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Studio   

Name / Theme Theme 7A Valuation and Value 

Main mentor Dr. M.H. Arkesteijn Architecture and the Built 
Environment, Real Estate 
Management 

Second mentor Dr. Ir. S. Zijlstra Architecture and the Built 
Environment, Real Estate 
Management  

Argumentation of choice 
of the studio 

The graduation topic aligns with the theme of ‘Valuation 
and Value’ studio by exploring how ERE contributes to 
societal value through improved student satisfaction and 
learning outcomes. This connection is rooted in the 
studio’s focus on understanding the interplay between 
built environments and their value to users and 
stakeholders.  

 

Graduation project  
Title of the graduation 
project 
 

The Impact of Educational Real Estate on Enhancing 
Academic Performance 

Goal  
Location: Delft 

The posed problem,  In secondary education, the quality of the physical 
learning environment plays a crucial yet 
underexplored role in its relation to academic 
success.  
 
Existing research has predominantly focused on 
factors such as curriculum design, teaching quality, 
and indoor environmental quality (IEQ), often 
neglecting the broader relationship between 
the design and use of educational real estate 
(ERE) and its influence on academic 
performance. 
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Current studies frequently approach this topic from 
an organizational perspective, examining how 
schools operate as institutions. However, the focus 
leaves a critical gap in understanding how students 
– the primary users of educational spaces – perceive 
and interact with their learning environments. There 
is a lack of insights into how ERE characteristics, 
such as spatial flexibility, user control, and functional 
design, influence student satisfaction and, in its 
turn, academic performance.  
 
This research seeks to address this gap by focusing 
on how the design and use of ERE can enhance 
academic performance through improved student 
satisfaction by secondary school students. By 
identifying and quantifying the characteristics of ERE 
that are most relevant to students’ experiences, this 
study aims to provide actionable insights that go 
beyond traditional metrics, offering a new lens to 
evaluate and optimize educational spaces within 
secondary schools. 
 

research questions and  Main research question: “How can the design 
and use of educational real estate enhance 
academic performance by increasing student 
satisfaction in secondary schools?” 
 
Sub-questions: 

1- How do different perspectives, such as 
pedagogical, educational, and spatial 
perspectives, translate into design 
requirements for educational learning 
environments? 

2- Which real estate characteristics are identified 
in the literature as essential for improving the 
learning environment and learning outcomes?  

3- How do secondary school students 
experience their current learning 
environment, and how does this influence 
their satisfaction and performance? 

4- What role does the use and design of 
educational real estate play in academic 
performance? 

5- How can insights into design and use be 
translated into concrete recommendations for 
the future management of educational real 
estate? 



 
 

design assignment in which these 
result.  

The findings aim to provide school boards, 
architects, and policy makers with a practical 
framework that can help design spaces that actively 
support learning and academic performance within 
school buildings.  

 
By integrating different perspectives on education - such as pedagogical, educational, and 
spatial perspectives - into concrete design principles, this research establishes a clear set 
of ERE-characteristics, including aspects such as spatial flexibility, functionality, and user 
control. These principles will be used to capture students’ perceptions of their current 
learning environments through surveys, assessing their satisfaction and exploring how this 
correlates with their academic achievements. By analyzing patterns across different cases, 
the research seeks to deliver evidence-based, practical guidelines that enable school 
boards, architects, and policy makers to optimize existing facilities and inform the design 
of future educational environments in secondary schools.  

 

Process  
Method description   
 
To answer the main research question, this study adopts a mixed-methods approach. This 
method combines qualitative and quantitative data collection to gain an in-depth 
understanding of the impact of ERE on student satisfaction and academic performance of 
secondary school students. The research methodology includes a combination of literature 
review, case studies, surveys and interviews. The use of multiple data collection methods 
ensures triangulation, enhancing the reliability and validity of the research findings.  
 
The case studies form the core of this research. Two schools within the same school 
board will be selected, with significant differences in real estate characteristics serving as 
the basis for a comprehensive analysis. This approach enables an examination of the 
influence of specific real estate characteristics on student performance and satisfaction 
while the vision towards education remains the same.  
 
Through literature review the diverse perspectives on education, such as educational, 
pedagogical and spatial perspectives, will be explored and translated into real estate 
specifications. The literature review provides an initial foundation for understanding, while 
qualitative tools, such as interviews with school boards / school principals, about their 
view on education and the performance of their students, and observations within the 
case studies, in which I will focus on space usage, flexibility of the layout, presence of 
essential design features, etc., are used to deepen these insights. These interviews and 



observations will be conducted at the selected schools and aim to answer the first two 
sub-questions (for details about the case selection see below).  
 
Based on the insights derived from SQ1 and SQ2, a survey will be developed as a 
quantitative instrument to measure student’s perceptions of specific real estate 
characteristics. The survey will be focused on analyzing student satisfaction within their 
learning environment and the perceived impact on their motivation and concentration. 
The survey will be distributed to students in the selected case study schools, providing a 
standardized method for capturing these aspects. It will be distributed among upper-
grade students from the same level of education (mavo, havo or vwo) that have classes in 
the selected classroom/study spaces. By combining their output with archival data – 
grades and performances – provided by the schools, the relationship between satisfaction 
with the learning environment and academic performance will be analyzed (SQ3). Based 
on the analysis, I will try to determine how real estate characteristics and student 
satisfaction influence their academic outcomes (SQ4). These insights will contribute to 
answering the main research question. Finally, the findings will form the basis for concrete 
recommendations (SQ5) for architects, school boards, and other stakeholders, with the 
aim of managing and designing future educational real estate more effectively.  
 

 
 
Case selection criteria 
The case selection is a critical step in this research, as it determines the validity and 
relevance of the findings. The selection process has been designed to include two ‘newly-
built’ schools, from the same school board to keep the same educational perspective, with 
modern designs but different architectural features, which are constructed within the last 
10 years. This approach allows for a nuanced comparison, ensuring that the analysis 
captures the impact of varying real estate attributes within a controlled timeframe and 
context.  
 
The selection of cases will follow a structured process designed to ensure consistency and 
relevance:  



1- Location: schools must be located in the same or similar (sub)urban 
neighbourhoods with similar SES-indicators (socio-economic status), ensuring that 
external environmental factors remain comparable.  

2- Architectural design: both schools must represent modern, newly constructed 
facilities that reflect contemporary principles of flexibility, sustainability, and 
student-centred design. Additionally, they must differ from each other in ERE 
characteristics (see figure below).  

3- Operational period: schools must have been operational for at least one year, 
allowing users to adapt to the environment and provide meaningful feedback.  

4- Building age: the buildings must not be older than 10 years, to set a clear standard 
of quality.  

5- Focus on learning spaces: the analysis will focus on study rooms / classrooms, as 
these are core spaces directly influencing the educational experience.  

6- Perspective on education: both schools need to be from the same school board.  
 
This structured selection process, coupled with the inclusion of SES as a control variable, 
ensures that the study examines the influence of ERE design in a fair and consistent 
context. This will strengthen the reliability and relevance of the findings.  
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Reflection 
1. What is the relation between your graduation (project) topic, the studio topic (if 

applicable), your master track (A,U,BT,LA,MBE), and your master programme 
(MSc AUBS)?  

 
The graduation topic aligns with the theme of ‘Valuation and Value’ studio by 
exploring how ERE contributes to societal value through improved student 
satisfaction and learning outcomes. This connection is rooted in the studio’s focus on 
understanding the interplay between built environments and their value to users and 
stakeholders.  
 
Within the Management in the Built Environment (MBE) track, this research 
contributes to the strategic and operational dimensions of real estate management. 
By examining how specific real estate characteristics influence student experiences 
and academic achievements, the projects advances the MBE track´s mission to create 
efficient, user-centred, and sustainable real estate solutions. Furthermore, the project 
integrates theoretical insights from architecture, education, and psychology, 
showcasing the multidisciplinary nature of MSc. Architecture, Urbanism, and Building 
sciences programme.  
 
2. What is the relevance of your graduation work in the larger social, professional 

and scientific framework.  

This research addresses a critical and underexplored gap by focusing on how 
educational real estate directly impacts student satisfaction and academic 
performance. While existing studies often prioritize organizational or technical factors, 
this project emphasizes the perspectives of students—the primary users of these 
spaces. By doing so, it provides actionable insights to optimize the design and 



management of educational environments, ensuring they are not only functional but 
also enhance academic performance by students. 

The findings have significant societal relevance, as improved learning environments 
contribute to equitable education, better student well-being, and long-term academic 
success. Professionally, the research equips architects, school boards, and 
policymakers with evidence-based guidelines to create future-ready educational 
facilities. Scientifically, it introduces a new perspective by demonstrating how user-
centred design in real estate can directly support educational achievement and 
societal progress.  

 
 

 


