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Online workplace forums 
were alight recently with 
discussion about an article in 
the UK’s Guardian Online 
newspaper that asked, “Is  
this the end of the office as  
we know it?” Apparently, 46% 
of UK workers find their local 
coffee shop a more productive 
environment than their office.

However, the footnote 
to the article revealed the 
journalistic equivalent of 
bubble-wrap: “Content on 
this page is paid for and 
produced to a brief agreed 
with O2 Business.” 

It is yet another article 
rallying knowledge workers to 
break from the shackles of their 
ineffective offices, authored by 
the mobile communications 
giants who stand to gain most 
from swathes of mobile tech 
users becoming reliant on 
(addicted to) super-fast  
mobile networks.

The paid-for content was 
based on “a survey of 10,000 
workers” and was conducted 
by Telefonica’s O2. Few 
details are available about 
the questions that were asked 
but the resultant findings 
“revealed that more than 
half of respondents thought 

technological breakthroughs 
will transform the way we 
work over the next five to  
10 years.” No s**t Sherlock!

This was hot on the heels  
of another study conducted by 
Virgin Media, one of the UK’s 
largest providers of domestic 
broadband connections, 
which concluded “The UK 
economy could receive a £1.7 
billion boost if employees are 
given the option to carry out 
their work from where they 
see fit.” They of course mean 
from home – using an internet 
connection provided by them!

They appear to have 
drawn this figure from a 
Confederation of British 
Industry report that states  
that £17 billion is lost every  
year through absenteeism.  
It is unclear whether the  
“£1.7 billion boost” is calculated 
from 10% of those absent 
employees suddenly feeling 
well enough to contribute from 
their sickbeds because they 
have blisteringly fast fibre optic 
internet connectivity, or whether 
it is their office-based healthy 
co-workers picking up the  
slack by adding hours when 
they get home or using their 
mobile tech while en route.

O2 and Virgin Media are 
not alone - Microsoft has a 
Chief Envisioning Officer, BT 
a futurologist and Vodafone a 
workplace strategy consultancy 
service - and much of what  
they propose is beneficial. 

The ‘evidence’ would be  
so much more compelling if  
it focused on the core issue.

If indeed employees are 
retreating to cafés en masse, 
it surely says more about the 
quality of the workplace they 
are escaping from, than it does 
of a technology or caffeine 
fuelled yearning for greater 
concentration.

Rather than pitching mobile 
technologies and coffee at us, 
perhaps the communications 
giants could focus their PR 
based “research” activities 
on raising the debate about 
the design quality of office 
environments: just 54% of the 

70,000 employees Leesman 
has asked, report that the 
design of their space enables 
them to work productively!

There is little doubt that  
for some employees struggling 
with low enclosure offices, the 

opportunity to escape for the 
sanctuary of home is a lifeline. 

Across Leesman’s 70,000 
research respondents, 33% 
indicate that they work from 
home at least occasionally 
and 17% work from home 
more than one day per 
week, but 44% of those 
homeworkers say they have  
no dedicated space or room  
to work from when at home.

Clearly improvements in 
technological connectivity 
allow these respondents to 
contribute and be productive, 
but to what extent can they 
really be ‘connected’? Is it 
possible to create a socially 

cohesive ‘unit’ working 
towards a common goal if  
the team members are not  
in the same physical space?

There may be a small 
number of roles and 
personality types for whom 
isolation is beneficial, but our 
data tells us that whilst for 
some, concentrated activities 
may be better supported by 
the solitude of home, almost 
all collaborative activities, 
including ‘learning from 
others’, are hampered by it.

For HR professionals the 
management of remote teams 
produces bigger issues. With 
a growing awareness of the 
impact of social isolation on 
clinical depression, we have 
to question whether it is really 
possible to have any sense of 
employees’ physical or mental 
wellness when they are not in 
the office. 

Our data leaves us in 
no doubt that the most 
productive workplaces are 
those that have the best 
“social infrastructures,” not 
the best patronage of local 
coffee shops. Looks like that 
makes property an HR issue. 

Journalists’ doomsday predictions of ‘the death of the office’ abound. But can HR professionals cut 
through the lazy reporting and help shape a better understanding of the impact of place on people?

Stephen Haynes and Colin Bullen 

Opposing opinion pieces discussing 

whether wellness campaigns can 

deliver real value to organisations and 

individuals. Has wellness failed? Pages 2/3

Jonny Gifford and Peter Cheese 
The human imprint in workplace 

design – the need to develop 

collaboration between professional 
disciplines. Page 9

Peggie Rothe
Leesman’s newest recruit, fresh from her 

PhD workplace research, examines the risk 

of not seeing change from an employee’s 

perspective. Page 10
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 Leesman Lmi 

59.8
Lmi 58.0 pre-occupancy
Lmi 67.6 post-occupancy

tim.oldman@leesmanindex.com

This issue: Human Resource Special. Looking at wellness programs, the change process and a case study of Nordea.

69,504 respondents

2.3 million sq m surveyed

579 properties

63% av response rate

11 min av response time

Our performance

54.3%  

The design of my workplace  

enables me to work productively

48.7%  

My office is a place I’m proud  
to bring visitors to

Economic indicators

Top 5 Activities, Features and 

Facilities by importance, with 
satisfaction / support rankings.

Activities: 

Individual focused work, 

desk based  78%

Planned meetings  76%

Telephone conversations  66%

Informal, unplanned meetings  63%

Collaborating on focused work  73%

Features:
Desk  72%

Chair  68%

Computing equipment  66%

Telephone equipment  68%

Printing / copying /  

scanning equipment  63%

Facilities:

Tea, coffee and other  
refreshment facilities  65%

General cleanliness  58%

Washroom facilities / showers  46% 

Restaurant / canteen  48%

General tidiness  55%

See more on pages 6-7...

Data rise and fall
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A briefing on global workplace strategy, management, satisfaction & effectiveness
Delivering insights that drive better strategies

‘If indeed employees are retreating to cafés  

en masse, it surely says more about the quality 

of the workplace they are escaping from,  

than it does of a technology or caffeine fuelled 
yearning for greater concentration. ’

Top 5 coffee producers
1. Brazil
2. Vietnam
3. Columbia
4. Indonesia
5. Ethiopia

The Bean Belt
All the world’s coffee grows here:

Top 5 coffee consumers
1. United States
2. Germany
3. Italy
4. Japan
5. France

Britain’s coffee shop market by share
In 2013 the total UK coffee shop market was estimated 
at 16,501 outlets with a £6.2 billion total turnover. 
The branded coffee chain segment recorded £2.6 billion 
turnover across 5,531 outlets. After 15 years of 
considerable growth, the coffee shop sector continues 
to be one of the most successful in the UK economy.

UK’s top 3 branded chain outlet share in 2013
Costa Coffee (1,670 outlets)
Starbucks Coffee Company (790)
Caffè Nero (560)
Sources: Allegra Strategies UK, British Coffee Association, Mintel Coffee UK  

Amount of caffeine per cup:

125 million people 
depend on coffee 
for their livelihoods

None of the above countries 
are locacted within the 
‘Bean Belt’

Did you know?

Coffee roasting is generally done at 500°F
Coffee grows in more than 50 countries

It takes 42 coffee beans to make an espresso

35% of coffee drinkers take their coffee black

Coffee takes 14 hrs to digest

The average coffee cup size is 9 oz
The average coffee drinker consumes approx 
3 cups of coffee per day

Decaf
coffee
3 mg

Hot
chocolate

19 mg

Shot of
espresso

27 mg

Can of 
cola

40 mg

Black 
tea

45 mg

Red 
Bull

80 mg

Brewed 
coffee
95 mg

Coffee is the most popular drink worldwide with around two billion cups 
consumed every day. In the UK, we drink approximately 70 million cups of 
coffee per day.

Coffee is the second most traded commodity 
after crude oil. Coffee is also the second most 
popular drink in the world after water.

2b 70m 2nd

Others
11%

Costa Coffee
46.8%

Starbucks
27%

Caffè Nero
13.8%

AMT Coffee
1.4%

Market segment by brand

Property becomes an HR issue



The design of my 
workplace is 
important to me1
	  
	  
	  
1	  Leesman	  database	  overall	  	  –	  01.01.15	  

84%



The design of my 
workplace enables 
me to work 
productively1
	  
	  
	  
1	  Leesman	  database	  overall	  	  –	  01.01.15	  

54%



The design of my 
workplace enables 
me to work 
productively1
	  
	  
	  
1	  Leesman	  database	  overall	  	  –	  01.01.15	  

29%
does not!!

!!!!
/!



The design of my 
workplace enables 
me to work 
productively1
	  
	  
	  
1	  Leesman	  database	  overall	  	  –	  01.01.15	  

17%

Hmm.. not sure!



Dissatisfaction with 
noise levels statistically 
the strongest indicator 
of poor perceived 
productivity.



Fit for purpose
Effective

Functional

Sustainable



World Green Building Council
www.wgbc.org





Measuring employer 
employee relationship

Measuring design quality 
of building envelope

Employee 
engagement 

surveys

BREEAM
LEED, Probe

etcLeesman 
Index



More students = more space

More students = more staff

More staff = more space 

More staff = different type of space? 



Temptation #1 
Open plan



Profile	  of	  Workplace	  Ac<vi<es	  of	  those	  who	  work	  in	  Private	  office	  against	  those	  who	  work	  in	  an	  open	  plan	  work	  seBng	  
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Average Satisfaction - Private office work setting Average Satisfaction - Open plan work setting 

Perceived support for activities that are important
Private office vs. open plan



•  0/10 workplaces in Top 10 are private 
offices

•  7/10 entirely or almost entirely open plan
•  3/10 are a mix of open and enclosed 

spaces
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Average	  Sa<sfac<on	  -‐	  Private	  office	  work	  seBng	   Average	  Sa<sfac<on	  -‐	  Open	  plan	  work	  seBng	   Average	  Sa<sfac<on	  of	  Top	  3	  performing	  buildings	  

Perceived support for activities that are important
Private office vs. open plan vs. Top 3 performing buildings

Profile of Workplace Activities of those who work in Private office against those who work in an open plan work setting 
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Average	  Sa<sfac<on	  -‐	  Private	  office	  work	  seBng	   Average	  Sa<sfac<on	  of	  Top	  3	  performing	  buildings	  

Perceived support for activities that are important
Private office vs. open plan vs. Top 3 performing buildings

Profile of Workplace Activities of those who work in Private office against those who work in an open plan work setting 



Satisfaction with Workplace Physical Features of those who work in an Open plan work setting against the Top 3 high performing locations 
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Average Satisfaction - Open plan work setting Average Satisfaction of Top 3 High Performing Locations 

Satisfaction with physical features
Open plan vs. Top 3 performing buildings



Temptation #2 
Agile / 
flexible working



Agile ≠ Agile 



How many activities 
can a desk support?



Epicentre of
employee
productivity?



•  6/10 workplaces in top 10 are entirely or 
almost entirely designated workstations

•  3/10 mix of allocated and non-allocated
•  1/10 entirely or almost entirely unallocated
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Private or shared office Open plan or cubicle Flex - Low variety 

Satisfaction with physical features
Enclosed offices vs. Open plan vs. Flexible (low variety)
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Private or shared office Open plan or cubicle Flex - Low variety Flex - High variety 

Satisfaction with physical features
Enclosed offices vs. Open plan vs. Flexible (low variety) vs. Flexible (high variety)
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Private or shared office Flex - High variety 

Satisfaction with physical features
Enclosed offices vs. Open plan vs. Flexible (low variety) vs. Flexible (high variety)



Agile ≠ Activity Based Working 



Activity Based Working 
A business strategy centred around a 
deep understanding of the activities 

undertaken by employees



Some sort of summing up…?



Educational 
Outcomes

Research 
Recognition

League 
Tables

Increased 
numbers

Reducing 
costs

Improving 
experience

vs



No half measures
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Darwin is often mis-quoted as 
saying it is the strongest who survive. He actually proposed 

that it is the “adaptable” who survive – those who change and develop in line with changes in their surroundings. 
If the same is true in corporate 
life, is it not time to offer greater help for employees to adapt to workplace changes 

around them by looking at the 
world from their angle? So I’ve ploughed through large amounts of change, change management and workplace change literature. And at the risk of oversimplification, I would say most focus on employee resistance and on the various “tricks,” such as communication and 

engagement, to overcome this 
resistance. 

But I think it’s a bit too harsh to say that people blindly resist change – I would suggest instead that they merely “react.”And I think you will agree that to “react” is an entirely reasonable response when stuff is going on around you. 

Wouldn’t it in fact be rather alarming if nobody challenged a move from a private office to open plan, or giving up their designated 
desk in return for having the 
option to choose between numerous free workstations every morning? Wouldn’t that signal a complete lack of 

engagement and motivation? So everyone should 

be allowed – or actually encouraged – to challenge new things in their organisations. So I suggest we stop talking about employee resistance as the worst challenge a manager can face, and instead embrace the change critique 
that people offer.It has also frustrated me while digging through endless academic papers on transformational change, how employees are too often lazily massed as a homogenous group called “the employees” and how this group is then seen as an object in which change needs 

to be implemented. It is almost as if the employees were one and the same person who thinks and 
reacts in the same way. Yet we all know this to be so far from reality. The reality is, not everyone will react in the 

same way. When change is delivered, some people get excited while others put their 
foot down and challenge what 
is happening. We simply are not all the same.

At the Workplace Trends event in London a few weeks 
ago, one of the speakers was asked how the employees had reacted to the workplace 

change that they had delivered. Her answer “Some 
people will always complain” 
was met with comfortable laughter from the audience, as to confirm “we know what 

you mean, we’ve all dealt  with those people.”But instead of just laughing and accepting that some employees will “always” complain and using that as justification to ignore the problem, why not 
make an effort to actually understand why some people 

always complain. One popular model used to describe the emotional process that employees go through when confronted with change is the so-called Change Curve. It was originally developed by Kübler-Ross to explain how 
people deal with catastrophic 
loss, and it suggests that people go through the stages 

of denial, anger, bargaining 

and depression before reaching the final stage  of acceptance. Although it serves the purpose of communicating the emotional process people might go through in change, there’s again a risk that it is used to oversimplify 
the experience of several individuals into one collective 

experience. And certainly don’t expect employees to progress through the curve  at the same pace. In my research I’ve heard two individuals from the same organisation, who were subject to the same communication and engagement, give completely 
contradicting answers about 
certain events related to their 
office relocation. I’ve also seen how location decisions, distribution of office rooms and allocation of parking spaces have become big issues and have caused unnecessary distractions for project teams because of unanswered questions, wrong interpretations and a 

 M@KXRHR��[��/DFFHD�1NSGD�

The 
LPSRUWDQFH�RI�SHUFHLYHG�IDLUQHVV�LQ�WKH�FKDQJH�SURFHVV

!DENQD�INHMHMF�+DDRL@M�� I spent my time at the Aalto University in 'DKRHMJH�QDRD@QBGHMF�how people experience relocations and VNQJOK@BD�BG@MFD�I’ve had a chance to dig deep into case organisations and assess how employees, as individuals, make sense of the process @QNTMC�SGDL�

‘Wouldn’t it in fact be rather alarming if 
nobody challenged a move from a private 
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Source: Adapted from Kübler-Ross (1982) & Procheska and Diclemente (1992)

Shock
Suprise or shock at the event

Denial
Disbelief; looking for evidence that it isn’t true

FustrationRecognition that things are different;sometimes angry

DepressionLow mood; lacking energy

ExperimentInitial engagement with the new situation

Decision
Learning how to work in the new situation; feeling more positive

IntegrationChanges integrated;a renewed individual

Pre contemplation
Contemplation

Preperation
Action

Maintenance
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Leesman Review   ––   5

Online workplace forums 

were alight recently with 

discussion about an article in 

the UK’s Guardian Online 

newspaper that asked, “Is  

this the end of the office as  

we know it?” Apparently, 46% 

of UK workers find their local 

coffee shop a more productive 

environment than their office.

However, the footnote 

to the article revealed the 

journalistic equivalent of 

bubble-wrap: “Content on 

this page is paid for and 

produced to a brief agreed 

with O2 Business.” 

It is yet another article 

rallying knowledge workers to 

break from the shackles of their 

ineffective offices, authored by 

the mobile communications 

giants who stand to gain most 

from swathes of mobile tech 

users becoming reliant on 

(addicted to) super-fast  

mobile networks.

The paid-for content was 

based on “a survey of 10,000 

workers” and was conducted 

by Telefonica’s O2. Few 

details are available about 

the questions that were asked 

but the resultant findings 

“revealed that more than 

half of respondents thought 

technological breakthroughs 

will transform the way we 

work over the next five to  

10 years.” No s**t Sherlock!

This was hot on the heels  

of another study conducted by 

Virgin Media, one of the UK’s 

largest providers of domestic 

broadband connections, 

which concluded “The UK 

economy could receive a £1.7 

billion boost if employees are 

given the option to carry out 

their work from where they 

see fit.” They of course mean 

from home – using an internet 

connection provided by them!

They appear to have 

drawn this figure from a 

Confederation of British 

Industry report that states  

that £17 billion is lost every  

year through absenteeism.  

It is unclear whether the  

“£1.7 billion boost” is calculated 

from 10% of those absent 

employees suddenly feeling 

well enough to contribute from 

their sickbeds because they 

have blisteringly fast fibre optic 

internet connectivity, or whether 

it is their office-based healthy 

co-workers picking up the  

slack by adding hours when 

they get home or using their 

mobile tech while en route.

O2 and Virgin Media are 

not alone - Microsoft has a 

Chief Envisioning Officer, BT 

a futurologist and Vodafone a 

workplace strategy consultancy 

service - and much of what  

they propose is beneficial. 

The ‘evidence’ would be  

so much more compelling if  

it focused on the core issue.

If indeed employees are 

retreating to cafés en masse, 

it surely says more about the 

quality of the workplace they 

are escaping from, than it does 

of a technology or caffeine 

fuelled yearning for greater 

concentration.

Rather than pitching mobile 

technologies and coffee at us, 

perhaps the communications 

giants could focus their PR 

based “research” activities 

on raising the debate about 

the design quality of office 

environments: just 54% of the 

70,000 employees Leesman 

has asked, report that the 

design of their space enables 

them to work productively!

There is little doubt that  

for some employees struggling 

with low enclosure offices, the 

opportunity to escape for the 

sanctuary of home is a lifeline. 

Across Leesman’s 70,000 

research respondents, 33% 

indicate that they work from 

home at least occasionally 

and 17% work from home 

more than one day per 

week, but 44% of those 

homeworkers say they have  

no dedicated space or room  

to work from when at home.

Clearly improvements in 

technological connectivity 

allow these respondents to 

contribute and be productive, 

but to what extent can they 

really be ‘connected’? Is it 

possible to create a socially 

cohesive ‘unit’ working 

towards a common goal if  

the team members are not  

in the same physical space?

There may be a small 

number of roles and 

personality types for whom 

isolation is beneficial, but our 

data tells us that whilst for 

some, concentrated activities 

may be better supported by 

the solitude of home, almost 

all collaborative activities, 

including ‘learning from 

others’, are hampered by it.

For HR professionals the 

management of remote teams 

produces bigger issues. With 

a growing awareness of the 

impact of social isolation on 

clinical depression, we have 

to question whether it is really 

possible to have any sense of 

employees’ physical or mental 

wellness when they are not in 

the office. 
Our data leaves us in 

no doubt that the most 

productive workplaces are 

those that have the best 

“social infrastructures,” not 

the best patronage of local 

coffee shops. Looks like that 

makes property an HR issue. 

Journalists’ doomsday predictions of ‘the death of the office’ abound. But can HR professionals cut 

through the lazy reporting and help shape a better understanding of the impact of place on people?

Stephen Haynes and Colin Bullen 

Opposing opinion pieces discussing 

whether wellness campaigns can 

deliver real value to organisations and 

individuals. Has wellness failed? Pages 2/3

Jonny Gifford and Peter Cheese 

The human imprint in workplace 

design – the need to develop 

collaboration between professional 

disciplines. Page 9

Peggie Rothe

Leesman’s newest recruit, fresh from her 

PhD workplace research, examines the risk 

of not seeing change from an employee’s 

perspective. Page 10
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 Leesman Lmi 

59.8
Lmi 58.0 pre-occupancy

Lmi 67.6 post-occupancy

tim.oldman@leesmanindex.com

This issue: Human Resource Special. Looking at wellness programs, the change process and a case study of Nordea.

69,504 respondents

2.3 million sq m surveyed

579 properties

63% av response rate

11 min av response time

Our performance

54.3%  

The design of my workplace  

enables me to work productively

48.7%  

My office is a place I’m proud  

to bring visitors to

Economic indicators

Top 5 Activities, Features and 

Facilities by importance, with 

satisfaction / support rankings.

Activities: 

Individual focused work, 

desk based  
78%

Planned meetings  
76%

Telephone conversations  66%

Informal, unplanned meetings  63%

Collaborating on focused work  73%

Features:

Desk  
72%

Chair  
68%

Computing equipment  66%

Telephone equipment  68%

Printing / copying /  

scanning equipment  63%

Facilities:

Tea, coffee and other  

refreshment facilities  65%

General cleanliness  58%

Washroom facilities / showers  46% 

Restaurant / canteen  48%

General tidiness  
55%

See more on pages 6-7...

Data rise and fall
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A briefing on global workplace strategy, management, satisfaction & effectiveness

Delivering insights that drive better strategies

‘If indeed employees are retreating to cafés  

en masse, it surely says more about the quality 

of the workplace they are escaping from,  

than it does of a technology or caffeine fuelled 

yearning for greater concentration. ’

Top 5 coffee producers

1. Brazil

2. Vietnam

3. Columbia

4. Indonesia

5. Ethiopia

The Bean Belt

All the world’s coffee grows here:

Top 5 coffee consumers

1. United States

2. Germany

3. Italy

4. Japan

5. France

Britain’s coffee shop market by share

In 2013 the total UK coffee shop market was estimated 

at 16,501 outlets with a £6.2 billion total turnover. 

The branded coffee chain segment recorded £2.6 billion 

turnover across 5,531 outlets. After 15 years of 

considerable growth, the coffee shop sector continues 

to be one of the most successful in the UK economy.

UK’s top 3 branded chain outlet share in 2013

Costa Coffee (1,670 outlets)

Starbucks Coffee Company (790)

Caffè Nero (560)

Sources: Allegra Strategies UK, British Coffee Association, Mintel Coffee UK  

Amount of caffeine per cup:

125 million people 

depend on coffee 

for their livelihoods

None of the above countries 

are locacted within the 

‘Bean Belt’

Did you know?

Coffee roasting is generally done at 500°F

Coffee grows in more than 50 countries

It takes 42 coffee beans to make an espresso

35% of coffee drinkers take their coffee black

Coffee takes 14 hrs to digest

The average coffee cup size is 9 oz

The average coffee drinker consumes approx 

3 cups of coffee per day

Decaf
coffee
3 mg

Hot
chocolate

19 mg

Shot of
espresso

27 mg

Can of 
cola

40 mg

Black 
tea

45 mg

Red 
Bull

80 mg

Brewed 
coffee
95 mg

Coffee is the most popular drink worldwide with around two billion cups 

consumed every day. In the UK, we drink approximately 70 million cups of 

coffee per day.

Coffee is the second most traded commodity 

after crude oil. Coffee is also the second most 

popular drink in the world after water.

2b 70m

2nd

Others
11%

Costa Coffee
46.8%Starbucks

27%

Caffè Nero
13.8%

AMT Coffee
1.4%

Market segment by brand

Property becomes an HR issue


