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Research Background

Practitioners’ Summary

Incorporations of Nature and Daylight in The Conservatory:
REAP 4.0 Health and Wellbeing Standards

« Green spaces and natural light are vital for mental health, stress reduction, academic performance, and overall wellbeing.
This necessitates providing adequate daylight and green spaces on UBC’s campus.

« REAP 4.0 integrates wellbeing considerations, including connection to nature (4.1) and access to daylight (5.1), but it is
unclear how these manifest in the design and lived experience of residents of the Conservatory, a UBC residential building

created before the current iteration of REAP.

« The Social Ecological Economic Development Studies (SEEDS) Sustainability Program has developed this research project, in
collaboration with UBC students in the RES 505 class, to explore how the REAP 4.0 Health & Wellbeing considerations,
specifically 4.1 (Connection to Nature) and 5.1 (Daylight Access), are accounted for in the design and planning phases of
development and how they are perceived by the residents of the buildings.

Project Purpose

To investigate how The Conservatory’s planning, design,
and resident experiences reflect the REAP 4.0 Health &
Wellbeing criteria, specifically connection to nature (4.1)
and daylight access (5.1), in order to identify successes,

gaps, and opportunities to inform future REAP iterations.

Project Goals

1.To analyse how nature connection and
daylight access are incorporated into The
Conservatory building at UBC through design
intentions, planning constraints, and lived
experiences of residents and experts.

2.To generate evidence-based insights and
recommendations that strengthen future
REAP iterations and guide designers, planners,
and architects in enhancing health and
wellbeing outcomes in UBC residential
buildings.

Deliverables

MRecommendations for Action
EI/Recommendations for Future Research

Initial Data Suggests...

Project Objectives

. Document expert perspectives on design, constraints,

and planning processes affecting nature and daylight
integration.

2
44 Capture select residents’ lived experiences of daylight
[ j"‘ and nature to understand their wellbeing impacts.

Triangulate expert interviews, resident interviews,
and visual/photovoice data to identify patterns, gaps,
and opportunities.

QO‘E Develop preliminary recommendations to inform
; future REAP iterations.
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« The Conservatory meaningfully reflects REAP 4.0’s intent for nature and daylight.

« Residents interviewed reported positive wellbeing benefits from nature and daylight, including feelings of
comfort, reduced stress, and satisfaction, aligning with biophilic design literature.

s Designers and planners face competing constraints, including privacy needs, underground parking requirements
that limit the growth of large trees, energy codes that restrict glazing, and seasonal daylight limitations.

« According to experts interviewed, daylight receives less community attention than nature during planning, and

artificial lighting is often prioritised over natural lighting considerations.
« According to experts interviewed, biophilic design implementation seems to be inconsistent due to conceptual
ambiguity and differing interpretations of what “connection to nature” means.



Executive Summary

This report is a class project designed to assist with the needs and interests of Campus & Community
Planning at the University of British Columbia (UBC). It is a retrospective analysis for informational
purposes only since this was not part of the planning and construction of the building studied. This
research aims to understand to what extent The Conservatory residence at UBC incorporates the
health and wellbeing criteria found in UBC's Residential Environmental Assessment Program (REAP),
a mandatory green building rating system for new, multi-unit residential buildings on campus.
Specifically, this project engages with experts in building design and planning as well as residents, to
understand key considerations on access to nature and daylight related to the new REAP 4.0 Health
and Wellbeing criteria.

Employing a phenomenological research design, key experts and residents were interviewed to
understand their perspectives and experiences with the REAP Health and Wellbeing criteria for daylight
and nature. Findings were analyzed alongside building design and staff input to identify areas of
success and possible gaps to then recommend ways to enhance resident wellbeing and to inform
future iterations of REAP. Among the key findings were positive reports from the residents of wellbeing
benefits from nature and daylight, including feelings of comfort, reduced stress, and satisfaction,
aligning with biophilic design literature. Competing constraints faced by designers and planners which
can result in inconsistencies with biophilic design implementation, but overall, The Conservatory
meaningfully reflects REAP 4.0’s intent for nature and daylight. It is important to note that this research
is an interpretive, descriptive analysis, not an assignment of compliance. These considerations are
being applied just for future planning purposes, and is not a formal evaluation of ‘success’ of The
Conservatory.
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Abbreviations and Key Terms

Abbreviations:

REAP — Residential Environmental Assessment Program
UBC — The University of British Columbia
SEEDS - The Social Ecological Economic Development Studies

Key Terms:

Biophilia — The hypothesis that humans tend to connect with nature and other forms of life (Wilson,
1986).

Biophilic design — A style of architecture and interior design that integrates nature into the built
environment to create spaces that improve health and wellbeing.

Design — The creation of a detailed blueprint for a construction project.

Phenomenological research design — Qualitative design that explores the lived experience of
individuals to understand a phenomenon from their perspective (Marshall & Rossman, 2022).

Photovoice — Qualitative research method where participants use cameras to take photographs
about their community (Marshall & Rossman, 2022).

Planning — The process of strategising how to bring a design to life by defining activities, resources,
and schedules.

Wellbeing — Encompassing physical, mental, and emotional health.

Introduction

Cities are major centers of consumption and emissions, making sustainable urban planning crucial
for mitigating the impacts of climate change and improving the quality of life (Geneva Environment
Network, 2024). Green spaces, particularly in urban settings, have a plethora of benefits when it
comes to a person’s wellbeing: from improving air quality and reducing temperatures during heat
events (Zupancic et al., 2015) to lowering stress levels (Chen et al., 2021). Additionally, high-rise
living with limited outdoor access increases isolation, and poor access to daylight and natural views
is associated with depression and overcrowding has been shown to generate stress (Janahi et al.,
2018). This idea is bolstered by Capolongo (2014), who emphasizes that architecture is inseparable
from individuals and, consequently, public health.

This is further seen in a 2022 study of Chinese universities and a 2024 study across USA, Bulgarian,
and Chinese universities, where the quality of campus green spaces was found to have a strong
positive effect on college students’ academic grades but also on their mental health, with students
demonstrating reduced psychological pressure (Liu et al., 2022 & Ribeiro et al., 2024). Thus,



supporting student wellbeing requires ensuring the existence of green spaces, contact with nature,
and access to daylight in campus buildings and residences.

THE SPATIAL POLITICS OF NATURE AND LIGHT

The building industry has increasingly embraced wellbeing as a key selling point, linking healthier
buildings to productivity, satisfaction, and improved market value. However, Hanc et al. (2019) argue
that scholars must critically evaluate industry claims, ensuring that “wellbeing-oriented” designs are
evidence-based and not merely greenwashing (wellbeing-washing), and shape standards and policy
to capture wellbeing in its whole, multidimensional scope, rather than being reduced to what is
commercially attractive.

Nonetheless, designers, architects, and planners face constraints such as high upfront costs,
maintenance demands, and limited funding (Khairoowala et al., 2025). There are also competing or
clashing factors such as providing windows for daylight without compromising the privacy of the
residents, or conflicting with energy codes focused on limiting solar gains and heat loss (Turnbull &
Loisos, n.d.).

Design approaches, such as biophilic design, attempt to integrate nature into the built environment.
Rooted in biophilia, the idea that humans evolved in natural rather than artificial contexts and that our
wellbeing depends on reconnecting with nature (Wilson, 1986), this approach has regained
popularity since the COVID-19 pandemic, due to the increase of awareness and emphasis on mental
health (Serck, 2025). As such, biophilia is the primary framework chosen for this research.

Biophilic design is not only aesthetically pleasing but also ecological, ethical, and essential for
promoting health and sustainability (Serck, 2025). Its benefits span physical, mental, and behavioral
outcomes, promoting holistic residential wellbeing (Kellert & Calabrese, 2015). With this design
growing in popularity, examples of its’ use can be found in modern buildings across the world (Serck,
2025).

However, it is not without faults. Biophilic design lacks standardized guidelines (Tekin et al., 2022)
and encompasses a wide variety of factors, such as climate and cultural needs that influence
perception and understanding of nature connection (Tekin et al., 2022). Thus, guidelines struggle to
provide a cohesive and universal definition of what constitutes nature, and they fail to differentiate the
relative importance of design parameters, resulting in vague guidelines and frameworks that rely on
individual interpretation (Patel et al., n.d.). This lack of shared understanding of “biophilic design”
among clients, designers, and facility managers leads to miscommunication and narrow
implementations (Manolakelli, 2023).

Given these ambiguities, it is essential to understand the experiences, challenges, and limitations
that UBC planners, designers, and architects face and how that is then reflected through the building
and the lived experiences of residents. Therefore, this study employs a phenomenological research
design (Marshall & Rossman, 2022), which grants an understanding of the process and lived
experiences that each key member goes through, from ideation, planning, and construction, to
occupancy. Such a framework enriches the research by uncovering overlooked aspects of how
people engage with spaces, and provides a way to analyze the spatial, environmental, and
architectural dimensions of human life (Seamon, 2015).



The University of British Columbia (UBC) has taken steps to combine the demand for development
with the necessity of nature preservation (The University of British Columbia, 2025). A Residential
Environmental Assessment Program (REAP) was created as UBC’s mandatory green building rating
system, which highlights the desired sustainability standards on all new residential buildings on the
Vancouver campus (The University of British Columbia, 2025).

The Social Ecological Economic Development Studies (SEEDS) Sustainability Program has
developed this research project, in collaboration with UBC students in the RES 505 class, to explore
how the REAP 4.0 Health & Wellbeing considerations, specifically 4.1 (Connection to Nature) and 5.1
(Daylight Access), can be used as an analytical lens to examine building characteristics and resident
experiences. While the target building was constructed under REAP 3.0 standards and REAP 4.0
consideration, with 4.1 not formally applied at the time of its construction, the study nonetheless
investigates the extent to which the REAP 4.0 framework can offer useful insights on connections
between the built environment, nature, and wellbeing when it is used to evaluate the building’s
physical features and residents’ perceptions.

The Conservatory residence was selected as a case study as it is a Gold-rated residential building
under earlier iterations of the REAP standards. As The Conservatory was designed under REAP 3.0,
this research is not an assessment of compliance, but an interpretive, descriptive analysis aiming to
understand design elements, constraints, and residents’ lived experiences, and how these can
strengthen future iterations of REAP, illuminate opportunities for strengthening future REAP
standards. As such, for the rest of the report REAP will refer to the REAP 4.0 standards, unless
stated otherwise, key experts from Campus and Community Planning and residents of The
Conservatory were interviewed to answer one overall research question:

How can the REAP 4.0 Health and Wellbeing considerations for connection to nature (4.1) and
daylight access (5.1) be used as an interpretive framework to examine planning and design
principles, observable building features, and residents lived experiences at The Conservatory,
a residence constructed under REAP 3.07?

The information gathered was used to gain an in-depth understanding of design and planning
intentions, constraints, and limitations, and how these are reflected or absent in the resident’s day-to-
day life, to provide recommendations for future REAP iterations. This research will not evaluate
REAP compliance or design performance, nor examine the complex system involved in bringing a
building to life. Instead, this project is centered on the research question, using a phenomenological,
interpretive approach for exploratory intentions.



Research Methodology and Methods

The Conservatory is situated within UBC’s Wesbrook Village. It features 20 floors of two-bedroom
concrete apartments ranging from 550 to 900 sq. ft., all of which are openly available for rent and
purchase to the public. The building offers a walkable design and landscapes of urban parks
provided in Wesbrook Village (The Conservatory, n.d.).

SEEDS coordinated with the research team and Strata, the property manager, to post recruitment
posters. SEEDS also granted the research team access to key experts, such as UBC residential
planning and design representatives for interviews, and provided gift cards as incentives for resident
participants. A timeline for this research is provided in Appendix I.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The primary participants for this study were the key experts involved in the design and planning of
REAP-compliant buildings (please see Appendix Il). Expert interviews allow researchers to
understand and observe the inner workings of the processes at hand (von Soest, 2023). This data
enriches the research with context-specific, non-publicly accessible information.

These key experts were selected through purposive and snowball sampling. The initial key experts
were selected because they constituted a sample that is most useful for the study’s purpose
(Aberbach and Rockman, 2002). The participants were selected based on their knowledge and area
of expertise relevant to the research questions. These experts would help the research team
understand the inner workings of the REAP standards and how they are applied to UBC’s design and
planning practices. Snowball sampling is effective for accessing hard-to-reach populations and can
increase participation and trust between participants and the research team (Ting et al., 2025).
However, both purposive and snowball sampling may limit sample diversity and representativeness
due to their reliance on existing networks (Ting et al., 2025).

The secondary participants for this study were the UBC students and staff living in The Conservatory.
Recruitment for this demographic was based on self-selection: residents were invited to participate
voluntarily through recruitment posters placed in the lobby and distributed outside their building. This
method encourages motivated, committed, and interested participants, increasing the likelihood of
obtaining in-depth, detailed, and reliable information while reducing recruitment time. However, it
introduces self-selection bias and does not produce a representative sample (Lund Research Ltd.,
2012).

RESEARCH METHODS

Data was collected through one-on-one and multi-person semi-structured interviews (Appendix Il1).
Semi-structured interviews were chosen as they allow probing, and provide participant flexibility in
structuring detailed, precise, and nuanced responses (Aberbach and Rockman, 2002). The
interviews provided an in-depth understanding of individual experiences and, through conversations
with UBC residential planning representatives, revealed insights into the building’s original design
intentions and limitations. One interview included a photovoice exercise (Marshall & Rossman,
2022), in which the residents captured and shared relevant images, which served as prompts to



anchor discussions and visually illustrate their experiences. All interviews were recorded with
participants’ consent and supported by written notes. Afterwards, the interviews were transcribed and
analyzed thematically. The photovoice images were incorporated into the analysis as visual evidence
to enrich interpretation.

The research employed a deductive, or “top-down”, approach to thematic analysis, where themes
were predetermined from existing literature on biophilic design. A Codebook was established
(Appendix IV) and used to guide independent coding among researchers, after which the
researchers compared, consolidated, and formulated the key themes and results. This study also
employed data triangulation, incorporating perspectives from experts and residents to produce a
comprehensive and accurate understanding through cross-verification, bolstering the validity and
trustworthiness of findings.



Results and Discussion

The Health and Wellbeing criteria of the REAP 4.0 standards are effectively reflected in The
Conservatory, despite its construction under the REAP 3.0 standards. Interviews with residents and
experts highlighted the substantial incorporation of nature and daylight. Notably, The Conservatory’s
location, connected to Pacific Spirit Park, is a significant factor in promoting access to nature.

Photovoice evidence (Image 1 and 2) shared by participant E (resident) further underscores their
proximity to forested areas. The campus architect also articulated that residences in Wesbrook
Village must be located within “400 meters of a trail or greenway,” thereby reinforcing the criteria for
nature connectivity.

Image 1: The view from the resident’s unit. Image 2: The view from the resident’s unit.

Observations of the surrounding environment revealed evidence
of the deliberate integration of the building with natural elements
(Image 3). Direct connections to nature are maintained through
both proximity to natural settings and the green landscapes
surrounding the building.

Image 3: Wood paneling in the hallways.



Additionally, artistic installations such as “The Sentinel” sculptures (Image 4), made from cedar trees
that were at the same corner before the construction of the building, foster a deeper connection
between the modern community and nature.

Image 4: The Sentinel

Daylight is provided by the building’s dumbbell-shaped layout, as noted by the campus architect,
which increases window area and reduces the depth of rooms from windows, thereby enhancing
daylight penetration within the units. Participants acknowledged the value of access to nature and
daylight. Still, their views aligned with those of Tekin et al. (2022), who state that individual
perceptions and understandings of the connection to nature vary, which can potentially lead to
inconsistencies during the design and planning phase. Experts noted that discussions regarding
access to nature predominantly occur during pre-construction public engagement sessions, whereas
access to daylight is less frequently emphasized by the community. Design practices involve
considerable attention to lighting and its relationship to human comfort and wellbeing; however, these
considerations primarily pertain to artificial lighting. The focus on artificial lighting could be due to the
complexity in manipulating natural light in deeper buildings and underground structures, but also due
to limited recognition of the importance of daylight among designers and the public, potentially
highlighting a gap in understanding of what biophilic design entails (Manolakelli, 2023). Generally,
residents feel happier with ample daylight, consistent with evidence that green spaces strongly
benefit college students (Lie et al., 2022; Ribeiro et al., 2024). Both experts and residents observed
that the amount of natural daylight exposure varies significantly with the seasons. However, it did not
seem to significantly impact residents’ daily routines, likely due to persistent cloud cover in
Vancouver. Further research, particularly during the summer months, would be beneficial to
determine whether the impact varies seasonally. The lack of information over the summer patterns
was a limitation of this study, further explained in the Challenges and Limitations section. This signals
factors beyond human control influencing lighting conditions and may encourage designers to shift to
artificial lighting solutions.

A significant constraint in implementing biophilic design, encompassing both daylight access and
nature connectivity, was the competing needs of residents, echoing the findings by Khairoowala et al.
(2025). For instance, experts noted that the demand for parking necessitated considerable
underground space, exceeding the building’s visible footprint. This requirement led to periodic topsoil
removal every 20 to 50 years, adversely affecting landscaping and local flora growth, thereby
restricting the planting of large native trees. Privacy emerged as another critical need for residents,
shaping the building’s architecture by requiring certain distances and angles between structures.
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Evidence from Turnbull & Loisos (n.d.) concur, identifying access to daylight and resident privacy as
a common competing factor in biophilic design.

While these considerations can sometimes enhance access to nature and daylight, they can also
pose challenges to the overall design process. Although residents predominantly utilize their
individual units, other spaces could be further leveraged. One resident noted that community spaces
are commonly used for individual purposes or group events, whereas building-wide engagements are
not available. Ribeiro et al. (2024) suggested students would benefit from routine contact with natural
environments to lower academic stress and satisfy social demands, which could take the form of
community events. Additionally, transitional spaces, such as hallways, are enclosed, windowless,
and not intended for prolonged lingering. These gaps may stem from a lack of cohesive and

universal definitions of what constitute nature in a biophilic design, as pointed out by Patel et al. (n.d.)
making it tricky for designers to differentiate the relative importance of design parameters.
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Challenges and Limitations

CHALLENGES

Throughout the research process, the team experienced several challenges. The main challenge
was delays during recruitment. The recruitment posters could not be placed within the building
without prior authorization from the building manager, property manager, and Strata Council, who
generally prohibit third party notices in common spaces. To circumvent this challenge, the
researchers manually distributed posters to passersby outside the building for several days until
posters were put up within the lobby. The delay also resulted in a shortened research timeline, which
affected downstream research activities.

The project timeline coincided with the busy late-midterm and early final season, which likely limited
student-resident availability. This could explain why several initially interested participants became
unresponsive during scheduling, potentially introducing unexamined bias.

LIMITATIONS

This research has several limitations, with the primary being participant eligibility criteria. BREB
requirements restrict interviews to UBC staff or students, excluding the contracted professionals who
were directly involved in The Conservatory’s construction and non-UBC-affiliated individuals, some of
whom may spend substantial time in the building. Such a case was evident during a conversation
with a student’s partner, who was not eligible, but indicated that she had insights to share. As a
result, some key perspectives on design decisions and lived experiences could not be captured and
may introduce unexamined bias.

Additionally, the number of resident participants was lower than expected, producing a small, non-
representative sample with non-generalizable findings. Further, the resident interviewees have not
lived at The Conservatory for the full year, limiting insights to short-term exposure. These limitations
restrict the depth and applicability of the findings.
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Recommendations

The following recommendations provide considerations for future REAP iterations and building
activities, aiming to support the development of practical and feasible design requirements, metrics,
and programs. Together, they aim to provide a clear framework for designers, architects, and
planners, enabling the creation of sustainable buildings that meet, and exceed, the REAP standards
while effectively addressing the Health and Wellbeing criteria.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION

Immediate Action

#1. Resident Awareness of the REAP Standards.

Residents interviewed for this study were generally unaware of the REAP standards and its connection with
their residence, suggesting an opportunity for improving advertising and communication. Increasing awareness
of REAP may enhance unit value as the certification acts as a selling point, boost resident appreciation of
building design features, and strengthen resident connection with natural elements as they become more
perceptive of the intentional designs.

Mid-term Action

#2. Post-Occupancy Evaluation

A post-occupancy evaluation assesses how a building performs once residents occupy the space.
Measurements such as surveys, interviews, or observations provide information on residents’ experiences and
satisfaction, beginning an evaluation cycle that highlights gaps and supports continuous improvements within
or around the architecture. The scope and content of such an evaluation depend on the priorities of the
management parties and available resources, ranging from providing an anonymous suggestion box to
developing a full-fledged research project. This study suggests that UBC makes the post-occupancy evaluation
a condition for development, or that UBC works with third parties to conduct research of this kind.

Mid-term Action

#3. Wildlife incorporation

The Conservatory primarily focused on incorporating plants, water, and landscaping as part of its biophilic
design. However, residents also highlighted that the presence of their pets and visible bird species, such as
woodpeckers and eagles, as significant factors contributing to their satisfaction and overall wellbeing. There
may be opportunities to integrate wildlife habitats into building surroundings, such as installing bird feeders.

Long-term Action

#4. Transitional Spaces

Transitional spaces such as elevators and corridors are identified to be challenging areas in the building, where
there is a lack of windows, daylight, and natural elements, resulting in environments that feel bleaker than the
rest of the building. Interior design interventions could target such spaces, such as incorporating artificial
plants, adding biophilic materials like wood finishes, or integrating windows for daylighting when possible.

Long-term Action

#5. Amenities
Expanding community amenity spaces also presents potential benefits. For example, a built-in gym was
requested by two residents. It would not only increase the market value of the building and benefit residents’

13



physical health but also offer further opportunities to infuse daylight and nature elements into the design, as
one of the residents pointed out that the gym could have large windows facing the forest, similar to the Rec
North Building at UBC. Under a holistic understanding of wellbeing, these expansions would overall contribute
to said wellbeing of residents.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Environment

#1. Daylight Studies

Daylight studies are ways to evaluate daylight exposure patterns and outcomes. Interview findings revealed
that UBC currently does not require daylight studies, instead they rely on developer intentions and expertise.
Standardized and quantified daylight studies, such as shadow-casting modelling or seasonal sunlight
assessments, provide measurable data that may guide future developments on a neighborhood scale to
support campus planning, and encourage deliberate daylight considerations across developments on a building
scale.

#2. Biophilic Design

Further research could examine the effects of artificial vegetation, water features, and wood finishes on
residents’ wellbeing, particularly in interior or low-daylight areas of buildings. Such studies should assess both
experiential outcomes (e.g., perceived comfort, connection to nature, and satisfaction) and design performance
to identify best practices for the strategic use of these elements where access to natural light is limited. The
resulting evidence base could inform more standardized design guidance, helping to clarify expectations for
designers, planners, and occupants, and supporting more consistent and effective wellbeing outcomes across
projects.

Residents

#3. Expanding eligibility

Limitations of this study, particularly the narrow participant pool, can be addressed through future research
efforts. Expanding eligibility to include non-UBC residents and builders would develop a more comprehensive
and representative understanding of REAP-associated design intentions, residential outcomes, and areas for
improvement. While this study only featured short-term residents, future work should incorporate long-term
tenants, whose extended occupancy captures the full seasonal variation pattern and may reveal how initial
impressions of nature and daylight may evolve over time. Future research may also investigate differential
needs and experiences among residents living on different floors or facing different orientations.
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Conclusion

This exploratory study examined how The Conservatory, designed under REAP 3.0, incorporates
connections to nature and daylight access in ways that closely align with the intentions of REAP 4.0.
REAP primarily functions as a dynamic, soft regulatory tool. It offers flexibility to planners, architects,
and developers while encouraging sustainable, holistic residential development consistent with
UBC’s priorities. From planning to design, experts revealed strengths and constraints in translating
biophilic principles into practice, shaped by environmental factors, resident needs, and design trade-
offs. On the other hand, residents expressed overall satisfaction and described strongly positive
experiences with nature and daylight in their daily lives.

The recommendations emerging from this work offer further considerations to strengthen future
REAP iterations, including incorporating elements for assessment, enhancing transitional and
amenity spaces, and collecting additional data. While limited to a small sample, the study highlights
the crucial role of nature and daylight in residential areas, illustrates how these elements were
reflected in The Conservatory, and presents insights from industry experts and individuals with lived
experiences. Ultimately, it contributes to the growing evidence base, supports campus development,
and opens conversations around REAP, biophilic design, and strategic future planning.
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APPENDIX | - TIMELINE

Lived Experiences of Nature and Daylight in The
Conservatory:

Evaluating REAP 4.0 Health and Wellbeing
PROJECT TITLE [SERNETLH

L B PV The University of British Columbia

L[5 Dr Leila Harris

12/03/0725

PHASE FOUR
EK8

PHASE ONE
WBS START DUE WEEK 2

NUMBER TASKTnE pare  pare  PURATON compiere

Research Project Conception and

1 Initiation

1.1 Project Charter 9/3/25 | 9/12/25 9

111 BREB Paperwork 9/15/25 | 9/16/25

12 Research 9/3/25 | 9/20/25 17

13 Write-up 9/11/25 | 9/22/25 1

14 Editing 5/11/2025 9/18/25 7

155 Feedback 9/18/25 | 9/24/25 6

1.6 Final Draft 10/6/25 | 12/5/25 59

2 Project Launch and Execution

21 Site Visits 10/6/25 |10/17/25 11

2.2 Recruitment Pasters 10/6/25 |11/20/25 44

23 Interviews 11/14/25 |11/28/25 14

24 Transcribing and Coding 11/14/25 |11/29/25 15

2.5 Analysis 11/17/25 |11/30/25 13

2.6 Write-up 11/20/25 |12/03/25 13

El Project Deliveries

31 Feedback 11/27/25 11/30/25 3

3.2 Slide deck 11/24/25 |12/03/25 9

33 Presentation 12/03/25 | 12/03/25 a

3.4 Final Draft 11/30/25 | 12/05/25 5
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APPENDIX Il — KEY EXPERTS & OTHER PARTICIPANTS

Key Expert

Position

Relationship with
Research Team

Type of Interview

Participant A

Green Buildings &
Neighbourhood
Climate Action

Known through our
SEEDS client

Multi-person interview,
semi-structured

Participant B

Sustainability and

Known through our

Multi-person interview,

Engineering SEEDS client semi-structured

Participant C Senior Planner Known through our Semi-structured
SEEDS client interview

Participant D Campus Architect Known through our Semi-structured
SEEDS client interview

Other Participants

Position

Relationship with
Research Team

Type of Interview

Participant E

UBC Staff — Resident of
The Conservatory

Self-volunteered,
previously unknown by
the research team

Semi-structured
interview with
photovoice

Participant F

UBC Student — Resident
of The Conservatory

Self-volunteered,
previously unknown by
the research team

Semi-structured
interview with
photovoice

20



APPENDIX Il = CONSENT FORM & INTERVIEWS

RES505: Class Project
Ethics ID # H13-02273
Consent Form
Study Team

Principal Investigator:
Dr. Leila Harris
Professor, Institute for Resources, Environment and Sustainability, University of British
Columbia

Co-Investigators:
Suresh Ghimire
Graduate Student, Faculty of Education, University of British Columbia

Laura O’Dogherty Tabora Solares
Graduate Student, Institute for Resources, Environment and Sustainability, University of British
Columbia

Ann Yang
Graduate Student, School of Population and Public Health, University of British Columbia

Purpose

We are pursuing this project as part of our enrollment in RES 505, Qualitative Research methods. A
primary goal of the project is to hone our research and analysis skills. This particular project,
developed in collaboration with the Social Ecological Economic Development Studies (SEEDS), aims to
evaluate if The Conservatory, a gold-rated residence building developed by Polygon Realty Ltd. We do
so through analysis of new REAP criteria related Health and Wellbeing by examining the lived
experiences of the residents. This research will help summarise how effectively the current building
design fosters connection to nature and daylight, and identify areas of improvement for the next
iteration of the REAP standards by answering the following research questions:

1. To what extent does The Conservatory meet the REAP 4.0 Health and Wellbeing criteria
(4.1: Connection to Nature, 5.1: Daylight Access) from the perspective of its residents?

2. Inwhat ways do design features of The Conservatory shape residents’ daily interactions
with natural light and their sense of connection to the surrounding environment?

Study Procedure

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be participating in a [focus group/interview] that
should last no longer than 60 minutes. If in-person, all interviewers are fully vaccinated and will be able
to wear masks for the duration of the consultation. You are welcome not to answer any questions or
end the [focus group/interview] at any time.

We will ask you questions about your lived experience in The Conservatory, specifically, how you
perceive, are influenced by, and find space for improvement in “connection to nature and daylight
access” in your daily life and around your living accommodation. You might also be asked, and are
welcome to capture photographs of spaces where you feel most and least connected to nature within
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the building. These images will serve as prompts during your [focus group/interview], grounding
discussions in concrete lived experience.

As a part of this study, we will ask your permission to audio-record our discussion to ensure that we
accurately record your responses to the questions and discussion. You have the right to refuse to be
recorded. Only members of the study team will have access to these audio recordings, and all
information will be kept confidential. All audio recordings will be transcribed and will
have identifying information. All audio recordings will be deleted once transcribed.

If you are a student participating, you will also receive a $10.00 CAD gift card for PC Optimum or Save-
On-Foods stores. We regret that we are unable to offer these gift cards to participants who are not
full-time students.

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and you may refuse to participate or withdraw
from this study at any time. You will still receive your gift card if you decide to withdraw from the
study; it is not conditional to your participation.

Study Results

This information will be used to develop a report highlighting the research findings and
recommendations, which will inform efforts to improve resident well-being and community
engagement in future REAP iterations. The report will be published as part of the SEEDS library.
Anonymity of all respondents will be maintained in any published/ shared version of the results.

Participants will also receive a copy of the study unless they indicate that they prefer not to.

Potential Risks and Benefits of the Study

There are no anticipated risks to being involved in the study. Be advised that you do not need to
answer questions that you do not want to answer or questions that make you feel uncomfortable, and
you can withdraw from the study at any time.

Privacy and confidentiality issues may present. We cannot guarantee complete privacy and
confidentiality due to focus groups involving multiple participants. We encourage all participants to
refrain from disclosing the contents of the discussion outside of the focus group; however, we cannot
control what other participants do with the information discussed.

Participants may benefit from participating in this research project by having an opportunity to share
their experiences and discuss possibilities for improving their ability to engage with climate action at
UBC with peers. They may also benefit from this research informing UBC policies and decision-
making regarding staff engagement with sustainability and climate action.

Confidentiality

We will ensure your confidentiality by removing or altering any identifying information (including real
names) from transcribed interviews. The data will be stored on a password-protected and encrypted
computer. The data will be maintained for 6 months after course completion and then
destroyed. Interview transcripts and consent forms will be stored by the student research team for
the duration of the study.

Contact
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If you have any questions or desire further information with respect to this study, please feel free to
email Dr. Leila Harris, the Primary Investigator, at

If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant and/or your
experiences while participating in this study, please contact the Research Participant Complaint Line
in the UBC Office of Research Ethics at 604-822-8598. Alternatively, if you are calling from a long
distance, you can email RSIL@ors.ubc.ca or call toll-free at 1-877-822-8598.

Participation

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. You have
the right to refuse to answer any question you choose. The research team is also available to answer
any questions you may have throughout the research process.

Consent

In completing this consent form, please send a signed copy to _ or sign it in
person. If signing electronically, print or save an e-copy for your records.

| have read and understood the above information. | have received a copy of this form. | agree
to participate in this study.

Participant’s signature: Date:
1. | agree that my contributions to the [focus group/interview] can be audio-recorded.
Yes No

2. Yes, | would like to receive a summary of the study’s results.
Please send them to this email address:
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Interview questions for resident students/staff
Could you tell me a little about your living arrangement here at The Conservatory? (e.g., type of unit,
how long you'’ve lived here, who you live with, which way your dorm faces)

How would you describe the daylight in your home and/or in the building (e.g., common
areas) throughout the day?

Do you notice any patterns in how daylight affects your mood, energy, or daily routines?

Are there particular spaces (either in your unit or shared areas) where you feel especially
connected to natural light?

How often and in what ways do you spend time in natural spaces in or around your building?
What kinds of interactions with nature feel the most impactful or meaningful to you in your
day-to-day life?

How does living in this building influence your stress levels or overall wellbeing?

Do you feel a sense of belonging or community in the building? Why or why not?

If you could suggest one or two design changes to improve residents’ connection to daylight
or nature, what would they be?

If you could imagine your ideal student residence, what features would it have to support
wellbeing, daylight, and nature connection?

Are you aware of what REAP is?

Are you aware of your building's classification within REAP?

Is there anything else you'd like to share about how your living environment affects your daily
life or wellbeing?

Questions for planners and architects

How important are aspects of nature and daylight in your design process?
How do you account for them?
What are the barriers that you often encounter when designing with daylight and nature in
mind?
Do you obtain feedback on prior builds in relation to their access to nature and daylight?
Does this feedback help with future development projects?
How do you work with REAP standards when it comes to designing buildings within UBC?
Are there other standards or best practices that you feel are better suited?

o If yes, what makes them better than REAP?

o If no, what makes REAP better than these other standards or practices?
Is there anything else we should know to deepen our understanding?
Is there anything you would recommend changing or adding to our interview questions for
resident students/staff?

Questions Senior Planner

How important are aspects of nature and daylight in your planning process?

How do you account for them when developing neighbourhood or campus plans?

What are the barriers that you often encounter when you include daylight and nature access
in your planning?

Are there specific contexts on campus where these challenges are more pronounced?

How is feedback from users integrated into planning decisions related to daylight and access
to nature?

What frameworks, standards, or guidelines do you typically reference when considering
wellbeing, daylight, or access to nature at the planning level? How do these influence
decisions about building placement and campus design?

In your experience, are there particular planning principles or best practices that you find
especially effective/useful?

Is there anything else we should know to deepen our understanding?

Is there anything you would recommend changing or adding to our interview questions for
resident students/staff?
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Questions for C&CP

In your own words, what do the REAP standards represent?

Why was their creation necessary?

Could you describe the key motivations behind adding daylight and nature access criteria to
REAP 4.0?

For you, what constitutes an ideal design that fully meets daylight and nature access
standards?

What abstract or measurable elements do you think are core aspects of meeting these
standards?

From your perspective, what are the most effective ways to promote biophilic design in a
dense campus development context? What are the barriers?

Is there anything you wish had been done differently in developing REAP 4.0, especially
regarding wellbeing, daylight exposure, or access to nature?

Is there anything else we should know to deepen our understanding?

Is there anything you would recommend changing or adding to our interview questions for
resident students/staff?
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APPENDIX IV - CODEBOOK

Connection to Nature (REAP 4.1 + Biophilia Theory)

Definition

Any reference to direct or indirect experience of
nature (Wilson 1986; Kellert & Calabrese 2015),
including greenery, water, natural views, biophilic
materials, ecological landscaping, sensory
engagement, proximity to forests/parks, and
feelings or behaviours derived from nature
contact.

Include

Mentions of direct nature (plants, daylight, air,
views, greenery, trails, ecosystems); indirect
nature (natural materials, colors, forms); space &
place qualities (prospect, refuge, organised
complexity, connection to local ecology). Evidence
of emotional, cognitive, or behavioural responses
that align with biophilic benefits (stress relief,
comfort, attachment to place).

Exclude

General wellbeing statements without reference
to nature; sustainability topics unrelated to
nature; engineered or artificial environmental
features unless linked to biophilic concepts.

Daylight Access (REAP 5.1 + Biophilic Attribute: Light)

Definition

Discussion of natural light as critical biophilic
stimulus (Kellert & Calabrese 2015, pp. 12—13).
Light supports circadian rhythms, comfort,
orientation to the day-night cycle, and creates
aesthetically engaging patterns (light—shadow
interplay). Relevant to REAP 5.1 and biophilic
design’s emphasis on direct experience of nature.

Include

Comments on sunlight quality, brightness,
window size/orientation, seasonal variation,
shading from vegetation or buildings, lack of
daylight in transitional spaces, expert planning
around daylight autonomy.

Exclude

Artificial lighting; energy efficiency unrelated to
human experience; lighting not linked to
wellbeing or spatial experience.

Design Intentions

Definition

The rationale behind architectural decisions
reflecting biophilic design: repeated and sustained
nature engagement; adaptation to human
evolutionary preferences; promoting emotional
attachment and ecological responsibility (Kellert &
Calabrese 2015).

Include

Intentions regarding building orientation for
views/prospect, unit layouts maximising light,
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material choices (wood, stone), landscaping plans,
transitions between indoors/outdoors, references
to biophilic goals or REAP-driven wellbeing
intentions.

Exclude

Constraints, unintended outcomes, administrative
factors.

Planning Intentions & Constraints

Definition

Institutional, regulatory, ecological, and practical
constraints that shape the degree to which
biophilic design and REAP criteria can be
implemented (such as competing needs,
floorplate limits, daylight obstruction, privacy vs
openness).

Include

Developer incentives, technical limitations (deep
floor plates, underground parking), ecological
trade-offs (tree preservation vs. daylight), cost—
benefit considerations, restrictions on quantified
daylight studies.

Exclude

Purely philosophical design goals; resident
experiences.

Lived Experiences

(Phenomenology)

Definition

The resident’s sensory, emotional, and embodied
perceptions of nature and daylight (stress relief,
comfort, satisfaction, mental wellbeing). Reflects
how biophilic features are experienced in
everyday life.

Include

Feelings of comfort, relaxation, happiness linked
to nature/daylight; behavioural routines shaped
by sunlight; perceptions of hallways/corridors;
contrasts between units shaping access to
biophilic features.

Exclude

Any experience not tied to nature/daylight;
general housing satisfaction not linked to
biophilia.
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