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Abstract  
Interdisciplinary working offers the opportunity to develop important skills for built 
environment professions. However, education that involves interdisciplinary learning is 
recognised as being challenging, and is all too rarely implemented in built environment 
education. This study examines the impact of a large scale collaborative design project with 
a cohort of students from across the range of built environment professions. The study draws 
out a range of issues including an understanding of the knowledge that each profession has 
of one another. All students that participated recognised the value of exercise for both their 
educational and professional development, although this was lowest with the architectural 
students. The study has revealed some interesting facets of the collaborative working 
process, and provides insights into the differences and challenges of interdisciplinary 
working. 
 

Keywords:  Interdisciplinary Working, Collaboration, Professional Skills, Problem Based 
Learning. 
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Introduction  

Inter-disciplinary working is an essential model of delivery in the creation of the built 

environment. Professionals, with their individual experience, knowledge and culture may well 

need to moderate and adapt their working methods and behaviour dependent upon their 

relationship to other disciplines in the delivery of projects. The view held by one profession 

towards another in the production of the built environment is often conceptualized during the 

passage of higher education. Wood (1999) suggested that faculty structures ‘encourage 

professions to act independently…[and]…reinforces  compartmentalization’. In his study of 

project work, students tended to behave according to stereotypical roles associated  with 

their  disciplines and exhibited ‘worrying degrees of prejudice’. Fruchter (2003) talks of an 

‘industry perceived need to improve competence of…students…in a multidisciplinary, 

collaborative, practical project-centred environment’. 

A study of a collaborative design project was used to examine the dynamics of 

interdisciplinary working and the understanding of related professional roles amongst the 

students involved. The project was created with the aim of replicating a professional, inter-

disciplinary design exercise and provided the context for research into the impact on 

students of working together. 

Interdisiplinary Working 

An analysis of relevant literature reveals three key themes in relation to collaborative 

working: The importance of collaborative working in contemporary built environment 

education; Typical problems/issues encountered; and Working/teaching methods employed. 

In architectural education, group project based working has typically been a core activity in 

many schools which encompass more than one design discipline. Examples of inter-

disciplinary projects can be seen in many architecture, engineering and built environment 

courses where these schools are co-located and therefore provide the possibility of joint 

student working.  

Group working whether interdisciplinary or otherwise tends to result in “greater breadth and 

depth of knowledge acquisition, more thorough design exploration and resolution.” (Tucker & 

Rollo, 2006) 

However, collaboration is rarely encouraged far less emphasized in the typical, individually 

oriented forms of pedagogy in most schools of architecture in the UK, despite the production 

of all aspects of the built environment requiring collaborative and interdisciplinary effort. 

Furthermore, this appears to be a global issue in architectural education. In a paper 

speculating on the future of Architectural Education & Practice in the US, the authors Boyer 

and Mitgang, (1996) stated: 

“Most students in these fields spend the majority of their college years working on 

individual projects that do not build team-work or communication skills. When these 

students confront the intensively collaborative reality of today’s AEC practice the 

inadequacies of their education suddenly become clear. For example, only 46% of all 
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architecture alumni responding to a recent survey felt their school did a good job 

fostering their ability to work co-operatively in interdisciplinary teams.”   

Developing on this theme Tucker & Rollo (2006) assert that collaborative skills are essential 

if architects are to negotiate design options with the wide range of professionals and 

consultants within a typical project. They refer to the ’significant body of research’ around the 

teaching of problem based group work and reflect that understanding is needed within the 

context of the studio environment. 

Fruchter (2003) argues that curricula in relation to the production of the built environment 

have not been re-shaped to respond to the rapidly changing needs of the professions. Many 

educational programmes are focused on independent and un-linked courses. Resulting 

knowledge is often fragmented and fails to deal with issues that are critical in professional 

practice effectively. Segne (1990) refers to the team, as the ‘fundamental learning unit’ within 

industry which suggests that individual learning does not develop skills relevant to the 

workplace. 

It is clear that as Interdisciplinary team based working is now endemic within the production 

of the built environment, how we choose to educate and organize our built environment 

professionals will become an increasingly acute issue. 

 “As complexity and scale of design processes in architecture and building services 

engineering increase, as well as the demands on these processes with respect to 

costs, throughput time and quality, traditional approaches to organise and plan these 

processes may no longer suffice”. (Van Aken, 2005) 

Problems with Interdisciplinary Projects 

Interdisciplinary working is not a new approach in built environment education. In a paper on 

student architects engaging in collaborative working the authors asserted:  

“The most common problem with the interdisciplinary approach is one of eagerness 

to arrive at mutual understanding, technical terms, jargon, educational traditions, 

intellectual differences and established priorities tend to stand in the way” (McKellar & 

Stein, 1976).  

When it came to an understanding of skills, knowledge and roles of related professions, there 

appears to be a constant obstacle to interdisciplinary working. This creates fundamental 

issues with the ability of each multi-disciplinary design team to actively engage in a critique of 

one another’s opinions and production, making initial progress fraught with difficulty. 

“There is little choice but to accept the contributions of respective members and to 

interpret the results of their work to the extent of justifying recommendations. Each 

member of the team becomes a standard product that can deliver upon demand the 

viewpoint of his discipline on any given subject, unchallenged and uncorroborated” 

(McKellar & Stein, 1976).  
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This view is supported by (Finger et al, 2006) who assert that the goal for the students taking 

part in collaborative projects is to ‘master new domain knowledge’ by learning from each 

other. 

In writing about a collaborative design project undertaken jointly by students from the 

University of Illinois and the University of Florida, working within different disciplines, O’ Brien 

et al (2003) highlighted the difficulty students encountered in working in an integrative way.  

“Design development by the architect(s) dominated early discussions on the project. 

Structural engineering and project management tasks supporting this design 

development were reactive in nature, with limited critiques being offered to refine or 

reject design alternatives”.  

Students considered that too much time had been spent on design and not enough 

developing the proposals. Three principal barriers to adopting more integrated design 

practices that were observed are:  “Lack of knowledge about the information needs of others; 

Lack of integrative knowledge and abilities; and Cultural differences between individuals and 

disciplines” (O’Brien et al, 2003). The fundamental nature of these barriers suggests that 

deeper and more extensive collaboration is necessary in order to break them down, and 

subsequently prepare students more effectively for professional working. 

Some students certainly see their role as reactive in nature, largely in response to conceptual 

and early design work on the part of the architect, rather than contributing to a holistic 

understanding of the issues through the application of their domain knowledge to the 

problem. Hung, (2009) identifies the need for this domain knowledge at the early stages of 

the problem solving process, claiming that participant will get an “understanding the problem 

by researching necessary information within the domain”. 

Pedagogy and Project Working Methods 

Problem based learning (PBL) was defined by (Hoffman & Ritchie, 1997) as a pedagogic 

strategy which is student  centred, setting significant, contextualized, real-world situations 

while providing resources, guidance, instruction and opportunities for reflection to learners as 

they develop content knowledge and problem skills...as well as to become self-directed 

learners. 

More traditional pedagogies involving knowledge acquisition and testing do not allow 

students the opportunity to connect up fragments of knowledge and to generalize concepts. 

Problem based learning leads to a deeper contextual understanding of the value and 

potential application of knowledge, as learned through encountering problems first hand with 

students encouraged to take responsibility over the decision making process. “Traditional 

pedagogies…very often result in students being able to solve ‘text-book’ problems, but 

unable to apply the knowledge to solve real-life problems” (Hung, 2009). Hung identifies a 

key pedagogic mechanism crucial to the problem based learning vehicle, that of reflection 

and review. 
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Reflection is one of the major features of PBL (Hung 2009). Reflection can be and is often 

carried out by tutors, but increasingly peer or self-reflection is becoming common in 

education. Incorporating a reflection component as part of the problem solving task can help 

cultivate learner’s self-directed learning skills and habits. The design of the reflection 

component should focus on (1) acquisition of all of the necessary knowledge (2) adequate 

depth of study (3) effective and efficient research methods (4) logical and effective reasoning 

processes (5) conceptual integration of knowledge and (6) effective problem solving 

strategies” (Hung 2009). 

The role of the instructor or tutor in the team based learning environment is also crucial. As 

defined by Fruchter the role of the teacher clearly changes from being the deliverer of the 

material to one of coach and mentor. “This change in role from teacher to coach, industry 

practitioner to mentor, provides a structure that scaffolds the learning process” (Fruchter, 

2003). 

Domain knowledge and differing working cultures certainly present student teams with 

significant boundaries to effective communication. Cooper’s paper on ‘Transgressing 

Discipline Boundaries’ stresses the importance of  

“having to construct not just a shared conceptual space but the social process 

employed to achieve this position.” He also asserts that “through constructing and 

then sharing of a common theoretical position, conceptual framework or 

methodological approach, discipline boundaries become permeable and are 

transcended”. (Cooper, 2002) 

Methodology 

An intensive collaborative design exercise with a large group of final year students provided 

an opportunity to examine the perceptions held by built environment students of their 

professional roles. Participants were questioned before and after taking part to establish the 

impact that this type of interdisciplinary working has both as an educational experience, and 

in the development of professional skills. A questionnaire was developed using the themes 

that emerged from the literature with specific questions on the value of the working together, 

and the skills developed during the exercise. 

Students from a wide range of disciplines were involved in this exercise which required 

development of design proposals for a large mixed use project. Final year architecture 

students from Edinburgh College of Art and construction project management, quantity 

surveying, building services, engineering, planning and estate management students from 

the School of the Built Environment at Heriot-Watt University took part. Overall 190 students 

worked in multi-disciplinary groups over a one week period to develop proposals for a city 

centre regeneration project. The brief was based on a ‘live’ project scenario and proposals 

had to provide an economically viable set of uses for the site. A wide range of considerations 

were taken into account reflecting the depth and the challenge this presented to the students, 

with the aim of offering a valuable learning experience. Teams were required to integrate the 

development into the surrounding urban fabric in the context of the relevant local area plan; 
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prepare outline plans, sections and models; propose a structural solution; and fully cost and 

calculate the residual site and net development value of their proposal. Teams also produced 

building maintenance plans for the lifetime of the project and proposed phased procurement, 

construction and traffic management strategies for their development proposals. At the end 

of the week presentations were made of the proposals to a panel of staff and visiting 

professionals. 

An important pedagogic mechanism during the exercise is a series of design team meetings 

held throughout the week, where teams present their proposals to a panel of staff members 

acting as ‘client consultants’ appointed to critique and assess the proposals.  These sessions 

focused not only on design development but team working methods, research methods, 

knowledge acquisition and dissemination strategies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project is seen as preparation for the collaborative and multi-disciplinary working 

methods that all students will encounter upon entering their respective professions. From the 

outset students are encouraged to work in an interdisciplinary way with members of the team 

from other disciplines. A key learning outcome of the project is a greater understanding of the 

roles and responsibilities of other members of the building design team as well as the ability 

to work as part of a multi-disciplinary team. 

The research project that was run simultaneously, aims to identify through a two phase 

questionnaire how students feel their largely single discipline based education has prepared 

them for the realities of team based working in the design of the built environment. 

The questionnaire survey was undertaken immediately before and two weeks after the 

project by all students involved in the project to provide an understanding of the impact of 

working together. This revealed any change in the perception of one student discipline to 

another over the course of the project. The survey also tested the perceived value of this 

Figure 1; Students Group at work on Collaborative Exercise.
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type of problem based learning model and the understanding of roles and responsibilities for 

built environment disciplines. Answers were provided in relation to a ‘Likert-Scale’ with an 

answer of 5 as negative and 1 as positive. An ordinal scale is used and scores are calculated 

as a mean. Analysis of the data enables an understanding of each discipline relative to 

others in the cohort. The responses provide evidence to support the use of collaborative 

working. (Appendices A & B). 

The impact of working together 

106 students responded to the questionnaire in each phase out of a possible 190. 

Engineering students only provided a response to the second phase, and architectural 

engineering students only responded to phase one. Simple statistical analysis of the data 

has been used to provide an overview of the experience of this cohort of students. There is 

no attempt to suggest statistical significance in comparative groupings.  

Value of the Exercise (Q5/ 6/ 7/ 8). 

The majority of students from all cohorts saw the project as valuable both in terms of their 

learning and preparation for their future careers. Average ‘Likert-Scale’ scores from the all 

students assessing the value of the group project to their learning was 1.85 before the 

project and 2.06 afterwards. Slightly lower scores of 2.09 and 2.40 were received for the 

value of the project to future careers.  

Highest ratings for the value of the exercise in relation to collaborative learning were from 

Architects (1.44/1.57), Planners (1.66/1.93), and Building Surveyors (1.60/2.0) in both 

phases of the questionnaire. Interestingly these were the three cohorts that clearly saw their 

key roles as ‘co-ordinators’ and ‘team-workers’ in both phases of the survey, with a majority 

of students from each of these three groups opting for these role definitions across the nine 

possible categories. Cohorts who believed the project would be less beneficial to their 

learning prior to the exercise such as Real Estate Managers (2.73) and Quantity Surveyors 

(2.31) produced significantly higher scores for the second phase questionnaire in relation to 

‘Learning Value’. Real Estate Mangers rating the learning experience as (1.83) with Quantity 

Surveyors scoring (1.92). Structural and Civil engineers rated the learning value of the 

project prior to the exercise as medium with a score of (2.73). Unfortunately no second stage 

data was available for this group in order to ascertain if this improvement in the score was 

consistent for all cohorts who rated the learning vehicle as medium prior to the exercise. 

Students clearly recognise the need for team learning and collaboration in their built 

environment education (Segne1990). 

At interview upon completion of the project, all cohorts expressed their concern that this was 

the only truly inter-disciplinary, collaborative learning vehicle they would encounter over the 

course of their built environment education. They also expressed a clear view that they would 

like to experience collaborative working at an earlier stage in their professional education. 

This clearly supports the views of Fruchter (2003) that curricula in relation to the production 

of the built environment have not been re-shaped to respond to the rapidly changing needs 

of the profession. 



The Impact of Working Together 

 
10 

Journal for Education in the Built Environment 
Copyright © 2010 CEBE 

The value of the learning experience appears to directly correlate with the perception of each 

student group as to how well prepared they feel for multi-disciplinary working in their future 

careers. Architects certainly seem most concerned in relation to this issue, scoring the lowest 

in both phase 1 and 2 questionnaires with (3.44) and (3.04) respectively. The exercise 

appears to have lessened this concern through the knowledge accumulated in working on 

the project but without making significant inroads into the scale of the deficit. In almost every 

instance the Architects assumed the lead role and this was accepted by the group. It appears 

that despite the apparent dilution of the role and responsibility of the Architect in the modern 

day production of the built environment the assumption of students is that the Architect 

remains the ‘lead’ consultant on the design team. It is reasonable to suggest there-for that 

Architects feel greater responsibility for team co-ordination and interdisciplinary knowledge 

than other cohorts (Tucker & Rollo). Average scores across all cohorts reveal this concern 

less acutely but still significantly with pre and post project scores of (3.02) and (2.74) 

respectively. The assertion that students generally feel unprepared for the realities of 

interdisciplinary and collaborative work in the production of the built environment is clearly 

borne out by this research (O’Brien et al). 

Team-working, Skills and Challenges. (Q3/ 4/ 7)  

Perception of team-working skills improved across the entire group between stages 1 and 2 

of the questionnaire, (2.17) before the project and (1.95) afterwards. Most cohorts seemed 

content with their team-working skills before and after the exercise with the exception of 

Construction Project Managers, who experienced a clear improvement in their score from 

(3.36) before the project to (1.67) post-project.  

The Architecture students had clear confidence in their team-working skills before the project 

with a score of (2.04). However their willingness to act as lead consultant, respond to the 

need to interpret the research input of the other team disciplines  and produce design 

proposals led to an improved score of (1.74) in the second phase questionnaire. The 

observations of (O’Brien et al) of design development of the Architects dominating early 

discussions was certainly borne out, however the tendency of related disciplines to engage in 

a reactive way was addressed through early tutorials with staff which reinforced the 

conception of all disciplines contributing to a research based analysis of the design problem. 

(Hung, 2009) 
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With respect to the key team challenges, the core challenge for all of the cohorts was seen 

as lack of time and communication, reflected in both stages of the questionnaire. The 

importance of time may well have been affected by the relatively short and intensive nature 

of the project over one week. During group feedback sessions at the end of the week most 

students expressed a desire for the project to be expanded into a much longer vehicle 

allowing more time for critical reflection. Concerns over communication between disciplines 

is also clearly supported by the general feeling in both stages of the questionnaire that most 

saw themselves operating within the roles of team-worker and co-ordinator. Once again key 

issues highlighted in the literature review, (McKellar & Stein) are reflected in the perception 

of key challenges experienced by the students. 

Pedagogy & Project Working Methods 

Pedagogically the collaborative exercise was designed to develop the students’ skills in 

working together, understanding of each other’s professional roles, and increase their 

understanding of the key drivers and responsibilities when working on a large project. The 

conceptual approach to the collaborative project is based on Problem based learning (PBL). 

The value of this approach is seen in the ability of students to take responsibility for decision 

making, and apply this to problem solving. The groups were asked to present work at daily 

consultation sessions. The regular reviews of the design proposals were facilitated by tutors, 

but were primarily aimed at getting students to reflect on their work, and evolve their design 

solutions. This provided an opportunity for students to improve their decision making, and 

problem solving in a ‘real-world’ environment which reinforces the deep learning associated 

with PBL (Hung 2009). 

Figure 2; Example of Student Proposal for Fountainbridge Project. 
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The learning gained from participating in the collaborative exercise is difficult to measure in 

real terms, as individual students will have had different experiences and learned from the 

exchanges and discussions they were involved in. The size of the groups (12 students) 

meant a multitude of exchange and decision making was taking place within sub-groups, 

while consensus had to be reached at whole group level. The structure of the exercise 

enhanced the potential for problem solving, as the process was punctuated by the 

consultation sessions. This approach resulted in proposals that evolved on a daily basis. 

Fruchter (2003) highlights the crucial role of the tutor in the learning environment, and the 

need  to change role from teacher to coach. The consultation sessions led by a panel of 

tutors were used to facilitate a mentoring role. The range of teaching staff involved gave a 

good breadth of input. Although generally a positive experience, not all students engaged in 

this process. The combination of large groups, and some dominant individuals resulted in 

some remaining silent throughout. For these students it is difficult to gauge their learning 

experience. There were also some difficulties for staff in relinquishing their teaching role. 

This potentially reduced the learning experience of the exercise, as some groups may have 

been heavily influenced by the tutor’s views. 

An overview of the responsibility that individual professions have for key areas in developing 

proposals and the key drivers they believe are present allows an understanding of how 

individual student cohorts and the groups as a whole approached the exercise. This 

viewpoint was evaluated before and after the exercise to gain an understanding of the 

learning embedded in the process. 

Before starting, students were asked to identify key areas of responsibility adopted by the 

professions involved in the exercise. The questionnaire identified the following issues: 

Economic Viability; Green/Sustainable Features; Material Selection; Process of Construction; 

Reducing Energy Use; Social Integration; Structural Choice; and Urban Design. The results 

provide an overview of the relative strengths and perceived involvement from the perspective 

of each profession.  

The architectural students were confident in leading in three areas specifically, and this 

confidence increased over the duration of the exercise. Urban Design (1.35/1.13); Social 

Integration (1.58/1.39); and Material Selection (1.54/1.46) were scored the highest within the 

architecture cohort, and across the whole student group. The planners expected to lead in 

two areas, but this decreased after the project. Social Integration (1.96/2.39) and Urban 

Design (1.76/2.16), both important themes to planning were clearly not the sole remit of 

these students. Economic viability, a crucial success factor for any project, was most 

important to Real Estate Managers (1.62/1.46) and Quantity Surveyors (1.88/2.00). 

The learning from this exercise provides a massive opportunity to develop tacit knowledge. It 

is clear that some cohorts have been able evolve leadership skills in key areas relative to 

their professions. Another important outcome is the awareness each cohort has gained of the 

other professions involved in the built environment. In almost all cases the scores improved 

after the project. In some cases there were small downward shifts, especially for the role of 

the building surveyor. This may have been caused by poor working relationships within some 

of the groups.  
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80% of students across all cohorts believed that architects would have a strong leadership 

role in the project. This did not diminish radically over the duration of the project. The other 

group seen to be important in leadership were Real Estate Managers (26%). All other 

cohorts had a diminished sense of leadership following the exercise. This is an expected but 

possibly negative outcome for the sense of value experienced by some students. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Overall, the collaborative project was clearly seen as valuable by virtually all of the students 

involved. Interestingly architects were generally seen by most as leading the project. This 

responsibility is reflected in the concern of the Architecture students involved here that they 

feel unprepared and undereducated for the complex and largely collaborative design 

processes through which buildings today are realized. This concern was also broadly shared 

by all disciplines. 

Understanding of the roles and knowledge base of related built environment disciplines is 

minimal amongst students but was clearly improved by working on this collaborative project. 

Students expressed a clear desire for the problem based model of collaborative learning to 

form a larger part of their education at both undergraduate and post-graduate level. 

The ‘problem based’ learning model clearly has great value for students of the built 

environment professions as a direct reflection of the working realities of built environment 

production, however great care must be taken on the part of project organizers to strike the 

fine balance between support for the learning process and the provision of guidance which 

has an undue influence on the content of student output. 

Another key finding was the tendency of the various disciplines to work reactively rather than 

questioningly in the initial stages of the project. Most cohorts seem unaware of the 

importance of early, research-based investigations which contribute to a deeper 

understanding of the ‘design problem’ on the part of the team. 

The perception of key drivers on the part of the different cohorts is again a strong reflection 

of the cultures that exist historically within the different professions. Architects and Planners 

continue to view themselves as urban designers and social engineers, whilst architects 

worryingly view the economic viability of a project as low in the field of concern. Conversely, 

Real Estate Mangers viewed economic success as far and away the core driver for the 

project. These entrenched cultural positions must be a key concern for both clients and 

professionals involved in the building industry. An increased focus on interdisciplinary, 

problem-based learning in schools is clearly necessary to facilitate greater effectiveness and 

understanding of the contributions to be made by the various disciplines in the production of 

the built environment.
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Appendix A. 
 

INTERDISCIPLINARY WORKING; THE STUDENT EXPERIENCE –Phase 1 
We are conducting research into the efficacy and benefit of interdisciplinary working. During the Design Project 
Collaborative Week you will be working with students from other disciplines. We invite you to take part in this 
study  to  help  in  the  understanding  of  this  type  of working.  All  responses will  remain  confidential  and  no 
individual will be identified. Data will be anonymous for analysis purposes and responses will be destroyed. 
 
Please indicate which discipline you are in: 
 

Architect    Architectural Engineers 

Building Surveyors    Civil Engineers

Construction Project Managers    Quantity Surveyors

Real Estate Managers    Structural Engineers 

Urban and Regional Planning    Planning and Prop Development 

 
1. To what extent will you be involved in the following : (1 leading, 5 not at all) 

  1 2 3 4  5

Economic Viability   

Green/Sustainable Features   

Material Selection   

Process of Construction  

Reducing energy use   

Social Integration   

Structural Choice   

Urban Design   

Waste Minimisation   

 
2. How familiar are you with the roles of: (1 very familiar, 5 not at all) 

  1 2 3 4  5

Architects   

Architectural Engineers   

Building Surveyors   

Civil Engineers   

Construction Project Managers   

Quantity Surveyors   

Real Estate Managers   

Structural Engineers    

Urban and Regional Planning   

 
3. My teamwork skills are:   excellent   /   good  /  average  /  fair  /   poor     (circle or highlight one) 

 
4. The main team challenges faced will be:  

  Ranking 

Number in order of priority  
1 Most Important,  
5 Least Important 

Time  

Communication 

Consensus Finding 

Oral Presentation 

Other (state) 

 
5. How valuable do you think the group project will be to your learning?   (circle or highlight one) 
  Extremely Valuable / Very Valuable / Reasonably Valuable / Some Value / Little Value  
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6. How valuable do you think the group project will be to your career?      (circle or highlight one) 
  Extremely Valuable / Very Valuable / Reasonably Valuable / Some Value / Little Value 
 
7. I see my main role(see Belbin roles on separate sheet)  in the week as :               

Plant 

Resource Investigator 

Co‐ordinator 

Shaper 

Monitor Evaluator 

Teamworker 

Implementer 

Complete Finisher 

Specialist 

 
8. How well do you feel the education you have received to this point has prepared you for working 

effectively in the interdisciplinary environment in which buildings are designed and realised (circle or 
highlight one) 

 
Extremely Prepared / Very Prepared / Reasonably Prepared / Somewhat Prepared / Little Prepared 

 
9. What do you see as the key drivers for a design solution to a mixed use inner‐city development as 

envisaged by the collaborative project?  

 

10. Who will be leading the project? (tick up to 3) 

Architects 

Architectural Engineers

Building Surveyors 

Civil Engineers 

Construction Project Managers 

Quantity Surveyors 

Real Estate Managers 

Structural Engineers  

Urban and Regional Planning 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Ranking

Number in order of priority 
1 Most Important, 
7 Least Important 

 

Financial 

Appearance 

Ease of construction 

Programme 

Conceptual 

Environmental 

Planning Considerations
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Appendix B. 

INTERDISCIPLINARY WORKING ; THE STUDENT EXPERIENCE –Phase 2 
We are conducting research into the efficacy and benefit of interdisciplinary working. During the Design Project 
Collaborative Week you were working with students from other disciplines. We  invite you to take part  in this 
second  part  of  the  study  to  help  in  the  understanding  of  this  type  of working.  All  responses will  remain 
confidential and no  individual will be  identified. Data will be anonymous for analysis purposes and responses 
will be destroyed. 
 
Please indicate which discipline you are in: 
 

Architect    Architectural Engineers 

Building Surveyors    Civil Engineers

Construction Project Managers    Quantity Surveyors

Real Estate Managers    Structural Engineers 

Urban and Regional Planning    Planning and Prop Development 

 
1.    To what extent were you involved in the following : (1 leading, 5 not at all) 

  1 2 3 4  5

Economic Viability   

Green/Sustainable Features   

Material Selection   

Process of Construction  

Reducing energy use   

Social Integration   

Structural Choice   

Urban Design   

Waste Minimisation   

 
2.    How familiar are you now with the roles of: (1 very familiar, 5 not at all) 

  1 2 3 4  5

Architects   

Architectural Engineers   

Building Surveyors   

Civil Engineers   

Construction Project Managers   

Quantity Surveyors   

Real Estate Managers   

Structural Engineers    

Urban and Regional Planning   

 
3.     My teamwork skills are now:   excellent   /   good  /  average  /  fair  /   poor     (circle or highlight one) 

 
4.     The main team challenges faced were:  

  Ranking 

Number in order of priority  
1 Most Important,  
5 Least Important 

Time  

Communication 

Consensus Finding 

Oral Presentation 

Other (state) 

 
5.     How valuable do you think the group project was to your learning?   (circle or highlight one) 
  Extremely Valuable / Very Valuable / Reasonably Valuable / Some Value / Little Value  
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6.    How valuable do you think the group project will be to your career?      (circle or highlight one) 
  Extremely Valuable / Very Valuable / Reasonably Valuable / Some Value / Little Value 
 
7.    I see my main role(see Belbin roles on separate sheet)  in the week as :               

Plant 

Resource Investigator 

Co‐ordinator 

Shaper 

Monitor Evaluator 

Teamworker 

Implementer 

Complete Finisher 

Specialist 

 
8.       How well do you feel the education you have received to this point, (post collaborative project) has     
prepared you for working effectively in the interdisciplinary environment in which buildings are designed and 
realised (circle or highlight one) 

 
Extremely Prepared / Very Prepared / Reasonably Prepared / Somewhat Prepared / Little Prepared 
 
9.      What do you now see as the key drivers for a design solution to a mixed use inner‐city development as 
envisaged by the collaborative project?  

 

10. Who ended up leading the project? (tick up to 3) 

Architects 

Architectural Engineers

Building Surveyors 

Civil Engineers 

Construction Project Managers 

Quantity Surveyors 

Real Estate Managers 

Structural Engineers  

Urban and Regional Planning 

 

  Ranking

Number in order of priority 
1 Most Important, 
7 Least Important 

 

Financial 

Appearance 

Ease of construction 

Programme 

Conceptual 

Environmental 

Planning Considerations
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