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With the last review of the AMS Student Services Department completed in
February of 2013, the AMS is yet again, as mandated by AMS Code (Section X,
Article 5 - Student Services Review) is yet again presented with an opportunity
to assess the progress of the department since and its evolution over the
preceding 3 years, and identify operational limitations, and challenges that have
arisen or that have yet to be addressed, and furthermore set the strategic direction
for individual Services and the department as a whole moving forward in
meetings its main mandate and mission driven by “offering services and
resources to the membership which are in significant demand and aim to
further the well-being of the membership as a whole.
New to the Services Review this year is the inclusion of the AMS Sexual Assault
Support Centre, in addition to the 7 Student Services currently in operation
(Food Bank, Safewalk, Speakeasy Student Support, Advocacy Office, Tutoring
Service, Vice, and e-Hub).
The report that will follow this submission, will provide AMS Council with a
detailed submission in time for consideration for consultation at its last April
meeting of the current academic year. This executive summary provides a high
level summary of the established Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for all 7 of
the AMS Student Services, along with findings of the AMS Sexual Assault
Support Centre (SASC) self-assessment on its internal operations to provide the
opportunity for reflection and provide recommendations on areas of
improvements across six (6) functional areas, based on the Council for the
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) for Sexual ViolenceRelated Programs and Services Standards.
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1.1 Background










Last two Services Reviews took place in the summer of 2013, and in Term 2 of the 2016/17
academic session.
The current Review took place over an extended period of time between November 2019 to
March 2020. This Review process was mainly overseen by Abdul Alnaar, AMS Senior Manager
Student Services, with support from the AMS Managing Director Keith Hester and both Ian
Stone (AMS Student Services Manager), Annette Angell (AMS Sexual Assault Support Centre),
and the part time student staff and full time staff in Services & SASC.
Evaluation criteria of current program offerings include the following information attached
based on the following Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for the 7 Student Services:
o Annual Engagement, Cost Per Student Interaction, Proportion of Overall Services
Budget, Overall Student Engagement.
A summary of Services KPIs can be found for your consideration under Appendix A.
Analysis for the AMS Sexual Assault Support Centre is based on a review of internal data
collection for the following information:
o Total number of contact points for each year over a period of 4 years
 Including: Drop-ins, Email, Phone, Appointment, Other
 4-year comparisons of services provided to the community in the following
areas: Accompaniment, Information, Advocacy, Support, Referral, and other.
A summary of Services KPIs can be found for your consideration under Appendix B.

1.2 Consultation & Methodology Process
1.2.1 Student Engagement


Student feedback and needs were assessed using survey data. Data included in the Review was
drawn from the 2017, 2018, and 2019 AMS Academic Experience Surveys. The detailed Services
Review report will also include more up to date information from the NES Experience Survey,
that was sent out to all AMS members in December 2019 with feedback from over 2,400
students. Both the Academic Experience Survey, and the Nest Experience Survey (NES) results
provided insights into trends over several years on general awareness, usage, and satisfaction
while a new question on the NES Survey provided a tool to identify students’ needs that are
currently not being met by UBC or AMS Services, with a main focus on a key recommendation to
initiate a feasibility study in looking at housing accessibility, and affordability for commuter
students seeking off-campus accommodations.
The purpose of the student engagement was to:





Gain broad student feedback on the range of Services offered by the AMS
Understand the level of awareness of the Services provided
Identify student needs that are currently not being met by UBC or AMS Services
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A summary of the data analysed in the 2019/20 NES survey can be found for your consideration under
Appendix C.

1.2.2 Environmental Scans
Environmental Scans was also conducted by both the SSM and SASC staff to assess peer service delivery,
if any, within the AMS, at UBC, and at other Universities across Canada, and similar sized institutions
internationally. Services offered by both the Universities and Student Societies at the University of
Toronto, University of Alberta, University of Western Ontario, McGill University, University of
Melbourne (Australia), University of Bristol (United Kingdom), were compared to those offered by the
AMS and UBC. The results of the Environmental Scan will be provided for in the detailed report to
follow.
A focus on a program-specific environmental scan was also performed in order to provide a Comparison
of Peer Support Services at UBC, University of Alberta, McGill and Queen’s. This led to the key
recommendation proposed for AMS Council consideration to merge the AMS Speakeasy Student
Support, and AMS Vice programs under one umbrella to be named in AMS Code as AMS Peer Support
as a new and improved service. The proposal is included in this submissions as Appendix D.
An Environmental Scan of post secondary Sexual Assault Support Centres provided services at the
University of Alberta, Calgary, Dalhousie, Mcgill, Victoria, Western, Waterloo, McMaster, Manitoba,
UofT, Montreal, Ottawa, and Queen’s also was conducted to provide insight into what other centres and
university departments within the pan-Canadian context provide. An overview of program and service
offerings between the AMS Sexual Assault Support Centre and the UBC Sexual Violence and Prevention
and Response office was also conducted. The results of the Environmental Scan for the AMS SASC in this
context will be provided for in the detailed report to follow.

2.1 Summary of Recommendations
This submission includes a summary of the key recommendations to follow in the detailed report for the
last April 2020 council meeting.
Services:
1. Recommendation: The Food bank consider hiring one additional paid part time food bank
attendee to ensure additional hours to meet future demand.
2. Recommendation: The Food bank to increase the usage per term from 6-8 times per term during
the Winter Session terms (Sept-Dec), and (Jan-April).
3. Recommendation: The Food bank to create a food voucher program to supplement offerings for
off-campus AMS members, and for those members that are unable to visit the Food bank during
opening hours.
4. Recommendation: The AMS continue to engage with UBC’s Vice Presidents Students to develop
a long term joint funding and operational model for Safewalk similar to those employed by many
comparable universities in Canada. If no agreement is reached, operational changes must be
made to reduce the overhead cost per walk.
5. Recommendation: The AMS Services to hire a specialized social media marketing role, part time
at 15 hours/week to grow our presence online
6. Recommendation: AMS Speakeasy and AMS Vice be consolidated into one Services and be renamed AMS Peer Support, in line with and similar to those employed by a majority of
comparable student union/associated in Canada.
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7. Recommendation: AMS Peer Support (after merging Speakeasy & Vice) develop peer support
group programs addressing student mental health, harm-reduction substance use, and other
related topics.
8. Recommendation: AMS Tutoring to provide exam review sessions for larger first & second year
courses in addition to private and group tutoring.
9. Recommendation: To encourage a continuous culture of assessment, the Senior Manager,
Student Services along with the SSM and SASC Manager provide an annual report (Jan-Dec)
annually, ahead of budget asks in Jan-April.
10. Recommendation: AMS Advocacy provide an annual report to the incoming Vice President,
Academic and University Affairs on systemic policy and procedural issues for consideration in
advocacy efforts.
SASC:

Recommendation #1: Develop a new strategic plan including an updated mission statement,
goals, and measurable outcomes.
Recommendation #2: Using the SASC’s strategic plan, regularly assess the impact of all
programs and communicate this impact across campus.
Recommendation #3: Develop a marketing and communications strategy to streamline key
messaging and ensure that our online and print communications are resonating with students.
Recommendation #4: Invest in technology updates and additional workspaces to accommodate
the current staff team.
Recommendation #5: Implement a paperless case management database to improve security
and more accurately track support service usage.
Recommendation #6: Consider an alternative office space that would accommodate all staff
working in one location and increase the privacy and ease of access for survivors accessing our
support services.
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Appendix A: AMS Services KPIs
Services Budget Breakdown (note: numbers are actuals unless otherwise noted).






2016-17:
o Student Services Manager + ASSM: $45,941.78 (18.16%)
o Advocacy: 11,514.49 (4.55%)
o Food Bank: $10,243.43 (4.05%)
o Safewalk: $99,943.34 (39.52%)
o Speakeasy: $34,863.58 (13.78%)
o Tutoring: $25,127.73 (9.93%)
o Vice: $11,902.53 (4.70%)
o E-Hub (budgeted): $13,355.14 (5.28%)
o Total: $252,892.02
2017-18:
o Student Services Manager + ASSM: $72,305.41 (22.21%)
o Advocacy: $15,092.05 (4.63%)
o Food Bank: $16,774.05 (5.15%)
o Safewalk: $111,364.67 (34.21%)
o Speakeasy: $45,889.52 (14.09%)
o Tutoring: $29,868.13 (9.17%)
o Vice: $15,415.43 (4.73%)
o eHub: $18,817.17 (5.78%)
o Total: $325,526.43
2018-19 (from TBs):
o Student Services Manager + ASSM: $94,864.29 (23.20%)
o Advocacy: $18,889.68 (4.62%)
o Food Bank: $23,166.61 (5.66%)
o Safewalk: $120,868.76 (29.56%)
o Speakeasy: $44,357.50 (10.84%)
o Tutoring: $57,863.57 (14.15%)
o Vice: $20,378.95 (4.98%)
o eHub: $28,446.76 (6.95%)
o Total: 408,836.12
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Advocacy:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 11,514.49
2017-18: 15,092.05
2018-19 (TB): 18,889.68

Usage:




2016-17 (mix of different appointments; sourced from collection of Excel Spreadsheets): approx.
135 (April 2017 is estimated)
2017-18: 82 (Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of
February 2018)
2018-19: xx

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

135

Cost Per Student Interaction

$85.29

Annual Budget

$11,514.49

Proportion of Services Budget

4.55%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

821

Cost Per Student Interaction

153.372

Annual Budget

$15,092.05

Proportion of Services Budget

4.63%

2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

89

Cost Per Student Interaction

$212.24

Annual Budget

18,889.683

Proportion of Services Budget

4.62%

1

(mix of different appointments; sourced from collection of Excel Spreadsheets): approx. 135 (April 2017 is
estimated)
2
Based on annual budget subtract 1/6 of year (due to March and April 2018 data being missing)
3
Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
Page | 6

Entrepreneurship Hub:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17 (Budgeted): 13,355.14
2017-18: 18,817.17
2018-19 (TB): 28,446.76

Usage:




2016-17: N/A (Note: e-Hub was officially established in early 2017, but did not start seeing
people until January 2018)
2017-18: 208 (Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of
February 2018)
2018-19: 400+ (50+ interactions from “appointments and one-on-ones”; over 350 interactions in
total (most likely all from RBC Get Seeded)) – Source: Final Council Report)

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

N/A4

Cost Per Student Interaction

N/A5

Annual Budget

13,355.14

Proportion of Services Budget

5.28%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

2086

Cost Per Student Interaction

90.467

Annual Budget

18,817.17

Proportion of Services Budget

5.78%

2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

400+8

4

Note: e-Hub was officially established in early 2017, but did not start seeing people until January 2018.
See above.
6
Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of February 2018.
7
While number of interactions missing March and April 2018, there were no major events during this time, making
any additional interactions negligible.
8
50+ interactions from “appointments and one-on-ones”; over 350 interactions in total (most likely all from RBC
Get Seeded)) – Source: Final Council Report
5
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Cost Per Student Interaction

≤ 71.11

Annual Budget

28,446.769

Proportion of Services Budget

6.95%

Food Bank:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 10,243.43
2017-18: 16,774.05
2018-19 (TB): 23,166.61

Usage:





2016-17: 852 (Source: SEEDS Report
https://sustain.ubc.ca/sites/default/files/seedslibrary/LFS_450_AMSFoodBankStrategy_FinalRe
port.pdf)
2017-18: 982 (Source above)
2018-19: 946 (Source: Final Council Report)

Usage from May 1st, 2018 to April 2019: 946

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

85210

Cost Per Student Interaction

12.02

Annual Budget

10,243.43

Proportion of Services Budget

4.05%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

98211

Cost Per Student Interaction

17.08

Annual Budget

16,774.05

Proportion of Services Budget

5.15%

9

Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
Source: SEEDS Report
https://sustain.ubc.ca/sites/default/files/seedslibrary/LFS_450_AMSFoodBankStrategy_FinalReport.pdf
11
Source: SEEDS Report
https://sustain.ubc.ca/sites/default/files/seedslibrary/LFS_450_AMSFoodBankStrategy_FinalReport.pdf
10
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2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

94612

Cost Per Student Interaction

24.48

Annual Budget

23,166.6113

Proportion of Services Budget

5.66%

Safewalk:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 99,943.34
2017-18: 111,364.67
2018-19 (TB): 120,868.76

Usage:




2016-17: 12360 (Source: pdf titled, “AMS SAFEWALK SERVICE REPORT”)
2017-18: 5614 (Source: Approximation from Swiftwalks)
2018-19: 5341 (Source: Approximation from Swiftwalks)

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

12360

Cost Per Student Interaction

8.08

Annual Budget

$99,943.34

Proportion of Services Budget

39.52%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

561414

Cost Per Student Interaction

19.83

Annual Budget

$111,364.67

Proportion of Services Budget

34.21%

12

Source: Final Council Report
Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
14
The significant decline in service usage was due to new policies implemented, outlined in this article:
https://www.ubyssey.ca/news/safewalk-introduces-penalites/
13
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2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

5341

Cost Per Student Interaction

22.63

Annual Budget

$120,868.7615

Proportion of Services Budget

29.56%

Speakeasy:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 34,863.58
2017-18: 45,889.52
2018-19 (TB): 44,357.50

Usage:




2016-17: 99 (Source: 2016-17 Transition Report on Speakeasy Drive)
2017-18: 94 (Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of March
2018)
2018-19: 120 (Source: https://www.ams.ubc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/344-19-AMSServices-Year-End-presentation.pdf)

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

9916

Cost Per Student Interaction

352.15

Annual Budget

34,863.58

Proportion of Services Budget

13.78%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

9417

Cost Per Student Interaction

406.8218

Annual Budget

45,889.52

15

Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
Source: 2016-17 Transition Report on Speakeasy Drive
17
Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of March 2018
18
Based on annual budget subtract 1/6 of year (due to March and April 2018 data being missing)
16

Page | 10

Proportion of Services Budget

14.09%

2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

12019

Cost Per Student Interaction

369.64

Annual Budget

44,357.5020

Proportion of Services Budget

10.84%

Tutoring:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 25,127.73
2017-18: 29,868.13
2018-19 (TB): 57.863.57

Usage:




2016-17: 739 (Source: Spreadsheet titled, “Total Usage term 2”
2017-18: 686 (Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of
February 2018)
2018-19: 1347 (Source: Olivewood + Email titled, “Re: AMS Tutoring - Usage Statistics May 2018
- April 2019”)

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

739

Cost Per Student Interaction

34.00

Annual Budget

$25,127.73

Proportion of Services Budget

9.93%

2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

68621

Cost Per Student Interaction

36.2822

19

Source: https://www.ams.ubc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/344-19-AMS-Services-Year-Endpresentation.pdf
20
Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
21
Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of February 2018.
22
Based on annual budget subtract 1/6 of year (due to March and April 2018 data being missing)
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Annual Budget

$29,868.13

Proportion of Services Budget

9.17%

2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

134723

Cost Per Student Interaction

42.95

Annual Budget

$57,863.5724

Proportion of Services Budget

14.15%

Vice:
Budget (Actuals unless otherwise noted):




2016-17: 11,902.53
2017-18: 15,415.43
2018-19 (TB): 20,378.95

Usage:





2016-17 (Note: Service Started operations in January 2017): 53 interactions (Source:
https://www.ams.ubc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/236-17-Services-Review-Update-April2017.pdf)
2017-18: 491 (Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of
February 2018)
2018-19: 12 in mentorship program; 942 interactions during Block Party (Source: Final Council
Presentation)

2016-2017
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

5325

Cost Per Student Interaction

74.1126

Annual Budget

11,902.53

Proportion of Services Budget

4.70%

23

Source: Email titled, “Re: AMS Tutoring - Usage Statistics May 2018 - April 2019”
Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
25
Note: Service Started operations in January 2017. Source: https://www.ams.ubc.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2018/09/236-17-Services-Review-Update-April-2017.pdf
26
Due to operations starting in January 2017, this number considers May 2016 to December 2016 “missing”.
24
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2017-2018
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

49127

Cost Per Student Interaction

31.39

Annual Budget

15,415.43

Proportion of Services Budget

4.73%

2018-2019
Quantitative Metric

Value

Engagement

95428

Cost Per Student Interaction

21.36

Annual Budget

20,378.9529

Proportion of Services Budget

4.98%

27

Source: “SSM year end” presentation. Note: data is from May 2017 – end of February 2018.
12 in mentorship program; 942 interactions during Block Party. Source: Final Council Presentation.
29
Based on Trial Balance total, due to only provisional actuals being available for 2018-19.
28
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Appendix B: AMS SASC Data Collection

Services Review – Data Collection
The purpose of this document is to demonstrate the increased use of SASC services over the past 4
years.
Overall, the number of individual points of contact has steadily increased from 2016 to 2019.


An important note in all the graphs below is the brief closure in 2018 likely had a large
impact on the SASC’s ability to provide services to survivors. Without an office space
and staff, the numbers don’t reflect the expected need during that period.

Graph 1: Total number of contact points for each year over a period of 4 years
1200

1081

1000
800

726

586

600
425
400
200
0

Points of Contact
2016

2017

2018

2019*

*All 2019 data only includes January to November.

This has been further broken down by looking at the different points of contact (drop-in/in-person,
email, phone, appointment, other) per year in Graph 2.


While drop-ins decreased in 2019 compared to previous years, appointments more than
double from 2018 to 2019. Email and phone interactions also increased in 2018 and
again in 2019.

Graph 2: Comparing Points of Contact by Category Type
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Points of Contact
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**Starting in October 2019 we added an additional category (texting) which has been put into the ‘other category’ for
simplicity.

In Graph 3 we can see how the number of points of contact has increase each month over 4 years.


Due to the high volume of September 2019 the data reflected here are likely
underrepresenting the true number interactions between support staff and survivors.

Graph 3: Comparing Monthly Point of Contact Totals over a 4-year Period
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Graph 4: Types of Visits
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***Starting in October 2019 we added new sub-categories for first visit (first visit-disclosure first visit-non disclosure, first visit –
supporting survivor). For simplicity, all first visits have been categorized as ‘first visit disclosure’.

Graphs 5-8 show the percentage of each type of service by year. Over the years the relative percentage
of each type of service
Graph 9 shows the total number of services provided each year organized by type. For each category
except accompaniment and other there has been an increase over the 4 years.
Graph 5: Describing the types of services provided in 2016
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Graph 6: Describing the types of services provided in 2017
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Graph 7: Describing the types of services provided in 2018
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Graph 8: Describing the types of services provided in 2019
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Graph 9: Comparing the types of services provided over 4 years
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Appendix C: NES Survey Summary of Results:
Summary of How familiar are you with the following AMS Services?

Col %
80.0%
70.0%

Sexual Assault Support Centre
(SASC)

60.0%

Speakeasy

50.0%
Safewalk

40.0%
30.0%

eHub

20.0%
AMS Tutoring

10.0%
0.0%

Vice
Extremely
familiar

Moderately Not familiar
familiar
at all

Slightly
familiar

Very familiar

Summary of Please state how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Col %
60.0%
50.0%

40.0%

AMS Services are easily accessible.

30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

I feel comfortable using AMS
Services.

The AMS treats my personal
information with confidentiality.
I know who to contact to find out
more about AMS Services.
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Summary of Q4.3: How useful would you personally find a new AMS Service that focused on addressing
housing needs at UBC?

Percent
40.0%

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
Q4.3: How useful would you
personally find a new AMS Service
that focused on addressing
housing needs at UBC?

20.0%
15.0%

10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Extremely Very useful Moderately Not at all
useful
useful
useful

Slightly
useful
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Appendix D: Proposal for AMS Peer Support

Executive Summary:
AMS Services has always aimed to operate based on two principles: providing services that are in-demand and that
fill gaps in our community; and to provide services that are accessible and low-barrier as possible. In the context to
wellness and mental health support, Vice and Speakeasy have been filling gaps that we have seen in our
community related to peer support and harm reduction when it comes to substance use. Since the last Services
Review, much has evolved on the campus community, with new services being started, others shutting down, and
existing ones changing their focus (as just a few examples). It is in this context of change, and with our operational
principles in mind, that the below recommendations have been made.


As per the triennial Services Review Recommendation:
o





AMS Speakeasy and AMS Vice be consolidated into one Services and be re-named AMS Peer
Support, in line with and similar to those employed by a majority of comparable student
union/associated in Canada.

Recombining Speakeasy and Vice back into a singular service, which will be renamed “AMS Peer Support”.
This Service will have a structure similar to SASC – that is, two “branches”, with one focused on providing
peer support sessions, and the other branch focused on Outreach and Education.
This new Service will have a Coordinator, and two Assistant Coordinators (one focused on each branch).

Background:
Speakeasy was created back in 1970 as “…a talk and information center … to help fill gaps left by other student
counselling services available on campus and in the city.” Now, it is still related to the same purpose with “…
providing free, confidential, one-on-one peer support for UBC students and staff facing a wide variety of
challenges.”
In its current form, Speakeasy has a Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator (part-time paid student staff); 5 Peer
Support Team Leads (TLs), 1 Marketing and Outreach Team Lead, and approximately 40 Peer Supporters and
Marketing and Outreach volunteers. The TLs oversee the Peer Supporters and Marketing and Outreach Volunteers,
who directly provide peer support sessions to clients and engage in boothing/outreach. A similar structure is
graphically outlined in the proposed tree graph later on in this report.
Vice was founded back in 2016-17, with the goal of, “a service to help any student on the UBC campus who has
either an addiction or would like to garner more information about different types of substance abuses, how they
can get help on and off campus, and what resources are available through insurance. Vice [is] three pronged
focusing on education, community outreach, and student peer support networks.”
Vice has a smaller, but similarly structured teams, with a few different Team Leads who oversee projects within the
Service. Vice has evolved to be much more outreach based, seeing few sessions for peer support, but seeing great
turnout at events such as Naloxone training.

Environmental Scan:
Since the founding of these two Services, the landscape of available resources and issues that students face has
changed (and continues to do so) on campus. Funding for UBC Counselling has increased, a new integrated health
building is being constructed on campus, and the UBC Wellness Centre has expanded, as just a few examples.
For brevity, a mostly comprehensive list of all available resources can be found on the Campus Lightbox website
(campuslightbox.com).
Two organizations that are of significant note in relation to the operations of Vice and Speakeasy:
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UBC Wellness Centre: “At the Wellness Centre, Wellness Peer Educators are trained student volunteers
who can answer your questions, talk with you, and recommend resources for everyday concerns related
to health, relationships, and workload.” They also provide safer sex products available for purchase and
have a Nurse on Campus during certain hours, but are limited in certain topics that they cover (ex.
Substance use) and their peer support is provided in a more open setting (in comparison to our private
room for sessions).
Student Recovery Community: “The recovery community at UBC is a safe space for students who are in
recovery, or pursuing recovery from drugs, alcohol, or other types of addictive behaviour.” Student-led,
and focuses less on harm reduction, more on supporting those in recovery.

Below is a brief comparison between peer support services as provided by institutions that are similar in ranking to
UBC (originally prepared for the 2019-20 Services Review):
Name
Link
Hours

Alberta
Peer Support Centre
https://su.ualberta.ca/service
s/psc/
Monday to Friday
Spring/Summer:
9:00am - 5:00pm
Fall/Winter:
9:00am - 8:00pm
Exam Weeks:
10:00am - 6:00pm

Call line
available?

Yes

Does
external
presentatio
ns?
Number of
Volunteers
+ Staff

Yes

Languages
other than
English:

Yes (Hindi, Gujarati, Urdu,
Arabic, Vietnamese, Nigerian
Pidgin, French, and Punjabi)

53+

McGill
Peer Support
Centre
https://psc.ssmu
.ca/
Monday to
Friday
11 AM – 5 PM
(recently
changed to 7
PM); adjusted
hours during
exams.
Yes (as a
separate service,
Nightline)
Yes

Queen’s
Peer Support Centre

UBC
Speakeasy

http://amspeersupport.
com/
7 Days a week
10:00 AM – 10 PM
(Fall/Winter Hours)

https://www.ams.ubc.ca/st
udent-services/speakeasy/
Monday to Thursday
10AM-6PM
Friday
10 AM – 4 PM

No

No

No

No

10 executives,
approximately
60 student peer
supporters, and
6 promo &
outreach
volunteers.
Unclear

100+ volunteers and
paid staff

34 volunteers, 2 staff

Unclear

None

Motivations for restructuring:
In short, with a long history and very structured operations, Speakeasy is very strong at providing peer support.
However, with this target being at the core of the Service for so long, marketing and outreach activities have not
been a strong point of the Service, and have led to a stagnant usage rate of Speakeasy Peer Support Services.
On the flipside, Vice, as a new Service, has been stronger in marketing and outreach – with less of a cemented
structure, it has been able to adapt to the needs of students more quickly, and provide workshops/engagement
with students on the most up-to-date topics (ex. Joint rolling workshops, planned drug testing at future AMS
festivals, information on the effects of study drugs, etc.). However, with less “credibility” as a service that provides
peer support, and much less of a focus on that as a core activity, Vice sees very few peer support sessions.
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It is with this in mind that we believe resources could be better utilized by combining these Services into one. The
overlap that is seen between the two, and the efforts that are replicated twice in each Service would be more
effective if the same number of people worked and volunteer for these Services, and only slightly expanding the
scope of work done in each.
Further detailed in a proposed structure below, the aim would to have 2 Assistant Coordinators within this new
Service: one focused on Peer Support (including individual sessions for any topic, phone/online support, group
sessions, and so on); and the other focused on events, marketing, and outreach (including the events that Vice
holds, boothing, and online advertisements). We believe that this will allow Peer Supporters and the Assistant
Coordinator to focus on their strengths, and the volunteers for Marketing and Outreach and their overseeing
Assistant Coordinator to do the same.

Proposed structure:
The combined Service will do its best to include all activities, in some way, that were previously done in both
Services. The entire Service will be broadly split into 2 branches:




The Peer Support branch that will be focusing on our confidential peer support sessions and our to-beimplemented chat/call services. They will have knowledge on all the topics that Speakeasy currently
training on, as well as training on the topics that Vice is training on, such as substance use and addictions.
The education, outreach, marketing, and events branch, that will focus on events such as Naloxone
training, boothing that we regularly do, and any promo of our Services. Further sub-divisions are to be
determined.
AMS Peer Support
Coordinator

AMS Peer Support
Assistant Coordinator Education and
Outreach

AMS Peer Support
Assistant Coordinator Peer Support

In-person team lead

Digital Team Lead

Substance Outreach
Team (5)

Mental Health
Outreach Team (5)

5 TLs

2 TL

Marketing

Marketing

30 Peer Suporters

10 Peer Suporters

Event
Planning/Workshops

Event
Planning/Collabs
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