
	




Nanopigmy LCC/LCA event – London November 2014





Author(s):  	Irena Saniuk
				Ian Wallis		
				
	









	
Issue Date
	1

	Deliverable Number
	NA

	WP Number
	8

	Status
	Final



D1.1- Reference pigments selection and final pigments ´requirements definition
NANOPIGMY- Grant agreement: 280393
____________________________________________________________________________________
  	NANOPIGMY- “More than color: Applying nanotechnologies for the multifunctional ceramic pigments development”. Grant Agreement: 280393



___________________________________________________________________


	Dissemination level

	
	PU = Public

	
	PP = Restricted to other programme participants 

	
	RE = Restricted to a group specified by the consortium

	
	CO = Confidential, only for members of the consortium 




Contents
1. NanoPigmy: Background and Objectives	3
2. Nanopigmy UK Event and its promotion	3
3. Profile of Delegates	5
4. Feedback from attendees	7
4.1 General	7
4.2 Objectives and area of interest	9
4.3 Feedback on presentations	11
4.4 Additional feedback	21
5. Conclusions	22

Tables
Table 1 Objectives for attending the event, by type of firm			8
Table 2 Feedback on presentation, scoring system				9
[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 3  Delegate satisfaction with each presentation				10
Table 4 Additional feedback							16

Figures
Figure 1  Event Agenda, 28 November 2014					3
Figure 2 Number of delegates and feedback forms received			4
Figure 3 Analysis of delegates booked, by type of firm				4
Figure 4 Analysis of delegates attending, by type of firm				5
Figure 5 Photos of attendees, 28 November 2014				5
Figure 6 Feedback form								6
Figure 7 Number of responses to each question on the feedback form		6
Figure 8 Analysis of delegates completing feedback forms, by type of firm	7
Figure 9 Area that was of most interest to attendees, overall			7
Figure 10 Area that was of most interest to attendees, by type of firm		8
Figure 11 Question: Were your objectives met?					9
Figure 12  Satisfaction with presentations, overall				10
Figure 13  Satisfaction with presentation of Ant Wilson				11
Figure 14  Photos of Ant Wilson							11
Figure 15  Satisfaction with presentation, Peter Tse				12
Figure 16  Photos of Peter Tse							12
Figure 17  Satisfaction with presentation, Gerard van Zijl			13
Figure 18  Photos of Gerard van Zijl						13
Figure 19  Satisfaction with presentation, David Churcher			14
Figure 20  Photos of David Churcher						14
Figure 21  Satisfaction with presentation, Stuart Thompson			15
Figure 22  Photos of Stuart Thompson						15

D1.1- Reference pigments selection and final pigments ´requirements definition
NANOPIGMY- Grant agreement: 280393
____________________________________________________________________________________
Nanopigmy LCC/LCA event – London November 2014
NANOPIGMY- Grant Agreement: 280393
_______________________________________________________________

2




[bookmark: _Toc406574985]NanoPigmy: Background and Objectives
NANOPIGMY (full title: "More than colour: Applying nanotechnologies for the multifunctional ceramic pigments development") is a collaborative project co-financed by the European Commission under the 7th Framework Programme. 
With eight participants from Spain, UK, Poland, Italy and Switzerland, the project brought together the following leading European academic, industrial and research organizations:
Nubiola Pigmentos SL
Fundacion Tekniker 
Uniwersytet im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu 
Performance Masterbatches Limited 
Pinova AG
Centro Ricerche FIAT SCPA
Acciona Infraestructuras S.A.
BSRIA Limited  
NANOPIGMY objective was to produce cost-efficient and multi-functional ceramic pigments to give to the automobile and construction industry the required innovative functionalities through the use of the nanotechnology-based materials. The project ends in February 2015.
[bookmark: _Toc406574986]Nanopigmy UK Event and its promotion 
An increasing number of projects are now seeing objectives to minimise life cycle costs and also to minimise environmental impacts, which are usually expressed through the level of carbon emissions.
The free-to-attend ½ day event “Choosing construction materials to save money and carbon” was organized to take place on the 28th November 2014 to illustrate how this works in practice and to show-case some existing and forthcoming innovations in construction materials that can meet both cost and carbon goals.
The invite to attend the event went live on BSRIA’s website in October 2014 and was advertised as relevant to:
Owners & occupiers of buildings, 
architects, 
engineering design consultants, 
constructors & installers, and 
manufacturers of innovative construction materials & products.
Two mailshots subsequently, 27th October and 7th November 2014, went to 4,600 members of BSRIA each time to advertise and invite for the event. 
A central London location, easily reached via train / tube, was selected for the venue. This, together with the attention-grabbing theme and cost free attendance, attracted 51 delegates who booked on the event.


[bookmark: _Toc406423426]
Figure 1  Event Agenda, 28 November 2014




[bookmark: _Toc406574987]Profile of Delegates
As Figure 2 shows, on the 28th November 2014 a total of 35 delegates, including speakers, actually attended representing 69% of all speakers and delegates who booked on the event. 
There were some last minute apologies and also some “no-shows”. Inevitably when an event is free and a delegate can no longer attend they are less likely to seek a colleague to replace them as is usual for paid places. Nonetheless, the event was a great success which can be construed from the very good feedback provided on the day and in the event feedback forms.
[bookmark: _Toc406423427]Figure 2 Number of delegates and feedback forms received

One third of all delegates booked and attended the event represented Consulting Engineers. The vast majority of remaining delegates, one quarter, were M&E/specialist contractors as well as building owners/operators. Further to this, the core sector of 17% of all those booked and 14% of all those attending belonged to ‘others’ category, which comprised sustainability consultants, as well as university, property and local authority representatives. 

[bookmark: _Toc406423428]Figure 3 Analysis of delegates booked, by type of firm




[bookmark: _Toc406423429]Figure 4 Analysis of delegates attending, by type of firm



[bookmark: _Toc406423430]Figure 5 Photos of attendees, 28 November 2014




[bookmark: _Toc406574988]Feedback from attendees
[bookmark: _Toc406574989]General
The feedback form (Figure 6), including 6 questions, was distributed among all attendees at the beginning of the event.
[bookmark: _Toc406423431]Figure 6 Feedback form
		
	






In total 28 feedback forms were received at the end of the event (80% of all attendees completed a form).  A high rate of responses was recorded for all questions except question number 6, where we asked for any additional feedback.  



[bookmark: _Toc406423432]Figure 7 Number of responses to each question on the feedback form  

One third of feedback forms were returned by Consulting Engineers – full analysis is shown in Figure 8.
[bookmark: _Toc406423433]Figure 8 Analysis of delegates completing feedback forms, by type of firm







[bookmark: _Toc406574990]Objectives and area of interest 
Delegates were asked to indicate the area that is of most interest to them. Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), environmental, was a key area accounting for 28% of responses. Life Cycle Costing (LCC) and relationship between LCA and LCC was a key area for a further one quarter of respondents each. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423434]Figure 9 Area that was of most interest to attendees, overall

Question: Which of the following areas is of most interest to you?
[bookmark: _Toc406423435]Figure 10 Area that was of most interest to attendees, by type of firm




Delegates were also asked for their objectives for attending the seminar – please see Table 1 for their responses. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423454]Table 1 Objectives for attending the event, by type of firm

	DELEGATES
	OBJECTIVES

	
	

	Manufacturer
	“understanding LCA/LCC in more detail”

	Consulting Engineer
	“life cycle assessment”
“build base knowledge”
“understanding of LCA & pigments”
“better overall understanding of LCC”
“refresh knowledge”
“gain more information on reducing CO2”
“to learn more about life cycle assessment/measuring carbon”

	Main Contractor
	“to develop mu understanding of life cycle costing and to use it in my job”
“learn more about LCA/LCC  of construction materials”

	M&E/specialist contractor
	“the use of life cycle costing”
“life cycle assessment”

	Building Owner, Operator
	“understanding carbon savings from LCC & LCA”
“to gain an insight/update on life cycle costing techniques”
“identify new construction materials and good overview”

	Speaker & Nanopigmy partner
	“spreading the message on NIR-pigmentation”
“support BSRIA”
“to speak”

	others (education, property, research, local authority)
	“to understand current life cycle cost/approach within building work”
“to understand better life cycle costing”
“to broaden my knowledge of LCA & LCC”
“to gain an understanding of life cycle costs”
“more info on construction materials/innovation carbon & financial savings”


Only one responded stated his objective had not been met as he would have liked to learn more about how different construction materials compare. The other respondent, although his objective has been met, would have liked to see additional information and calculation techniques used in Life Cycle Assessments. 



[bookmark: _Toc406423436]Figure 11 Question: Were your objectives met?


[bookmark: _Toc406574991]Feedback on presentations
The event was chaired by Ian Orme, BSRIA’s Sustainable Construction Group Manager. His role was to introduce the day and each speaker, field questions and to sum up the core themes of the day. His vast working knowledge of best practice helped to steer the seminar proceedings to maintain quality of the day and timeliness.  
The delegates were asked to give feedback on each presentation, in terms of the 5 scores as shown below in Table 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423455]Table 2 Feedback on presentation, scoring system


Because the speakers who completed the feedback form did not score their own presentation and not all respondents scored each speaker in total there were 133 individual scores. Overall, 68% respondents gave the score of 3, which is the most favourable as this denotes that the concepts could be applied and the presentations were at the correct level for maximum understanding, i.e. neither too simplistic not too complicated. 
The next highest score was 2, at 27%, which denotes that the ideas were moderately helpful and building on existing knowledge. 


Only 5% scored 4 which showed a level of complexity that the reviewer felt was not in harmony with their own position. None of the delegates scored 1 or 5 which would denote being either far too simplistic or complicated. 



[bookmark: _Toc406423437]Figure 12  Satisfaction with presentations, overall


Question: How would you rate the usefulness of the content to you?



[bookmark: _Toc406423456]Table 3  Delegate satisfaction with each presentation
	PRESENTATION
	SCORES
1.not at all useful (material too simplistic for my needs)
2.moderately useful (mixture of helpful ideas and material I was already familiar with)
3.very useful (most of all the ideas were new to me and explained clearly so I could apply them)
4.not very useful (mixture of ideas that were too sophisticated or useful for my needs)
5.not at all useful (material was far too complicated or sophisticated for my needs)

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Presentation 1
Ant Wilson, AECOM “The importance of life cycle cost and carbon” 
	0
	5
	21
	0
	0

	Presentation 2
Peter Tse, BSRIA “Overview of life cycle cost and carbon techniques” 
	0
	13
	14
	0
	0

	Presentation 3
Gerard van Zijl, Chromaflo “Using innovative pigments to cool building facades and reduce cooling loads and costs” 
	0
	6
	18
	3
	0

	Presentation 4
David Churcher, BSRIA “Preliminary cost and carbon results for innovative pigments being developed through the NanoPigmy research project”
	0
	11
	11
	4
	0

	Presentation 5
Stuart Thompson, Morgan Sindall “How selection of materials saved life cycle cost and carbon at the University of East Anglia Enterprise Centre” 
	0
	1
	26
	0
	0

	overall satisfaction:
	0
	36
	90
	7
	0




Presentation 1: Ant Wilson, AECOM “The importance of life cycle cost and carbon”.  
Ant gained a BSc(Hons) in Building (Environmental) Engineering from Bath University and went on to join Oscar Faber (now AECOM) in 1979. He leads the Sustainable Development Group promoting low energy/carbon building designs. He has worked on a wide range of construction and research projects mainly from an energy performance perspective. 

The feedback shows a high level of satisfaction with 81% (21 respondents) finding the presentation very useful, and only 19% (5 respondents) finding it moderately useful. 



[bookmark: _Toc406423438]Figure 13  Satisfaction with presentation of Ant Wilson


Question: How would you rate the usefulness of the content to you?

[bookmark: _Toc406423439]Figure 14  Photos of Ant Wilson
	

	

	






Presentation 2: Peter Tse, BSRIA “Overview of life cycle cost and carbon techniques” 
Peter has a MEng in Architectural Engineering, a charted engineer in the UK and attained Professional Engineer (PE) status in the USA.  Peter works as a Senior Design Consultant within the Sustainable Buildings Group at BSRIA providing fact based guidance and consultancy services that will help those involved in designing, constructing and operating services in buildings to improve cost, quality, time and predictability of performance. 

Figure 15 shows that 52% (14 people) of respondents scored a perfect ‘3’ – very useful, and a further 48% (13 respondents), score ‘2’ - moderately useful. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423440]Figure 15  Satisfaction with presentation, Peter Tse


[bookmark: _Toc406423441]Figure 16  Photos of Peter Tse
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Presentation 3: Gerard van Zijl, Chromaflo “Using innovative pigments to cool building facades and reduce cooling loads and costs” 
	
After finishing his chemistry studies Gerard started working in the paint industry, 34 years ago. He has worked in many different areas of the coatings business e.g. resin development, paint research, technical marketing of wetting and dispersing additives, rheological additives and predominantly with colorants & tinting systems. His latest position with Chromaflo Technologies is with Product Management Colorants where he is responsible for the colorant portfolio for industrial coatings and façade applications.

A very high percentage of respondents (67%, 18 respondents) scored the presentation as very useful. 22% (6 respondents) found this presentation moderately useful. 3 respondents (11%) who did not find it useful were simply not representing the pigment industry and their objectives for the day were LCA/LCC. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423442]Figure 17  Satisfaction with presentation, Gerard van Zijl
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[bookmark: _Toc406423443]Figure 18  Photos of Gerard van Zijl
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Presentation 4: David Churcher, BSRIA “Preliminary cost and carbon results for innovative pigments being developed through the NanoPigmy research project” 
David has over 20 years' experience in the building and construction sector. His first degree was in civil engineering and he completed his MBA in 2005 with Open University. He is a trained and expert facilitator and much of his professional career has been spent helping parts of the construction industry develop and implement best practice. His most recent areas on professional interest have been life-cycle costing, the management of design, and building information modelling. At BSRIA, David is now a Principal Consultant in the Sustainable Buildings Group. 

84% of respondents found David’s presentation useful, with 42% being the score of 3 – very useful. 
[bookmark: _Toc406423444]Figure 19  Satisfaction with presentation, David Churcher

[bookmark: _Toc406423445]Figure 20  Photos of David Churcher
	

	



Presentation 5: Stuart Thompson, Morgan Sindall “How selection of materials saved life cycle cost and carbon at the University of East Anglia Enterprise Centre” 

Stuart’s career in the Construction industry spans more than 20 years. He has an exceptionally wide portfolio of experience including site management, engineering, professional services and for the past decade, design management and sustainability. He is a BREEAM AP and has a real interest in a low carbon approach to design. A recent ‘Engineering, Technical Excellence & Innovation’ award winner, Stuart embraces ‘the alternative approach’ and enjoys a challenging environment. He is infectiously enthusiastic with very high standards, which has led him to adopt a Soft Landings approach to all his projects. Currently, Stuart is providing Design Management for the Morgan Sindall Single Point Delivery team at the Enterprise Centre in Norwich. As a Passivhaus and BREEAM Outstanding building, the dual certification will push the boundaries of sustainable design and build projects in our built environment.

Figure 21 shows a very high level of satisfaction with Stuart’s presentation with just one person finding it moderately useful. The respondent (main contractor) would have liked to learn more about how different materials compare.  
[bookmark: _Toc406423446]Figure 21  Satisfaction with presentation, Stuart Thompson






[bookmark: _Toc406423447]Figure 22  Photos of Stuart Thompson
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[bookmark: _Toc406574992]Additional feedback

Tables 4 includes some additional quotes from delegates’ feedback forms.
[bookmark: _Toc406423457]Table 4 Additional feedback
	DELEGATES
	MOST USEFUL/UNEXPECTED TOPIC COVERED AND ANY ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK

	
	

	Manufacturer
	“a copy of the BSRIA LCA publication”

	Consulting Engineer
	“Nanopigments”
“selection of materials”
“the case study – it gave a proper understanding of the concepts”
“good balance of theory & case studies”
“selection of materials to reduce CO2”
“the Norwich Case study was informative and provided a great story to listen to” 
“good location and facility”

	Main Contractor
	“pigments (unexpected)”
“Ant Wilson” are we construction buildings that are going to last too long?” – this was an unexpected but different angle at LCC” 
“informative presentations – particularly around life cycle cost”

	M&E / specialist contractor
	“the selection of materials for the University of East Anglia project”

	Building Owner, Operator
	“case study”
“fluctuating cost data over the LC”
“cost carbon balance – Stuart Thompson presentation”
“gaining an understanding of the uncertainty in calculating absolute LCC but also understanding that relative comparison of systems at a point in time could be the best pragmatic approach”
“UEA examples of major project” 
“inspiring presentation by Stuart Thompson and very interesting”

	Speaker & Nanopigmy partner
	“selective coating great”
“pigmy in cement render”
“how carbon and cost calculations effect practical project decisions” 
“enjoyable morning and pleasure to be involved with the event”

	others (education, property, research, local authority)
	“real life experience of work at UEA”
“innovative pigments”
“gave a good understanding of life cycle costing and carbon issues”
“the University of East Anglia practical example was extremely informative” 
“very well organized and presented event”







[bookmark: _Toc406574993]Conclusions

This event provided a successful dissemination activity for the Nanopigmy project by raising awareness of the work being done among a mixed audience of practitioners, including building owners, consultants and contractors.  The feedback showed that the attendees valued all the presentations, with most judging the presentations “very useful”.
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