
THE "LIVEABLE CITY" AND "BLUE-GREEN URBANISM"
A COMPARATIVE EXPOSITION
University of British Columbia X National University of Singapore Joint Summer Studio
2024 July 2 - July 20



2 | UBC x NUS UBC x NUS | 3 

DISCLAIMER

This compendium showcases students’ work from the University of British Columbia 

and the National University of Singapore (2024 July 2-20). The findings, interpretations, 

and conclusions expressed in the students' work do not necessarily reflect the 

views of any of the institutions. In addition, the teaching team does not guarantee 

the accuracy of the data included in the students' work. The report reflects public 

information available up to July 2024.

RIGHTS AND PERMISSIONS

The material in this compendium is subject to copyright. This compendium may 

be reproduced, in whole or in part, for noncommercial purposes as long as full 

attribution to the material is given. Any queries on rights should be addressed to 

Su-Jan Yeo and Rosita Samsudin.
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What makes a city truly liveable? 
What are the ingredients of a liveable city? 

How do liveability, sustainability, and resilience intersect?

While literature answering such questions is numerous, no 

single recipe of liveability applies across cities. The endeavours 

to shape liveability are in fact context specific. Furthermore, 

as the interactions between the built environment, natural 

environment, and human activity in cities become more 

complex, so do the associated opportunities and challenges. In 

this context, a comparative urbanism approach is helpful for 

understanding how various cities navigate these complexities.

INTRODUCTION
City professions draw on case studies and precedents to learn 

from past experiences and “best practices” which, in turn, guide 

current practice and inform decision-making. 

In a fast-changing urban world, case studies and precedents are 

increasingly becoming varied – this creates opportunities for other 

points of reference previously thought of as incommensurable. 

The act of “doing” comparison is, therefore, a critical skillset and a 

valuable undertaking. 

A key aim of “doing”comparative urbanism is to shape 

novel theoretical frameworks, policies, and practices. 

“Doing” comparative urbanism is doing a sequential, 

incremental, and iterative act to reimagine conversations 

across the diverse spectrum of cities. 

Strategies of comparative urbanism emphasise the benefits 

of working collaboratively – through research and action – 

to bridge new analytical insights for a complex and 

interconnected world.

DOING “COMPARATIVE URBANISM” : WHY IT MATTERS
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1

2

The UBC-NUS Joint Summer Studio was an immersive learning 

experience designed for senior undergraduate students from UBC 

and NUS to explore and compare the concept of “liveability” 

through the lens of blue-green urbanism. Working in mixed 

UBC-NUS teams, students examined urban policies and practices 

in both Vancouver and Singapore, gaining a deeper understanding 

of how planning theory and practices manifest similarly and 

differently in two cities of the Asia-Pacific region.

Through this collaboration, students developed 

international perspectives while interacting with a network 

of local experts, including academics, practitioners, and 

community leaders. The programme strived to foster 

mentorship, encourage cross-cultural connections, and 

contribute to the discourse on urban liveability.

PROGRAMME OVERVIEW

1. Martha Piper Plaza (Credit: Don Erhardt / UBC Brand & Marketing)

2. The Flags of UHall (Credit: NUS Imagebank)
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PROGRAMME COMPONENTS

Lectures: Specially curated series of talks featuring 

academics and industry professionals who shared both 

theoretical and practical knowledge.

Field Trips: Visits to key sites in Vancouver and Singapore, 

where students observed blue-green urbanism in action and 

met with local stakeholders, including government officials, 

urban planners, and community leaders.  

Studio Project: Collaborative studio sessions where 

teams discussed and developed their comparative study 

of liveability, culminating in a final presentation to a review 

panel for feedback and guidance.

1. AMS Nest Rooftop Garden (Credit: Hover Collective / UBC Brand & Marketing)

2. UTown (Credit: NUS Imagebank)

1

2

Global 
Engagement

Knowledge: Understand the city as a complex system within an intricately connected global system.

Skill: Collect and present information in a geographic context that is different or unfamiliar from one’s own.

Attitude: Demonstrate motivation to advocate for and contribute to local-global actions.

Critical 
Inquiry and 

Comparative 
Analysis

Knowledge: Explore approaches to urban inquiry and understand the contested fields of theory and 

practice in and through which urban is problemised.

Skill: Compare and contrast urban issues, policies, and practices in two different contexts.

Attitude: Demonstrate motivation to tackle assumptions and expand the horizon of questions to be asked 

in the study of cities.

Interdisciplinary
and 

Cross-Cultural 
Collaboration

Knowledge: Recognise that city-building necessitates expertise from various fields and understand how 

interdisciplinary collaboration is essential to address complex urban challenges and opportunities.

Skill: Communicate and cooperate effectively to promote inclusivity and innovation in a global, intercultural 

context.

Attitude: Demonstrate motivation to engage with diverse modes of thinking, being, and doing. 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES
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STUDIO APPROACH
The studio focused on exploring “liveability” through the lens of blue-green urbanism by addressing key questions:

On Liveability

• What makes a city liveable? What are the determinants?

• How do global forces (economic, environmental, social, 

demographic, technological) influence the liveable city 

agenda?

• In what ways might “liveability” be understood,                  

relationally, across different geographies and city contexts 

(social, cultural, climatic)?

On Blue-Green Urbanism

• What are the characteristics of blue-green urbanism? 

How do these characteristics address the determinants 

of a liveable city? How are the approaches to blue-green  

urbanism intertwined with other urban systems?

• How does governance, funding mechanisms, and structures 

of decision-making influence/shape blue-green policies and 

projects?

• What makes for “best practice” blue-green urbanism? In 

what ways might “best practice” be understood from one 

city context to another?

1. Guest presentation by Ana M. Polgár, 

Doctoral Candidate, SCARP, 

Faculty of Applied Science, UBC, and 

PlanAdapt Fellow

2. Team discussion, UBC

3. Team brainstorming mind-map, UBC

1

2 3
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1. Guest presentation by 

Dr. Sara Barron, Assistant Professor of Teaching 

Department of Forest Resources Management,     

Faculty of Forestry, UBC

2. Team brainstorming mind-map, UBC

3. Studio project midpoint presentation, UBC

1

32

1. Guest presentation by 

Maren McBride, PLA, Associate, 

Senior Landscape Architect, DIALOG

2. Team discussion, UBC

3. Group discussion activity, UBC

1

2

2

3
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1. Guest presentation by Dr. Darren Nel, 

Postdoctoral Fellow, Lee Kuan Yew School 

of Public Policy, NUS

2. Opening lecture by 

Assoc. Prof. Cheah Kok Ming, Deputy Head 

(Academic), Department of Architecture, 

Assistant Dean, 

College of Design and Engineering, NUS

3. Team brainstorming, NUS

1

2 3

1. Guest presentation by Larry Yeung, 

Executive Director of Participate in 

Design (P!D)

2. Group discussion activity, NUS

1

2 2
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Team-Based Project

In their multidisciplinary teams, students investigated 

“liveability” through the lens of blue-green urbanism in 

Vancouver and Singapore. This project gave students the 

opportunity to explore how urban planning theories and 

practices manifest differently in these two cities, fostering a 

broader global understanding. 

Each four-member team, consisting of UBC and NUS 

students from diverse disciplines, embarked on its own 

unique comparative study of the two cities. Teams were 

encouraged to approach the project with an open mind, 

ready to explore and experiment.

1. Group discussion activity, NUS

1

Scope and Process

DEFINE

The teams first developed a shared understanding of 

“liveability” and “blue-green urbanism” by addressing questions 

such as: 

• What is the meaning of each concept?

• What is the relationship between the two concepts?

• What aspects or elements do you want to emphasise?

FRAME

Next, the teams identified the focus of their projects:

• What is your central objective?

• What information is needed to respond to your objective?

• Where and how will you gather the information?

COMPARE

Finally, the teams analysed and reflected on the information 

they had gathered:

• What categories or dimensions will be used to surface 

connections and differences?

• What insights are drawn from an evaluation of the       

connections and differences?

• How do the insights advance the concept of “liveability”?
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Source: ESRI (https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer), retrieved on 2025 March 2
VANCOUVER STUDIO 
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1. SeaBus journey across the Burrard Inlet

2. Pacific Spirit Park and Tower Beach Walk

2

1

The City of Vancouver is situated on the unceded, ancestral, and 

traditional territories of the xWmәӨkWәýәm (Musqueam Indian 

Band), Skwxwú7mesh (Squamish Nation), and sәlilwәtaɬ (Tsleil-

Waututh Nation). Indigenous communities have lived in this place 

since time immemorial, maintaining deep roots of inhabitation 

and environmental stewardship.  An understanding of liveability in 

Vancouver requires a grasp of history and Indigenous heritage, 

recognising the cultural significance of the land and ‘righting’ 

injustices stemming from past planning practices. 

Question prompts:

• In what ways are culture and heritage inextricably place-

based and linked to the natural world? 

• How is contemporary urban planning in Vancouver 

addressing colonial impacts of land dispossession and 

cultural heritage loss, particularly concerning Indigenous 

peoples?

• What would it mean to create liveable "futures" in the 

plural sense?

TOPIC 1: 
CONFRONTING THE PAST, SHAPING THE FUTURE
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Visit to Museum of Vancouver Visit to Museum of Vancouver
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Before colonisation, the inlet now known as False Creek was 

once a vast tidal mudflat and a critical ecosystem for the local 

First Nations. From the early 1900s, False Creek underwent 

heavy industrialisation for several continuous decades. 

Redevelopment followed in waves: South False Creek in the 

1970s, North False Creek in the 1980s and 1990s, and Southeast 

False Creek in the 2000s. 

Climate change and urban pressures pose challenges for 

coastal adaptation and environmental protection—including 

a need to reconcile relations and interactions with the False 

Creek shoreline and its history.  Vancouver declared 2013 the 

Year of Reconciliation, resulting in adoption of the City of 

Reconciliation Framework and the UNDRIP Strategy in 2014 

and 2022, respectively.

Question prompts:

• In what ways do historical land-use decisions contribute 

to climate vulnerability and erode human connections to 

nature?

• What strategies have (or might have) potential to reduce      

climate vulnerability and reconcile human connections to      

nature?

• What barriers might stand in the way of these strategies?  

Conversely, what channels might provide openings for 

these strategies to be implemented?

TOPIC 2:
RECONCILIATION AND CLIMATE ACTION

FALSE CREEK 'WATERS' TALK

led by Zaida Schneider, Director, 

False Creek Friends Society
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FALSE CREEK SOUTH COMMUNITY TOUR 

led by Robyn Chan, Project Manager, RePlan, 

False Creek South Neighbourhood Association

OLYMPIC VILLAGE TOUR 

led by Cameron Owen, BCSLA CSLA MCIP RPP, 

Urban Watershed Planner, Rain City Strategy, 

City of Vancouver
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ST.  GEORGE RAINWAY TOUR

led by Cherie Xiao, BCSLA CSLA, 

Senior Project Manager, Green Infrastructure, 

Engineering Services, City of Vancouver

and 

Alex Scott, Planner, City of Vancouver

The emphasis on public engagement in planning and design 

process - through workshops and reviews with stakeholders and 

rightsholders - reflects Vancouver's tradition of collaborative 

governance. Participation avenues include the Shape Your City 

online platform, Talk Vancouver surveys, open houses, pop-up 

events, public hearings, and volunteer civic agencies. Given the 

political dynamics of city-making, and to further advance equity 

and inclusion, evolving tools are essential for broadening civic 

engagement and ensuring diverse community input in 

decision-making. 

Question prompts:

• How might blue-green initiatives serve as a catalyst for 

civic participation? Relatedly, what are the challenges and 

opportunities associated with bottom-up approaches? 

• What is the role of education and advocacy in          

promoting public understanding and support for blue-

green initiatives? 

• How might technology and digital tools facilitate     

communication and collaboration between governments, 

planners, and citizens? 

TOPIC 3: 
COLLECTIVE ASPIRATIONS, COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE
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VANCOUVER CITY HALL AND 

THE CIVIC DISTRICT TOUR

led by Andrew Misiak, RPP MCIP, 

Urban Planner, Special Projects Office, Planning, 

Urban Design & Sustainability, City of Vancouver

and 

Miles Stroh, Planning Assistant, 

Transit Integration & Projects, 

Engineering Services, City of Vancouver

CITY FARMER DEMONSTRATION 

GARDEN TOUR

led by Michael Levenston, Executive Director,

City Farmer 

and

Maria Keating, Gardener and Bug Expert,

City Farmer
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Vancouver's coastal location and closeness to nature make it 

ideal for adopting blue-green strategies that integrate 

environmental protection with economic and community 

advantages. By investing in blue-green infrastructure, the city 

can foster cross-sectoral alignment of urban development with 

sustainability goals

Such initiatives promote partnerships among governments, 

private firms, and professional groups, leveraging shared 

resources and innovation to enhance Vancouver's global appeal. 

Equally important, these efforts must address social equity to 

ensure all communities benefit from improvements to water 

management, green spaces, and the public realm. 

Question prompts:

• How does blue-green urbanism intersect with the goals 

and aspirations of global cities? 

• How do investments in blue-green infrastructure affect     

property values, attract businesses, and contribute to the   

overall economic competitiveness of cities? 

• What are the social equity dimensions to be considered 

when implementing blue-green initiatives within the 

context of global cities?

TOPIC 4:
THE GREENEST GLOBAL CITY?

Richards Street Tour 

led by Reece Rehm, Green Infrastructure 

Implementation, Engineering Services,

City of Vancouver
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sӨәqәlxenәm ts'exwts'áxwi7 

RAINBOW PARK TOUR 

led by Joost Bakker, Architect, 

AIBC AAA SAA OAA FRAIC RCA, 

Founding Partner, DIALOG

1. PORT OF VANCOUVER TALK 

led by Noel Allison, Planner, Project and 

Environmental Review, Vancouver Fraser 

Port Authority 

and 

Jesse John, Senior Project Coordinator, 

Habitat Development, Vancouver 

Fraser Port Authority

2. VANCOUVER CONVENTION CENTRE 

WEST PRECINCT TOUR 

led by Margot Long, MBCSLA AALA FCSLA 

ASLA LEED® ASSOCIATE, Founding Partner, 

PWL Partnership

1 1

2 1

22
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Source: ESRI (https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer), retrieved on 2025 March 2
SINGAPORE STUDIO 
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Being a city-state, Singapore’s journey to building liveability began 

as the juxtaposition of rapid urbanisation and the emphasis on 

good quality of urban living and environmental sustainability. 

Building upon the proposition of the United Nations Conference 

on Environment and Development (UNCED 1992) that “the 

social, environmental and economic needs of a country must be 

met but in balance with one another”,  Singapore’s liveability 

approaches emphasise three key outcomes: achieving a high 

quality of life, sustainable environment, and competitive economy. 

Singapore has limited natural resources. Therefore, fostering an 

integrated master planning and development, accompanied by 

dynamic and responsive urban governance, is key in ensuring 

that the intertwining of various systems is able to shape the 

city's liveability. 

Building liveability involves more than providing infrastructure 

to meet basic human needs such as food, housing, education, 

and transport; it also includes creating opportunities for 

people to pursue their aspirations in relation to the intangible 

aspects of everyday life, such as culture and identity.

Question prompts:

• What shapes liveability in Singapore’s urban development      

today? How has liveability transformed from before 

Singapore to Singapore today? 

• In what ways are Singapore’s liveabilty approaches unique   

compared to other cities?

TOPIC 1:
JOURNEY TO BUILDING LIVEABLE SINGAPORE

Second leg of the programme, NUS
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1. Student-guided activity to 

Gardens by the Bay

2. Urban Redevelopment Authority visit

1

2

2

Urban Redevelopment Authority visit
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More than 80% of Singapore’s residents live in public housing 

estates, which development is mainly governed by the Housing 

Development Board (HDB).  The planning of public housing 

emphasises not only affordable homes for all eligible Singapore 

residents but also a living environment that fosters a good 

quality of life and a sense of community.  

The integration of blue and green spaces was initiated since the 

early development of public housing.  They serve as a community 

space for recreation and to promote social interactions. In 

recent years, the intensification and diversification of public 

housing development have resulted in the emergence of new 

typologies and multifunctional green and blue spaces such as 

high-level green spaces, community gardens, and naturalised 

drainage systems.  

Question prompts:

• What are Singapore’s approaches to building affordable 

housing? What are the challenges and opportunities in 

providing homes (not only houses) for all? How does 

providing homes for all contribute to liveability? 

• What are the roles of blue-green urbanism in enhancing 

the quality of the residents? 

• In what ways can blue-green initiatives be also introduced 

in responding to other issues related to urban life such as 

health, environmental and social justice? Who are the key 

actors?

TOPIC 2:
BEYOND ROOF OVER HEADS; BRING NATURE CLOSER TO HOMES

GUEST LECTURE AT SKYVILLE AND 

SKYOASIS @ DAWSON

led by Fong Chun Wah, Prof. (Practice) 

NUS Cities; Former Deputy Chief Executive Officer 

(Building), Housing Development Board (HDB)
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BISHAN - ANG MO KIO PARK TOUR

led by Huei-Lyn Liu, Landscape Architect, 

Public Utilities Board (PUB), 

Singapore's National Water Agency

BISHAN - ANG MO KIO PARK TOUR

led by Huei-Lyn Liu, Landscape Architect, 

Public Utilities Board (PUB), 

Singapore's National Water Agency
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Singapore continuously faces contestation between the needs 

for urban development with sustainability and liveability. 

Being a low-lying island state, Singapore is often affected by 

transboundary and regional challenges such as sea-level rise 

and forest fire pollution from neighbouring countries. Being a 

cultural melting point, fostering community and social resilience 

are also important to Singapore’s liveability. 

Such dynamics underline the need for systemic and integrated 

planning and governance trajectories that are robust and 

inclusive yet adaptive to changes. Singapore’s journey to building 

a resilient city is embedded in the city’s pursuit of a liveable and 

sustainable city. 

Several resilience strategies include the Singapore Sustainable 

Blueprint (including Singapore Green Plan 2030), Resilience 

Framework Singapore, and Action Plan for Successful Aging. 

Question prompts:

• In what ways does resilience shape liveability? What could   

contribute to shaping resilience? 

• In what ways are blue and green initiatives intertwined 

with other urban systems in promoting resilience? Who 

plays the key role? 

• How do contexts shape resilient approaches?  

TOPIC 3: 
BUILDING RESILIENT CITIES

BUKIT CANBERRA TOUR

led by Chin Li Nah, Senior Associate Director, 

DP Architects
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JTC  CLEANTECH PARK TOUR

 led by Ngu Wang Chung, Deputy Director, New 

Estates Division 1, 

Jurong Town Corporation (JTC) 

1. JTC  CLEANTECH PARK TOUR

led by Ngu Wang Chung, Deputy Director, 

New Estates Division 1, 

Jurong Town Corporation (JTC)

2. ORANG LAUT WALK

led by Firdaus Sani, Third Generation of

Orang Laut

2

1

1

1

2
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Building liveable cities with people emphasises deliberate 

actions to continuously appreciate people’s varying voices 

and integrate them into the whole and iterative process of 

urban development. In recent years, emphasis on people in 

Singapore’s urban development is increasingly reflected in the 

involvement of the residents in several urban projects including 

neighbourhood planning and rejuvenation, the recognition of 

diversity and culture in urban development.   

Separately, around 56% of Singapore’s land area is green, which 

comprises actively managed and spontaneous green spaces 

(including the last secondary forest). Ecosystem-services based 

initiatives have been a core of Singapore’s urban development 

to ensure a harmonious physical and natural environments that 

promotes human well-being and biodiversity conservation.

In 2013, Singapore introduced the Biophilic Town Framework, 

which encourages the interaction between people, nature, and 

place being the central of urban development. 

Question prompts:

• What does building cities with people and nature mean? 

• In what ways are the intertwined between people and 

nature shaping liveability and blue and green initiatives? 

• How do contexts (e.g. geographic, social, cultural) inform 

and shape blue and green initiatives?

TOPIC 4:
BUILDING CITIES WITH PEOPLE AND NATURE

PUNGGOL ECO-TOWN TOUR

led by Alan Tan, Former Director, 

Environmental Sustainability Research, 

Housing Development Board (HDB)
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PUNGGOL ECO-TOWN TOUR

led by Alan Tan, Former Director, 

Environmental Sustainability Research, 

Housing Development Board (HDB)

CITY SPROUTS @ HENDERSON TOUR

led by Simone Lim, Co-Founder, City Sprouts
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STUDENT 
TEAM 

PROJECTS
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THE ROLE OF URBAN AGRICULTURE IN FOOD SECURITY
Kenji JOHNSON, University of British Columbia, BA Environment & Sustainability

Natalie AU, University of British Columbia, BDes in Architecture, Land Architecture, and Urbanism

Fenghua WANG, National University of Singapore, BEng Electrical Engineering

Kaena SUTANU, National University of Singapore, BLA Landscape Architecture

INTRODUCTION 

Liveability in Vancouver and Singapore can be characterised by the sustainable environments that promote the physical and mental 

well-being of its residents. Blue-green urbanism practices across both cities play a vital role in facilitating the creation of these 

sustainable environments by providing built infrastructure and initiatives that benefit both humans and the environment. 
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

Amidst rapid urbanisation and population growth in both 

Vancouver and Singapore, the consistent procurement of 

sufficient, safe, and nutritious food—often referred to as “food 

security” in short—poses an urgent and growing threat to 

liveability. 

Each pillar was defined as follows:

• Availability refers to a farm’s overall productivity in 

providing a sufficient supply of food and the effective 

management of these resources.

• Accessibility refers to the equitable distribution, 

affordability, and ease of access to food assets.

• Utilisation broadly relates to the nutritional integrity of 

food, as well as the environmental and health-related 

integrity of farming practices.

• Stability encompasses the degree to which the other 

three pillars can be upheld consistently over time.

FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES

Our study seeks to conduct a comparative analysis of two 

innovative approaches to urban agriculture in Vancouver and 

Singapore, and how these practices target the issues of food (in)

security.  We seek to uncover lessons and strategies that can be 

applied to other urban environments facing similar issues. Our 

study evaluated innovative approaches to urban agriculture based 

on four key food security “pillars” from the Global Strategic 

Framework for Food Security and Nutrition (GSF). 

The key pillars include availability, accessibility, stability and 

utilisation. 
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CASE STUDIES

Sole Food Farms in Vancouver and Citiponics in Singapore were 

selected as case studies for comparison. Both urban farms 

exemplified how adaptive reuse and innovative processes could 

be leveraged in unique ways to advance food security.  While both 

case studies operate within a relatively similar land area, they di-

verge considerably in nearly all other aspects. 

These include their respective practices, annual yields, 

business models, and underlying ethics. These contrasting 

features allowed for a compelling comparative analysis and 

subsequent findings that advanced understandings of 

liveability between contexts.
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FINDINGS AND INSIGHTS

In terms of results, we found that Citiponics was significantly 

more productive than Sole Food Farms, producing 9.6 times the 

annual yield (normalised relative to land area) of their Vancouver 

counterparts despite being confined to a smaller site. However, 

Sole Food Farms excelled in the accessibility category through 

their tiered CSA (Community Supported Agriculture) pricing 

model, variety of produce, and equal distribution of market 

locations.

Citiponics’ produce was found to be priced higher than 

conventional alternatives and was only sold in one nearby 

supermarket. Concerning utilisation, Citiponics’ pesticide-free 

AOS (Aqua-Organic System) and vertical farming techniques 

proved to be more efficient in conserving water than 

conventional methods.  The design and use of Sole Food 

Farms’ modular planter box provide versatility in layout and 

increase its ability to adapt and relocate when needed. 

This method was implemented because land ownership could be 

retracted at any point and the organisation had to be ready to 

respond. Sole Food Farms is also a non-profit social enterprise 

while Citiponics was a more business-centric organisation with 

some focus on social impacts and education. Sole Food Farms also 

used nutrient-rich soil for their plantation, enabling a more diverse 

range of fruits to be planted from Mediterranean fruits to 

vegetables and herbs. 

Citiponics on the other hand mainly used hydroponics for 

their produce, restricting their range of available plantation 

options, thereby producing only leafy greens.  Vancouver and 

Singapore also have vastly different climates, with Vancouver 

being a temperate city while Singapore is a tropical city.  The 

difference in climate, temperature and seasons between the 

two cities also impacts the yield and types of produce that 

can be planted, therefore the amount of food produced 

per year between Citiponics and Sole Food Farms is vastly 

different.
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Regarding the concepts of liveability and blue-green urbanism, 

our findings shed light on the differing liveable priorities held by 

each city.  For example, Sole Food Farms’ emphasis on 

accessibility and stability may suggest that Vancouver prioritises 

equity and resilience in their blue-green infrastructure. 

At a broader level, these themes provide insight into the factors 

that constitute liveability in Vancouver. On the other hand, 

Citiponics’ emphasis on availability and utilisation speaks to 

Singapore’s prioritisation of productivity and sustainability in 

their blue-green initiatives and ideas of liveability. 

From our findings, we can conclude that Sole Food Farms 

primarily benefits the community through social inclusion, 

local food production, and environmental sustainability. 

In contrast, Citiponics is more advantageous to business 

stakeholders due to its innovative agritech solutions, 

profitability, and sustainable business practices. 

This comparative analysis highlights the different but 

complementary roles that urban agriculture initiatives can play 

in enhancing urban liveability and sustainability.
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CONCLUSION

Moving forward, urban agriculture is becoming an increasingly 

important topic of discussion within society and its importance 

has been conveyed to the public through educational workshops. 

Through our findings, we can see similarities in the way both 

Singapore and Vancouver have begun to explore alternative 

sources of food and nutrition to help achieve food security. 

For example, Singapore has recently approved the 

consumption of various insects as a source of protein, which 

works towards their target to locally supply 30% of their 

nutritional needs by 2030. However, as technologies continue 

to emerge and develop, there is existing stigma and growing 

concerns surrounding new methods of urban agriculture such 

as lab-grown produce and the economic sustainability of these 

ventures.
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CULTIVATING PLAY 
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INTRODUCTION 

Liveability and blue-green urbanism provide frameworks for considering lived experiences, quality of life, and urban integration with 

nature. However, traditional definitions may overlook various aspects of accessibility that contribute to utilisation and enjoyment of 

urban spaces. Filling the gaps in the existing literature, we developed new definitions to ground our comparative research.
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FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES

Our analysis focused on how to cultivate a welcoming 

atmosphere by enhancing physical accessibility of neighbourhood 

multifunctional playscapes for diverse demographics and interests, 

through a comparative study of Rainbow Park in Vancouver and 

Jubilee Park in Singapore.  The reasons we chose these case 

studies are the: (i) context, where both are situated in the 

downtown area of their respective cities, (ii) rich heritage of the 

land, and (iii) playscapes for family and children.

METHODOLOGY

Methodology was constructed in the form of a play 

structure with 5 steps: Research, Experience, Observe,  

Assess, and Findings. We climb up with our initial research, 

experiencing the site for the first time and forming our own 

impressions. Similar to peering out of a tunnel, we observe 

others using the space, then quantifying and qualifying 

relevant identified metrics before finally formulating our 

findings.
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EVALUATION MATRIX

Our evaluation matrix examined the 3 stages of the user 

experience in the park: getting there, physical amenities, and 

social acceptance.  This is visually represented by a bead maze 

panel that you would find on a tactile play structure, where the 

findings to our guiding questions are plotted.  We sought to 

objectively compare these sites without rating, choosing 

visualisation of actual count or percentages of what is physically 

there. For experiences that can only be qualittatively assessed, it 

was more suitable to represent our assessment.

For experiences that can only be qualitatively assessed, it was 

more suitable to represent our assessment with similar focus 

questions.

1.   Getting There

The first aspect of our evaluation matrix focuses on getting 

to each park, where we chose to use a 5-minute walk (i.e. 

an approximate radius of 400 metres).  This radial measure 

was chosen as it was a mutually agreed metric on the perfect 

walking distance between one location to another avoiding the 

usage of other modes of transport.  

2.    Onsite Physical Amenities

After reaching the park, we assessed the experience, where onsite 

amenities encompass all tangible and accessible aspects as well as 

how inclusive these amenities are of physical abilities. For this 

infrastructure our guiding questions considered the number of: 

formal seating types; availability of washrooms and water fountains 

onsite; and the variety of demographics the physical infrastructure 

serves, with the numerical findings represented on the panel.

3.   Onsite Social Acceptance

For accessibility, we considered factors like: acceptance and 

belonging for minority groups; infrastructure for various 

demographics; universal signage; and social connections. 

Since this data is qualitative, we used photos from our park 

observations to illustrate these indicators.
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Universal signage

Rainbow Park has accessible and universal washroom 

signage with icons and park signage that is small font and 

without imagery, which may prove challenging. Jubilee Park 

has written signage supplemented by icons, enhancing v

isibility.

Opportunities for different social connections

Rainbow Park offers various seating options and spaces for 

different activities and age groups, including tiered 

amphitheatre-style seating for performances and events. 

Jubilee Park has monthly programs for families and children.

Physical indicators for minority groups

Rainbow Park was named in collaboration with local Indigenous 

communities, represented by art installations and sky frames in 

the park as well as land acknowledgements on signage. Jubilee Park 

includes escalators for mobility challenges, though they are not 

wheelchair accessible. 

Physical indicators for different demographics

Rainbow Park features play structures for children, various styles 

and locations of seating, and a cafe. for all ages. Jubilee Park features 

a variety of play structures intended for different age groups, an 

exercise training circuit for adults as well as green spaces for all 

ages. 
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INSIGHTS

There are few barriers to accessibility in reaching Rainbow 

Park or within the park itself; however, this does not 

necessitate social or perceived accessibility. Representation of 

Indigenous communities in Rainbow Park may not fully 

represent the diversity of feelings and sense of belonging 

across all other communities.  We recognise that we as 

researchers can only offer our observations and cannot 

understand or represent other identities.

In our research we found that while Rainbow Park strives to 

serve multiple demographics and provides a diversity of 

infrastructure, the park is still mainly focused towards children

which may inhibit other demographics or interests from utilising 

the space. We observed considerable use of the exercise circuit in 

Jubilee Park, reflecting multi-use of the space. 

Similarly, the widespread design of the park may facilitate 

simultaneous usage of different activities. Integrating infrastructure 

for other interests and demographics in future planning may 

provide further opportunities for connecting communities 

through parks. Broader consideration of languages, text size, and 

iconography used in signage may expand visibility.

CHALLENGES

Besides challenges in specifying our focus and data 

collection, differing climates, seasonal and long-term park 

usage could have provided valuable insights but were 

beyond our research scope; these aspects could be 

explored in future studies. Our research suggests intriguing 

opportunities for future designs to connect demographics, 

activities, and communities through blue-green urbanism in 

urban parks.
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INTRODUCTION 

To create liveable cities in the modern world, evaluations of liveability must expand beyond traditional definitions of a complex 

urban environment. Because of the highly competitive nature of contemporary city-making, connections with place and between 

people are lost to the convenience and speed at which spaces need to develop. 

Particularly in dense urban contexts, place-making and community-building practices must be grounded in active, accessible, and 

functional public spaces in order to cultivate a culture of wellness, care, and strong civic governance. Robust community-building 

processes, then, strengthen other key measures of liveability by enabling residents to construct efficient inter-communal bonds 

within a neighbourhood. 
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FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES

We devised our Keystone Framework to reflect the 

interconnected nature of liveability metrics.  As a keystone is the 

most influential piece within an arch form, a notable community 

is presented as the most influential member within the urban 

ecosystem. Once all other measures are established, strong 

community presence is the final piece that bears significance 

to enhance a liveable urban ecosystem.  This establishes the 

absence of a community keystone as an incomplete urban 

framework. 

Expanding the built environment discipline into a mode 

of strong civic governance requires thinking beyond 

infrastructural, economic, and environmental engineering. 

When blue-green systems are utilised as a nature-based 

approach to replace conventional water management 

infrastructure, urban natural spaces are reduced solely to a 

tool for institutional benefit. 
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CASE STUDIES

Our analysis compares case studies of the St. George Rainway 

in Vancouver and Bishan-Ang Mo Kio Park in Singapore.  These 

sites both have a core narrative of green rainwater 

management systems within a residential neighbourhood 

which was designed with community as the key benefactor of 

the project. Although seemingly incomparable due to their 

difference in scale and conceptualisation, we were able to 

derive insights from these differences that situate each project 

within their respective institutions as scale can be altered due 

to the social context and needs of the two cities. 

For instance, Singapore’s high-density apartment-dwelling popu-

lation requires more public third spaces as a social space, where-

as residents in Vancouver’s single-family homes can do so in the 

comfort of their own yard. Such differences cannot be evaluated 

with the same normative framework; rather, in exploring so-called 

‘imperfect’ comparisons, comparative urbanism can challenge the 

locus of knowledge production and normalise different measures 

of success.

Our framework evaluates the community-building capacity 

of a project through five indicators: 

1. Level of community involvement,

2. Types of activities offered, 

3. Physical capacity,

4. Sense of community through vibrancy and interpersonal 

connections, and

5. Sense of belonging through connections with place.

These indicators ground community-building in both

tangible and intangible measurements, allowing for a 

non-normative comparison.
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FINDINGS AND INSIGHTS

Through this framework, we found that both sites were able 

to enhance liveability through community-building; however, 

due to institutional and historical differences, this process 

manifested differently in each context. Since it stemmed from 

a grassroots lobbying effort, community participation was built 

into the St. George Rainway from its inception. 

Continually and reciprocally throughout the project, 

community members were able to determine the outcome, 

fostering a bond with each other, instilling an emotional 

connection with the final product, which continues to show in 

educational efforts.

The Rainway does not offer a wide range of activities or occupy a 

significant area within the region—therefore, the strong sense of 

community stewardship and belonging do not stem from its 

effective environmental and technical strategies, but the 

community-driven nature of the project and its maintenance. 

Contrarily, we found that the conception of Bishan-Ang Mo Kio 

Park was not based in community engagement and reflected a 

more conventional top-down planning approach found in 

Singaporean governance. Despite this, the park still served as a 

communal backyard for neighbouring residents with well-utilised 

gathering spaces, fitness corners, and canopy cover.

During our site analysis, we observed groups of youth and 

migrant workers socialising, indicating that the park serves 

not only as a transit area, but a low-barrier space for 

connection. 

Community-building capacity in Bishan-Ang Mo Kio park, 

then, is founded on the interpersonal connections that 

occur in the park as opposed to collective governance from 

community members, and fostering a sense of belonging 

means providing opportunities to create memories in the 

space.
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CONCLUSION

We found that both of these projects successfully fostered strong 

communities in ways that catered to local needs. In Vancouver, 

limited public land in a residential neighbourhood inspired a 

project that brought residents together, whereas in Singapore, 

high-density living and a technocratic approach provided a blank 

canvas for communities to find a new home. 

A comparative approach of two seemingly incomparable projects 

showed that even in dramatically different contexts, a blue-green 

system alone would not produce the co-benefits 

required to create a liveable city. 

The influence and maintenance of a diversity of communities 

fosters a resilient, reciprocal relationship between people, land, 

and governance that enhances all other measures of liveability, 

and is necessary for inclusive urban systems that make our 

cities a better, more liveable place for all. 



110 | UBC x NUS UBC x NUS | 111 

REFERENCES

Bishan-Ang mo kio park. (n.d.). National Parks Singapore. https://beta.nparks.gov.sg/
visit/parks/park-detail/bishan-ang-mo-kio-park

Bishan-Ang Mo Kio Park | 2016 ASLA Professional Awards. (n.d.). https://www.asla.
org/2016awards/169669.html

Bishan Park Singapore: nature for all  - Ramboll Group. (n.d.). https://www.ramboll.
com/en-apac/projects/water/bishan-park-singapore-nature-for-all

Rain City Strategy. (2020). ST. GEORGE RAINWAY Phase 1 Survey Summary. In 
Rain City Strategy https://syc.vancouver.ca/projects/st-george-rainway/st-george-
rainway-phase-1-public-engagement-report.pdf

St. George Rainway. (n.d.). Shape Your City Vancouver. https://www.shapeyourcity.
ca/st-george-rainway

Welsh, J. T., & Mooney, P. (2014). The St George Rainway: building community resil-
ience with green infrastructure. WIT Transactions on the Built Environment. https://
doi.org/10.2495/uw140251



112 | UBC x NUS UBC x NUS | 113 

BLUE-GREEN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENTS
Benjamin TORRY, University of British Columbia, BA Sociology; BA Urban Studies

Naton TING, University of British Columbia, BA Urban Studies; Minor in GIS & Geographical Computation

Reanna Lei FRANCISCO, Nationxal University of Singapore, BLA Landscape Architecture

LEE Xin Ze Zann, National University of Singapore, BSc Real Estate; Master of Urban Planning

INTRODUCTION 

Blue-green urbanism includes ecosystem services and infrastructure that aim to create sustainable urban waterfront developments.  

These services and spaces have become a key way to improve the liveability of developed cities around the world but have caused 

a premium to form on waterfront properties. 

We value liveability by looking at how residents of each city experience three factors: accessibility of the waterfront, cost of living, 

and quality of the environment. Improvements to environmental quality often lead to increased cost of living and socio-economic 

segregation along the waterfront, affecting how people can interact and benefit from blue-green infrastructure.
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During the turn of the century, MB was constructed after 

years of land reclamation to develop the Promenade. Both 

cities also had their landmark year in 2010 with the opening 

of Olympic Village and Marina Bay Sands bringing more 

attention and tourism to both waterfronts.  The overall urban 

developments of the waterfront areas bring about issues of 

higher property values, physical and social accessibility, and 

change in environment.

FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES

We are looking to compare Vancouver’s False Creek (FC) with 

Singapore’s Marina Bay (MB). While these places are situated in 

different contexts, they share a similar role as each city’s prime 

waterfront area which evolved throughout the years.  World 

Expo came to Vancouver in 1986 triggering a revitalisation of FC 

including transportation networks, especially the construction of 

the current Vancouver SkyTrains.
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METHODOLOGY

Our framework is aimed at understanding how different aspects 

of each site fits within our definition of liveability.  We used a 

three-way Venn diagram to represent: (i) the environment, (ii) 

accessibility, and (iii) cost of living. In this way, the Venn diagram 

also shows how individual points can influence, either positively 

or negatively, the different aspects of liveability.  The centre of 

the Venn diagram is considered “perfect” liveability.  We then 

used a triangle chart to quantify our findings for the two sites.

The smaller the triangle, the closer a city is toward 

achieving “perfect” liveability.  Additionally, the more equilateral 

the triangle, the more well-rounded a city is in terms of its 

liveability attributes. Our data collection consists of primary 

data (collected in the field while talking with professionals or 

in observing the spaces) and secondary data (collected from 

government data and other online sources).

FINDINGS AND INSIGHTS

Environment

In terms of environment, we compared the landform, water source, 

and purpose of FC and MB.  While both consisted of reclaimed 

land, with MB made entirely from reclaimed land, and both serving 

similar functions, there was lesser biodiversity and nature-based 

solutions around MB compared to FC. MB was designed by the 

Urban Redevelopment Authority to provide a ‘necklace of 

attractions’ for both locals and tourists, filled with infrastructure 

for retail, commercial, and leisure.

Alternatively, FC is designed more organically, and most of 

the natural landscape was preserved and further renovated 

to cater to the public realm. Its initial landscape had 

ecological biodiversity, native plant species and natural green 

bodies that still contribute highly to the lush physical 

environment.  Therefore, FC provides a natural habitat more 

prominently than MB, and hence a more ideal environment 

than MB. 
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Accessibility

In terms of accessibility, we compared connectivity, public 

transportation and land uses to consider how visitors are able 

to reach the sites. Although FC is connected with the seawall 

and is a 10-minute walk away from Olympic Village Station, its 

transportation network is insufficient compared to MB. MB 

benefits from numerous MRT stations located within a 

15- minute walk to the water. Additionally, MB is connected 

to the larger Eastern Coastal Loop Park Connector, akin to 

Vancouver’s seawall, offering essential connectivity between 

various sites. Therefore, MB has a higher accessibility than FC. 

After evaluating each aspect of liveability, Vancouver 

appeared to have a more well-rounded liveable waterfront 

space. This is compared to Singapore which excelled in 

accessibility but lagged behind in environment and cost of 

living on the waterfront within our framework.

Cost of Living

In terms of cost of living, we compared housing types, housing 

prices, and average monthly household income. There was more 

socio-economic diversity in FC than in MB due to a mix of 

housing types, whereas MB exclusively features private 

condominiums. Although there was a difference in housing prices 

and average wage in FC and MB compared to their respective 

cities, the difference was more pronounced in MB. Therefore, the 

cost of living was higher in MB than FC.
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Time constraints also only allowed us to visit our site once 

during our trip, which did not allow for any opportunities to 

follow up investigations, making the investigation reliant on 

more secondary sources.

CONCLUSION

One of the biggest challenges we faced in conducting this 

comparative study is the time limitation.  The content of this 

study was created and reviewed in two weeks, which limited our 

ability to revise and expand the scope of our study.  Should 

there be more time, we see potential in comparing social 

accessibility between waterfront areas to analyse potential social 

impacts, and expanding variables around cost of living beyond 

housing costs to include cost of food, entertainment, etc.
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INTRODUCTION 

In  coastal contexts around the world, waterways are important community assets that provide immense value to urban populations. 

Understanding the current landscape of water-based recreational activities will allow us to identify disparities that exist, and help to 

create solutions that work to connect more people with blue urban systems. The accessiblity of water-based recreational activities in 

blue urban systems is influenced by three types of affordances: financial, distance, and time. Disparities in these affordances undermine 

the goal of achieving an equitable liveable city. 

Improving access to blue spaces in urban areas can strengthen affinity between urban populations and the waterways they live by, 

thereby resulting in increased spatial connections and sense of belonging as well as greater awareness on environmental stewardship.
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FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES

Our analysis focused its scope on affordances. In urban areas, 

affordances are qualities and design characteristics of an environment 

that determine how easily and effectively people can engage with 

and benefit from recreational activities. 

Liveability strives to improve the quality of affordance to water-

based recreational resources to ensure that engagement with water 

bodies remains equitable to all members of the community, providing 

better connection to the environment.

Blue-green urbanism uses ecological and hydrological 

elements that aims to provide increased levels of affordance 

for all individuals to enjoy water spaces recreationally, 

fostering intimate connections to blue spaces. Our analysis 

specifically focused on water-based activities, which we 

define as activities that come into physical contact with or on 

the body of water.  To narrow our scope further, we 

streamlined the activities to kayaking because it is an 

accessible activity to groups of all sizes.
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FRAMEWORK

We began our data gathering, analysis, and evaluation 

framework by splitting the data by city. First, we categorised 

the collected data as primary or secondary. 

Primary data consisted of our group’s personal experiences 

and knowledge of the study environments, and also the 

information and experience gathered from our field trips. 

Secondary data consisted of information from websites 

advertising the sites we are engaging with. This data was 

consolidated upon the perspective of our analysis, which is 

affordances. 

Our analysis narrowed on three specific affordances: economic, 

distance, and time. 

At this stage, data from each city was merged and integrated in 

our evaluation framework table, where the data collected could 

be compared on a neutral platform. With this data, we created 

personas of people who fit certain demographics that would 

provide a glimpse at the local population of each space.

This approach would show how the water-based 

connectivity and affordances analysed might affect the 

general public. The culmination of our project is further 

discussed as reflections and insights from our analysis. We 

stopped short of making conclusions as the nature of 

comparative urbanism is meant to have a conversation 

between cities, not classify one as better than the other.
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In Vancouver, we made observations from Granville Island 

where Vancouver Water Adventures offered kayak rentals 

in False Creek. Although information was easily found on 

their website and social media platforms and no certifications 

or permits were required to rent equipment, costs were 

considered high which compromise financial affordance. In 

turn, the number of program participants may be lower. 

FINDINGS AND INSIGHTS

In Singapore, our group went kayaking on the Lower Seletar 

Reservoir. The operator of the site, CAMELOT, offered pricing 

at $8 SGD per person, and bookings could be placed in 1-hour 

increments. The company’s website was adequate; however, 

equipment maintenance days were not disclosed. Barriers are 

increased as a one-star license is required to operate a single 

kayak, and to go beyond certain boundaries areas. 
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From our experiences in both cities, we have gained insights 

on how blue-green urbanism contributes to liveability in 

urban contexts through the implementation of water-based 

recreational activities. 

We found that lowering barriers to financial, distance, 

and time affordances creates more liveable cities by 

increasing active opportunities for people to make personal 

connections with water. We hope that our research pushes 

more cities to consider blue spaces as opportunities to 

expand active movement beyond land. 

However, some grassroots organisations such as UBC’s Varsity 

Outdoor Club aim to lower barriers by offering ‘free’ rentals 

for a returnable deposit.  A key takeaway from our comparative  

urbanism project on the connections with water bodies is the 

importance of establishing personal connections to water and that 

connections vary across demographics and contexts. Building 

connections is crucial for place-making and fostering greater 

responsibility to the environment. 

As urbanizsation continues and less recreational activity space is 

available on land, waterways become more important spaces for 

the community to be active together.
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CONCLUSION

With the understanding that we have extracted from this 

analysis, we can overcome the affordance barriers of 

implementing blue-green urbanism in our cities. We hope 

that future comparative urbanism studies focus on 

water-based activities, ultimately leading to more research 

into how blue-green urbanism can be implemented to create 

more equitable, accessible, and inclusive environments for all. 
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URBAN HAVEN
CREATING A FRAMEWORK TO COMPARE CITIES AND THEIR PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

Matthew CHEN, University of British Columbia, BA International Relations; BA Urban Studies; Master of Management
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Beatrice TIONG Jia Yin, National University of Singapore, BEng Civil Engineering
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INTRODUCTION 

Our research examined the complexities and nuances of the relationship between blue-green urbanism and liveability in public 

residential developments in cities.  There is a significant gap in the quantified relationship between the two, and thus we created a 

comparative framework that cities around the world can adopt.

Our first trial of this framework involved two cities—Vancouver and Singapore—where we examined metrics of blue-green 

urbanism and liveability implemented within public housing in order to build a strong understanding of how each city compares and 

contrasts, as well as where their strengths and weaknesses lie for future planning.



150 | UBC x NUS UBC x NUS | 151 



152 | UBC x NUS UBC x NUS | 153 

FRAMEWORK

Our framework is our method of evaluation, and as such, 

must be comprehensive and applicable to unique cities. Inside 

the framework are six different metrics to which three fall 

under the umbrella of blue-green urbanism, and three under 

liveability. All six tie in with our continued approach for 

examining public housing development in each city of study. 

That said, our liveability category included “population 

density”, which was measured as population per square 

kilometre. At the individual public housing scale in Vancouver, 

where developments tend to be of a smaller size, population

was evaluated as population per square metre to accommodate 

unit conversion issues which then resulted in an N/A score due to 

the risk of data being skewed. 

The liveability category also included “affordability”, which was 

measured as % household gross income spent on the mortgage 

payment of a living space. Lastly, “housing quality” was determined 

as the percentage of public housing built during a certain 

measurement of time, to account for safety requirements at the 

time.

In terms of the blue-green urbanism category, the three 

categories are: “sustainable building practices”, measured 

by the carbon footprint of buildings and their tonnes of 

carbon dioxide (CO2) released per capita annually; “water 

management”, which was determined by the annual flow 

of water per capita per day; and “ integration of nature”, 

seen as the amount of green space per person in metres 

squared. All six factors apply to strictly public housing 

developments in the respective cities.
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During our deliberation in determining the six evaluation variables, 

we acknowledged that we needed variables that would be able to 

be analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively. This meant that 

some valuable metrics, such as quality of space, sense of place, or 

climate, would have to be neglected. While we know that many 

other metrics shape the realms of liveability and blue-green 

urbanism, these are the six we believe do the best representation; 

however, we can see the framework being expanded to include 

other metrics in the future.

The metrics were combined into a final evaluation, classified 

on a five-point scale with the score being the average of the six 

metrics. 

It is important to note that this evaluation framework does 

not place emphasis on city ranking, but rather to enact 

comparison as a means of providing feedback on where 

each city can improve for the future. 

For each of the six categories, there would be five-point 

scale with a qualitative assessment assigned to each point 

value (e.g. 1 = poor, 5 = exceeding expectations), but 

tailored quantitatively to address the different scales to 

which Vancouver and Singapore sit (e.g. density scale will be 

much higher in Singapore than Vancouver).
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Before applying the five-point scale, however, we compiled six 

different public housing developments (three from Singapore, 

and three from Vancouver) to get a better sense of what we 

were working with.  We conducted data collection on the 

current pricing, conditions, and policies, as well as the living 

experience in those six neighbourhoods, three in each city. 

The data were either from primary sources such as field trips 

and personal experiences, or secondary data in the form of 

GIS data, government censuses and reports, as well as news 

reports.

We used the same framework and research methods we 

were planning to use for the cities for these public housing 

developments. These public housing developments contributed to 

the overall score of the cities but were not averaged to get the 

final score. 

The data were either from primary sources such as field trips and 

personal experiences, or secondary data in the form of GIS data, 

government censuses and reports, as well as news reports. 

Along with our results, there are other important factors to 

acknowledge, such as policy in each city. In terms of our six 

metrics, each city has different laws. For instance, 

Vancouver’s three levels of government contribute and 

mandate much different housing requirements than 

Singapore’s sole Housing Development Board (HDB), with 

policies in British Columbia also able to be rejected by 

different levels of government. Policy plays a huge factor in 

how the cities are shaped, and their limitations and 

progression which will shape their place amongst the 

framework’s metrics.
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CONCLUSION

Regarding the future of comparative urbanism, we believe that a 

framework like ours can foster global collaboration, as it enables 

knowledge sharing between cities which can allow for 

co-ordinated efforts. Furthermore, the improved quality of life 

through the identification of effective measures can allow cities to 

propose solutions based on past successes and failures of other 

cities. Such comparative studies allow for greater adaptive 

strategies that, in turn, foster resilience.
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REFLECTING ON THE STUDENTS' PROJECTS, WHAT WERE THE 
MOST SURPRISING OR INSIGHTFUL OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THEIR 
COMPARATIVE URBANISM WORK?

Su-Jan:

The students impressed me by approaching the project from 

such diverse angles, showcasing an eagerness to explore the 

themes broadly and freely. Their interests included urban 

agriculture, water-based recreation, neighborhood playscapes, 

and water management infrastructure to name a few, 

highlighting the many intersections of liveability and blue-green 

systems in the built environment. What stood out most to 

me was the students’ abilities to develop and apply unique 

comparative analysis frameworks—from complex metrics and 

adapted Venn diagrams to the innovative use of metaphors 

and character personas—demonstrating both creativity and 

methodological versatility. 

Rosita:

Students from diverse disciplinary backgrounds made the 

2024 NUS-UBC cohort; they brought diverse knowledge 

of urban concepts and projects into the programme. To my 

surprise, amidst such a heavily-packed timetable, the students 

demonstrated their ability to work together despite the 

differences and were able to fill in the gaps to deliver good 

project outcomes. Their attempts in ‘doing’ comparative 

studies were beyond expectation; their analysis and creativity 

showed multiple layers to understand ‘liveability’ and ‘blue-

green urbanism’. It was also really encouraging to observe 

how students bonded and developed their own way of 

peer-learning.  

Rosita:

There were times that I thought we might have assigned too high 

expectations in terms of deliverables. We would like students 

to learn but also explore places when they were in Vancouver 

and Singapore. In addition, expectedly, there were sometimes 

different perspectives among the teaching team. The chaotic 

moments between programme deliverables, super tight timetable, 

and differing voices, nevertheless, became the hallmark of this 

programme. The students were able to establish critical and 

creative ways in synergising the differences while bringing into the 

project their own perspectives. Looking back, I valued the frictions 

and insights emerged during the programme, including many hours 

of discussions during the preparation stage; this had shown what a 

true collaboration was about. 

Su-Jan:

During project consultation sessions with students, Rosita 

and I often found ourselves offering differing perspectives 

in response to their questions. I was concerned that 

these divergences would create confusion or complicate 

their progress. However, the students navigated these 

moments of intellectual friction with remarkable maturity, 

demonstrating independent thinking as they synthesised 

our input. While I can’t be certain of the extent to which 

our insights shaped their work, I hope that witnessing our 

critical thinking process encouraged them to develop their 

own problem-solving skills.

WERE THERE ANY STANDOUT EXPERIENCES OF CREATIVE 
SYNERGY, PEDAGOGICAL FRICTION, OR UNEXPECTED INSIGHTS THAT 

BECAME DEFINING MOMENTS?
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HOW DID COLLABORATING ACROSS GEOGRAPHIC AND 
INSTITUTIONAL BOUNDARIES ENRICH YOUR GLOBAL 
PERSPECTIVES ON URBANISM AND INFLUENCE YOUR 
TEACHING PRACTICE?

Su-Jan:

Engaging with diverse urban settings and collaborating with 

international colleagues deepened my appreciation for the 

varied ways through which cities and institutions function across 

cultural and political landscapes. Teaching urbanism through a 

global lens and with global partners reinforced my belief in the 

value of learning beyond borders. It also pushed me to find new 

ways of incorporating a multi-scalar, multi-modal perspective 

into my teaching. 

Rosita:

This collaboration demonstrated the importance of dialogues 

and discussions between colleagues and students across 

disciplines and geographical contexts. Vancouver and 

Singapore have its own uniqueness in shaping liveability 

through blue and green initiatives. The perspectives learned 

from the two cities and this programme shaped further 

my teaching practices on urbanism; that teaching/learning 

about cities is beyond building knowledge and analytical 

skills but also cultivating empathy to people, land, and the 

knowledge itself. This collaboration challenges my creativity in 

appreciating and integrating such diverse perspectives into my 

teaching pedagogy.    

Rosita:

There were challenges Su-Jan and I faced in this collaboration; 

especially in coordinating the programme over different time zones 

and institutions. There were times when we felt overwhelmed 

with many moving parts and in managing unfamiliar expectations. 

But, those challenges made our collaboration (and friendship) 

stronger. We started to understand each other's strengths 

and gaps and helped each other out. I guess the best song that 

resonates with our experience is "You've Got A Friend in Me".

Su-Jan:

As this was our first foray at co-teaching—and more so 

within the new context of a reciprocal learning exchange 

and pilot program—Rosita and I initially saw an enormous 

mountain ahead of us. However, as things gradually fell 

into place, we found our rhythm, gaining the courage and 

confidence to climb. “Ain’t No Mountain High Enough” 

seems like a fitting theme song that captures our dynamic 

journey! 

WHAT WOULD BE A THEME SONG THAT REPRESENTS YOUR 
CO-TEACHING DYNAMIC?
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