the
millennials really that different and difficult

to please? Across our database, the youngest
employees report the highest Leesman Lmi
scores, so clearly not. Further examination does
yield important differences between younger
employees and their peers, but not where
‘millennial myth marketing” would have you look.

Our data shows that the youngest age group are
in fact the workplace population with lowest
work complexity. On average, those under 25
select 8.9 activities to be important to them
(out of 21 possible), compared to 11.1 among
those aged 45-54.

Designing for the youngestin our organisations
also means designing for the smallest group

of your workforce. Those under the age of 25
represent just 4.4% of the workplace population
across those spaces we have assessed, so focusing

Age distribution and Lmi

efforts entirely on this group dramatically risks
implementing misguided solutions for the
remaining 95.6%.

This also risks overlooking the needs of those
aged 35-44 who consistently record the lowest
workplace effectiveness (Leesman Lmi) scores,
those aged 45-54 who show the highest work
complexity, or those in the upper age ranges,
where age related needs (natural and artificial
lighting etc.) progressively increase in importance.

Data shows those employees with the highest
activity complexity have the most multifaceted
workplace infrastructure needs. This is also the
group that benefits the most from environments
that provide a variety of work settings that support
that work complexity. This is the group where
attention should be focused and their needs
better understood.
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Number of important activities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Average
Under 25 8.9
25-34 9.9
35-44 10.6
45-54 11.1
55 orover 11.0
Il 05 Bl 6-10 11-15 16-21
Our research consistently points to work activity complexity
providing the strongest marker of an employee’s workplace
infrastructure needs. The average number of activities across all
employeesis 10.5. Demographically those aged 45-54 have the
highest average activity complexity at 11.1 but those age 35-44
a have the lowest Leesman Lmi workplace effectiveness score.

Activity importance and support for age group 35-44

Individual focused work, desk based
Planned meetings

Telephone conversations

Informal, un-planned meetings
Collaborating on focused work
Reading

Audio conferences
Relaxing / taking a break

Thinking / creative thinking

Informal socialinteraction

Business confidential discussions
Individual routine tasks

Learning from others

Private conversations

Collaborating on creative work
Hosting visitors, clients or customers
Larger group meetings or audiences
Video conferences

Spreading out paper or materials
Individual focused work away from your desk

Using technical/specialist equipment or materials

Importance

92.9%

78.8%

75.7%

65.5%

59.4%

52.5%

52.1%

50.2%

48.6%

47.7%

47.1%

47.1%

43.3%

43.3%

42.6%

41.0%

38.2%

37.3%

36.4%

34.7%

23.8%

50% 60%

70% 80%

Support

Support
74.6%

77.2%

62.3%

60.7%

70.1%

56.0%

67.3%

58.2%

479%

72.4%

51.5%

\
1 86.5%

74.3%

459%

60.8%

61.3%

59.6%

57.2%

59.1%

63.1%

63.9%
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If we divide the database into three simplistic
segments: those about to embark on workplace
refurbishment or relocation, those having just
completed refurbishment or relocation and the rest
who sit somewhere between those two workplace
lifecycle points, disturbing patterns emerge.

Across all‘pre-occupancy’ spaces awaiting
imminent works, on average 55.6% of employees
agree that their workplace enables them to work
productively. Inthe ‘post-occupancy’ new spaces,
that figure increases to 64.5%. Aworrying 47 out
of 145 post-occupancy surveys of those spaces of
more than 50 respondents deliver below average
productivity agreement and just 50 achieve a
Leesman Lmi of 70 or above.

Of course, the average masks the exceptional
results of those organisations who have created
outstanding workplace solutions, but it should
actas astark warning to those planning to embark
on workplace change projects, that design and
refurbishment do not automatically deliver
operational benefitand return oninvestment.

5 New s no guarantee

Clients on these projects cannot afford to
sub-contract their own responsibilities to
professional teams and instead need to fully
immerse themselves in developing a detailed
understanding of what employees are doing,
how they are working today and how that will
be differentin the new space.

Our research shows that 'Noise levels'is stillone
of the most common challenges evenin those new
workplaces, with an average satisfaction of 34%
and nearly half of the workplaces not even reaching
30% satisfaction. And while new workplaces
tend to deliver on ‘Accessibility of colleagues’,
with an average satisfaction of 74% across the
post-surveyed buildings and most workplaces
above 60% satisfaction, we see bigger extremes
on 'Variety of different types of workspace’ with
satisfaction scores ranging from less that 10%

to above 95%.

Organisations operating at their fullest potential
are those allowing their people to be their best
atwork. So, workplace needs to be seen clearly

Post-occupancy workplaces; Respondent distribution and Lmi
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One third of workplace projects achieve
high performance

as part of the operational infrastructure of work.
Workplace design needs then to be recognised for
itsrole in work processes, not merely as an exercise
to develop athree-dimensional representation of
the brand or as a conundrum to match headcount
with lettable area. But designers need to better
present the case for attention to be paid to these
consistent deficits (noise, variety etc.).

In fairness to the workplace design industry,
this may also point to cases of misguided
underinvestmentin change management.

So, where a new space has been designed in
response to leadership desire to facilitate a
change inemployees’ workstyle, how often
have the necessary behavioural transformation
programmes been implemented to allow
employees and employer to manage the change?

Post-occupancy workplaces; Workplace impact agreement
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4 De-demonising open plan

14

It seems thatjournalists trapped in poorly
designed open-plan offices, revelin feeding
the public with alarmist headlines, one claiming
that "Open-plan offices were devised by Satan
in the deepest caverns of hell.” This, along with
many others, are used to demonise the strategy
and bemoan the demise of enclosed celluler
boxes. Butthat does not mean the entire concept
is flawed and that all open environments are evil
strategies contrived to torture.

When research is conducted on poorly designed
open-plan offices, you should expect to see
statistical verification of this. Butif all those
respondents are from one or two organisations
with poorly designed workplaces, it's against all
laws of statistics to generalise and conclude that
open office is flawed as a concept. It's not until you
have looked at enough different open-plan offices,
thatyou can actually make those kinds of claims.

Work settings; Respondent distribution and Lmi

48.5%

9.3%

9.1% 1.5%

If we look at those workplaces in our database with
over 50 respondents and compare the Lmi against
the proportion of respondents in enclosed offices

the message is clear, if rather self-evident: there are

great open-plan offices and awful ones. But there
are also failing cellular solutions and successful
ones. Both open environments and more enclosed
office concepts can be good or bad.

Of the top 10 workplaces (based on Lmi), there
is only one location with more than 50% of the
employeesin a private or shared office —and
it's just barely inside the top ten. In our highest
performing Lmiworkplace (Lmi 85.0), 92% of

employees work at designated open-plan settings.
So demonising open planis just factually incorrect.

The influence of key infrastructure elements
is worth understanding, as they consistently

statistically bolster the effectiveness of employees

basedin open-plan—"Variety of different types
of workspace’and ‘Noise levels’ particularly.
Organisations should similarly recognise the
benefits of open plan settings on key activities
like ‘Learning from others’, 'Informal unplanned
meetings’ and ‘Informal social interaction’.

\ A private office assigned solely to you

«==QOther

A cubicle assigned solely to you
A workstation, assigned solely to you, in a shared office
Aflexible/non-allocated setting

A workstation, assigned solely to you, in an open plan office area

Lmi72.2

Lmi62.9

Lmi61.9

Lmi61.8

Lmi59.5

Lmi59.2




Workplace effectiveness (Leesman Lmi) against proportion of employees in shared/private offices

Workplaces with >50 respondents @ Top 10 @ Bottom 10
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It's a place I'm proud to bring visitors to 93 %
14%
It creates an enjoyable environment to work in 3?22
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Itenables me to work productively 25%
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Informalun-planned meetings ?,?02
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5 Managing mobility
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Across the world, businesses of all sizes are seeking

to understand the potential benefits of creating

agile, more flexible teams and workplaces. In March
2015, we added two new questions to the Leesman

core survey designed to poll employee mobility.
187,738 employees have since then selected a
mobility profile to describe the way in which they
use their principal workplace.

Many of these employees are working in
environments described by their employer as
“activity based”. These are spaces designed to
vigorously promote employees selecting a series
of different spaces during a working day, each
chosen to best support the particular activity
being undertaken at that point.

Theresults identify the crucial building blocks
to supportactivity based working (ABW) and
demonstrate the impact this work style has on
employee effectiveness. The data consistently
supported industry claims that ABW provides
far greater flexibility in where and how an
employee chooses to work—and in so doing,
increases staff collaboration, productivity, pride
and effectiveness. Butitalso uncovered a series of
substantial failings and challenges that should act
asimportant warning signals to any organisation
considering embarking on an ABW project.

We consistently saw that the adoption of activity
based working styles, in spaces specifically
designed to promote and support it, were

1

Activity Based Working can deliver significant
operational benefits for those employees who
use the environments provided for them.

2.

The more an employee uses multiple work locations
within the workplace, the more they report that the
space enables them to work more effectively.

Mobility profile 1

| perform most/all of my
activities at a single work
setting and rarely use other
locations within the office

Lmi59.6 30%

Camper/Squatters are truly anchored to their
workstation and are not finding other spaces elsewhere.
Within the ABW sample workplaces, they still represent
30% of employees.

Mobility profile 2

I perform the majority of my
activities at a single work
setting but also use other
locations within the office

Lmi65.7 41%

Timid Travellers remain strongly attached to their
single workstation, they are starting to experience other
spaces for some of their work. Across the ABW sample
workplaces, they represent the majority of employees—
41% —clearly showing ABW environments struggle with
employee inertia.

Mobility profile 3

ata single work setting but
often use other locations
within the office

Lmi68.4 19%

| perform some of my activities

Intrepid Explorers are well progressed in their
investigation of the central concepts of ABW and have
adopted a progressive and mobile approach to space use.
Within the ABW sample they account for 19% of employees
with above average productivity (60%) and excellent pride
agreement (81%).

Mobility profile 4

| use multiple work settings
and rarely base myself at

a single location within

the office

Lmi71.9 10%

True Transients are the most mobile, butare few in
number. Even across the ABW sample workplaces they
representjust 10% of respondents. However, they report
the highest productivity (67%) and outstanding pride
agreement (86%).




dramatically lower than might have been expected.
Across a sample of 11,366 employees from 40
activity based workplaces, just 29% selected

a mobility profile that could be described as
exhibiting activity based behaviours.

These adoption rates closely mapped to an
employee’sincrease in activity complexity
(the number of activities out of 21 possible,
chosen as importantin an employee’s work).
This illustrated that those with more complex
activity profiles benefit the most from utilising
their workplaces in the manner intended

and that those who do not risked the most,
recording the lowest effectiveness scores
across the sample.

Italso questioned whether some organisations
have imposed an ABW environment and promoted
the matching practices on teams where the
majority of employees have a lower activity
complexity profile where the benefits of
adoption are minimal, if not counter-productive.
Inthese environments, employees are retaining
traditional work habits and are then, in effect,
working in conflict with the environment
around them. Equally it could once again
point to underestimating the importance

of change management.

3

The more complex an employee’s daily work
profile, the more beneficialitis for them to work
in a mobile way that utilises multiple settings.

4|

Poor adoption of appropriate behaviourin activity
based workplaces is a significant problem that
limits widespread organisational benefits.

How internal mobility drives ABW benefits

e Profile 1-low mobility
=== Profile 4-high mobility

% support

Individual focused work away from your desk
58%
78%

Thinking/ creative thinking
45%

65%

Business confidential discussions
52%

Prideagreement

Productivity agreement

Prideagreement

68%

Informal, un-planned meetings
67%
81%

Informalsocialinteraction
77%
91%

Collaborating on creative work
65%
79%

Spreading out paper or materials
42%

49%
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Which of the following service
features areimportantin creating
an effective workplace foryou?

Data driven decisions

Workplace is awash with data. New
technology solutions appear every
week to measure, inform, aid response
or automate processes and it's easy

to get lostin the noise and hype. The
question organisations should ask
themselves, is how many of these tools
benefit the customer—the employee.

Employee centric workplace solutions —
those that understand the work profile of
the employee and build aresponsive and
respectfulinfrastructure around them —
are the workplaces thatreap the highest
productivity, pride and enjoyment results.

Some would argue that physical
workplaces are not the drivers

of performance and that culture
trumps infrastructure every time.

18

We would suggest that the two are
essentially complementary.

What does a poorly performing
workplace —one that does not support
the efforts of employees —say of the
organisational culture? At the very
least it suggests apathy or ambivalence.
Atthe worst, a scant regard or
disrespect for employee wellbeing.

True, amazing workplace culture

can help employees overcome or
discount minor workflow obstacles,
and a great workplace canimbue
behaviours that reinforce great culture,
but separating the two as disconnected,
or suggesting one is the primary or
dominant force in organisational
performance, is diversionary.

Thinking about the general mobility
of yourjob/role, which of the following
most closely describes how much
you workinyour main workplace?

Great organisations build businesses
that enable their employees to do
their best. And physical and virtual
infrastructures are integralin this
equation, so establishing a clearly
communicated workplace strategy
helps you snub the propaganda and
gettowhatis really going to make a
difference for your business. So, start
by working out what your business is
looking to achieve.
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Which of the following physical
featuresareimportantin creating
an effective workplace foryou?

Thinking about how you
use your workplace, which of
the following most closely
describes your work mobility?

25 & 2ding )

2 2.4% %Ja\\'ou'uneﬁﬁkS

Aud'\ocor\ferer\ces -
Which of the following 48'_3% Mnk\)ﬂg
activities doyou feelare ]
importantto youinyourwork?

How much do you
agree or disagree
with the following
statements aboutyour
currentworkplace?

Th i
edesign ofmy workplace is important to me
— " Tbimportanttome

It contributes to a sense of community atwork
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The world’s best workplaces:
the growth of Leesman+

Itis not until you understand average that you can draw any conclusion of
high or low, good or bad. And drawing conclusions or recommendations

based on insignificant sample sizes is hugely risky.

Having measured the effectiveness

of more than 2,000 workplaces, our
Leesman+ high performance workplace
programme can justifiably group the
highest performing spaces and seek

to understand what it is that makes
them different.

We started to recognise Leesman+
workplacesin 2015. Two years later,
achieving this award is increasingly
being setas a critical business objective
for leading global organisations.
Forus, understanding what attributes
make these great 'catalyst’ spaces for
employees, that stand out above the
average, is now at the forefront of

our work.

First, itisinteresting that no one sector,
country or building type dominates this

group. Reinforcing that an outstanding
workplace is simply one that superbly
understands the needs of those who
use itand builds an employee centric
workplace experience that meets
these needs. Stating the obvious
perhaps, butimportant nevertheless
to establish that high performance is
nota consequence or pre-given based
on core business activity, location or
building type.

Butthe data from these Leesman+
workplaces focuses attention on what
makes them different. Earlier in this
report we highlighted the importance of
supporting individual and concentrative
tasks. Our Leesman+ group demonstrate
that to take a workplace to the next level
they must combine this with the spaces
thatencourage both formal and informal

How Leesman+ spaces out-perform the rest

+3.8%

N

My workplace contributes to a sense of community at work

The design of my workplace is important to me
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+15.2%

+21.0%

N\

My workplace is an enjoyable environment to work in
My workplace enables me to work productively

interaction. As this data set grows,

we hope thatit will provide valuable
ammunition for those building new
workplace infrastructures and serve as a
guide to where attention, consideration
and perhapsinvestment should be
directed to deliver maximum gains.

Those organisations and workplaces
inreceipt of a Leesman+ award will
be acknowledged in a new annual
case study publication and research
synopsis, giving their outstanding
efforts global recognition and their
work being understood for their active
contribution to organisational success.

. Leesman average agreement

§ Leesman+ agreement

+30.3%
+15.8%

My workplace is a place I'm proud to bring visitors to




Top 3 differencesin Activities—Leesman Average vs Leesman+

+21.9%

Relaxing/takingabreak Informal, un-planned meetings Thinking/ creative thinking
Leesman Average 60.0%  LeesmanAverage 62.7%  LeesmanAverage 50.9%
Leesman+ 819%  Leesman+ 83.0% Leesman+ 70.8%

Top 6 differences in Physical and Service features - Leesman Average vs Leesman+

+34.6% +34.0% /

)

+33.6%

~ ~ e

Informal work areas / break-out zones Variety of different types of workspace Atriums & communal areas
Leesman Average 36.6%  LeesmanAverage 30.2%  LeesmanAverage 41.5%
Leesman+ 71.2%  Leesman+ 64.2%  Leesman+ 75.1%

(5 / //
1

\ o\
AR

\\ i21.2% /

™~ _

~ T———

Generaldécor Quietrooms for working alone orin pairs Reception areas
Leesman Average 41.8%  LeesmanAverage 28.0%  Leesman Average 62.3%
Leesman+ 72.3%  Leesman+ 49.2%  Leesman+ 82.9%
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The impact code

The data here shows the overall to the right shows where that Activity
performance figures across all lines or Feature would sitif the data was
of standardised data for the entire ranked by the gap. The higher the
database and highlights the differences  numberin the Overall/Leesman+
between the Leesman average gap column, the greater the difference
(allglobal data) and the Leesman+ between the Leesman global average
high-performance group, all of whom and the Leesman+ spaces. These
have achieved a Leesman Lmi of 70 high ranking Leesman+ differences
or above*. are arguably where and how these
workplaces are delivering the greatest
The Overall/Leesman+ gap benefit to theiremployees and
column shows the percentage point so ultimately contributing most
differences, while the gap ranking to employee performance.

Q1.How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about
your current workplace?

11 The design of my workplace is important to me

12 It contributes to a sense of community at work
13 It creates an enjoyable environment to workin
1.4 It enables me to work productively

15 It'saplace I'm proud to bring visitors to

Q2. Thinking about the work that you do, which of the following
activities areimportant and how well are they supported?

2.1 Individual focused work, desk-based
2.2 Planned meetings
2.3 Telephone conversations

~N N O .
U o N %importanceoverall
[ N

2.4 Informal, un-planned meetings 62.8
2.5 Collaborating on focused work 58.2
2.6 Relaxing / taking a break 52.8
27 Reading 52.4
2.8 Individual routine tasks 49.2
29 Audio conferences 48.8
2.10 Thinking/ creative thinking 48.3
2.11 Informalsocialinteraction 48.0
2.12  Learningfromothers 45.8
2.13  Business confidential discussions Lb 4
2.14  Private conversations 429
2.15 Collaborating on creative work 41.2
2.16 Hosting visitors, clients or customers 397
2.17  Spreadingout paperor materials 38.7
2.18 Largergroup meetingsoraudiences 370
2.19 Video conferences 34.8
2.20 Individualfocused work away from your desk 339
2.21  Usingtechnical/specialist equipment or materials 247
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* AlLeesman+awardis granted to those individual

workplaces with minimum 50 respondents that
achieve anLmiof 70 orabove, and also meet the
response rate criteria of maximum 5% margin
of errorata 99% confidence level.
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Q3. Thinking about the work that you do, which of the following
physical/service features areimportant and how satisfied are you

with them?

31 Desk

32 Chair

33 Tea, coffee & other refreshment facilities
3.4 Meeting rooms (small)

3.5 Temperature control

3.6 General cleanliness

37 IT help desk*

3.8 Toilets/W.C.

39 Printing/copying/scanning equipment
3.10 Naturallight

3.11 Restaurant/canteen

3.12 Noiselevels

3.13 Personalstorage

3.14  WiFinetwork connectivity in the office*
3.15 Meetingrooms (large)

3.16 Telephone equipment

3.17  Airquality

3.18 Generaltidiness

3.19 Officelighting

3.20 Computing equipment, mobile*

3.21 Quietrooms forworkingalone orin pairs
3.22 Parking

3.23  Remote access to work files or network
3.24  Computing equipment, fixed

3.25 Security

3.26 Wiredin-office network connectivity
3.27 Generaldécor

3.28 Desk/room booking systems

3.29 Ability to personalise my workstation
3.30 Informalworkareas/ break-outzones
3.31  Access(e.g.lifts, stairways, ramps)
3.32  Accessibility of colleagues

3.33  Plants &greenery

3.34 Space betweenwork settings

3.35 Mail& postroom services

3.36 People walking pastyour workstation
3.37 Dividers

3.38 Health & safety provision

3.39 Leisure facilities onsite or nearby
3.40 Atriums & communalareas

3.41 Receptionareas

3.42  Art&photography

3.43 Hospitality services

3.44  Audio Visualequipment

3.45 Sharedstorage

3.46 Internalsignage

3.47 Variety of different types of workspace
3.48 Shower facilities*

3.49  Guest/visitor network access

3.50 Archive storage

“Addedin March 2015

% importance overall

% satisfaction overall

72.0
66.9
62.0
522
291
62.4
57.2
50.7
71.0
57.3
489
30.5
56.3
56.5
525
68.8
39.6
63.5
57.4
65.3
28.0
50.5
62.6
66.3
73.4
70.8
41.8
459
48.1
36.6
659
69.5
30.8
46.1
69.2
30.2
376
66.0
39.7
415
62.3
255
54.7
459
413
48.1
30.2
341
41.5
371

% satisfaction Leesman+

76.8
733
78.2
70.8
39.5
80.9
68.4
68.4
78.0
74.5
58.4
41.4
57.3
64.6
69.0
75.8
59.0
831
744
75.6
49.2
58.8
68.8
75.0
82.4
769
723
527
457
71.2
737
76.3
48.5
58.4
77.8
376
Lb 4
78.2
51.2
751
829
42.6
72.6
64.3
47.4
61.6
64.2
48.6
559
40.1

% overall/ Leesman+ gap

4.8

16.2
18.6
10.4
185
112
177
7.0
17.2
9.5
109
1.0
8.1
16.5
7.0
19.4
19.6
17.0
103
21.2
8.3
6.2
8.7
9.0
6.1
30.5
6.8
2.4
34.6
7.8
6.8
177
123
8.6
7.4
6.8
122
115
33.6
20.6
171
179
18.4
6.1
135
34.0
145
14.4
3.0

Gapranking

16
12
11
45
22

20
21
48




Delivering insights that drive better workplace
strategies: Leesman is the leading assessor of
workplace effectiveness and works globally with
organisations evaluating how workplaces impact
employees. For more information on our work for
occupiers, consultants and service vendors, or
to understand how we could support your work,
feel free to contact us as below;

London New York Stockholm
t.+44203239 5980 t.+1212 8589665 t.+46(0)8 55921322

Amsterdam
t.+31(0)20893 2598

leesmanindex.com




