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Fig 1.03. How the reconstruction felt like to many Moscow 
citizens. Yuri Ivanovich Pimenov. Wedding on tomorrow’s street. 
1962. Accessed 12 April 2018. www.arthive.com/youripimenov/
works/374858~Wedding_on_tomorrows_street

During the social transformation in the 1950’s 
through to the late 1980’s, thousands of Khrush-
chyovka* were built in Moscow to cater for the 
social housing demand after the war. After nearly 
70 years of occupation these housing develop-
ments and homes have become outdated, over-
run and irreparable. The current government 
strategy is to forcibly relocate families from 
Khrushchyovka to apartments of ‘equal size’ on 
the outskirts of Moscow. Even in the newer devel-
opments high-density living is seen as temporary 
and confined to specific life stages. This view is 
informed by the lack of social space and increase 
of narrow and dark spaces which are seen to 
compromise health and safety and is the result of 
ridged and stringent planning.

This thesis proposes to incorporate the principles 
of social interaction such as passive contact and 
low intensity interaction opportunities; which 
is merely the ability to meet, see and hear (Gehl 
15) and thereby to improve living conditions and 
bring back a sense community to high-density 
urban housing in Moscow. It argues that a new 
planning and design framework for high-density 
housing through low intensity social contact can 
promote greater social engagement, which can 
contribute to people’s wellbeing and happiness. 

The development of an urban and architectural 
framework for greater social interaction will look 
at creating opportunities for  the interaction of 
people in public and semi-public space. This 
will provide a method for understanding how 
social contact can be combined with the provi-
sion of private and public space, while looking 
to promote safety, comfort and healthier living 
environments. It also recognises the importance 
of the public and semi-private spaces being gov-
erned by the residents and not private entities or 
individuals.

Abstract

Khrushchyovka [Хрущёвка] - Housing built in 
the 1950s-1960s and named after Nikita Khrush-
chev (First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union) 
1953-1964.
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Brezhnevka [Брежневка] - Housing built in the 
1960s-1980s and named after Leonid Brezhnev 
(General Secretary of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union) 1964-1982.

Dacha [Дача] - Cottage or Bach, typically a get 
away house away from the city.

Izba [Изба] - Rural dwelling of the Slav. Usually 
built in rural and suburban areas and constructed 
with wooden logs.

Khrushchyovka [Хрущёвка] - Housing built in 
the 1950s-1960s and named after Nikita Khrush-
chev (First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union) 
1953-1964.

Khrushchyovki [Хрущёвки] - Plural for Khrush-
chyovka in Russian.

Kommunalka [Коммуналка] - Communal 
Apartments.

Kommunalki [Коммуналки] - Plural for 
Kоmmunalka In Russian.

Microrayon [Микрорайон] - Micro district a 
large-scale residential complex which was the 
primary structural element of the residential area 
construction in the Soviet Union and in some 
post-Soviet states.

Muscovite [Москвич] - A resident of Moscow.

Perestroika [Перестройка] - Restructuring / 
reconstruction. Program instituted in the So-
viet Union in the mid-1980s to restructure Soviet 
economic and political policy.
 
Podyezd [Подъезд] - Entrance / Courtyard / 
Porch
 
Rayion [Район] - Micro-district, region or area

Stalinka [Сталинка] - Housing built in the 
1930s-1950s and named after Joseph Stalin (Gen-
eral Secretary of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union) 1922-1952.

Fig 1.04. Typical Khrushchyovka. Accessed 15 April 2019. 
www.leidiniu.archfondas.lt/en/alf-02/dmarija-dremaite-and-vai-
das-petrulis-modernism-soviet-lithuania-rise-and-fall-utopia

List of Acronyms, Abbreviations and Translations 
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Being born and raised in Belarus I have memo-
ries, both positive and negative  of these apart-
ments  in Belarus. I grew up in an Izba* and 
moving back and forth to Khrushchyovka where 
my close relatives lived. When the cottage was 
demolished due to government planning, we 
moved a newer, 20 storey apartment block which 
was one of the most densely populated areas I 
have lived in. Then having moved to Germany, 
we lived in a medium density residential complex 
for 3 years before moving to New Zealand subur-
ban house at the end of 2006.  

When visiting my family every so often in Bela-
rus, it always got me thinking about the quality 
of life in the high-density environment I grew 
up in. I vividly remember the best parts as a kid, 
the proximity of all amenities within a 5-minute 
walk for so many people and the ability to visit 
my friends anytime. 

Fig 1.06. Authors Gomel, Belarus Apartment. Accessed 28 
March 2018. www.domofoto.ru/photo/48646/

Background

However, the environment wasn’t all so perfect, 
there were also negative things mum used to al-
ways tell me to avoid such as disorderly adults, 
stray dogs and walking around the perimeter of 
the building in winter as large icicles form and 
can crash down at any minute, or at other times  
when someone might drop something from 9 
storeys up. 

What was special for me was the densely built 
up living environments and the ability to always 
see groups of people outside or inside, the inter-
actions and the ability to meet new residents. I 
miss this interaction opportunity growing up in a 
standalone house in Wellington.

Izba [Изба] - Rural dwelling of the Slav. Usually 
built in rural and suburban areas and constructed 
with wooden logs.

REDACTED
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The design based research will add to the discus-
sion within the architecture realm. This will spark 
new discussions regarding architectural aware-
ness and response to the physical and urban de-
sign by tackling problems within the community, 
such as; lack of social interaction, community 
relationship, public and private space, health and 
safety.

The aim is to explore a new way of designing 
high-density environments to replace those af-
fected by post-war mass construction and incor-
porate techniques that focus on relationships and 
communication. This research has the opportu-
nity to develop strategies for the design of a con-
temporary urban environment that can not only 
accommodate high-density and public living but 
also set an example for sociocultural, environ-
mental and economic sustainability.

Role Of Design

Fig 1.07. Work in progress. Sketches and analysis of social 
interaction in space
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How can social relationships that lead to a greater 
sense of community be facilitated in Moscow’s high-
density urban housing through an interaction design 
approach*?

Fig 1.08. Khrushchyovka demolition in Moscow Microray-
on. Accessed 28 March 2018. www.archinect.com/news/arti-
cle/150007483/thousands-protest-in-moscow-against-planned-
demolition-of-soviet-era-housing-blocks

*An interaction design approach looks at how 
low intensity and passive social contact that oc-
curs in everyday life such as seeing, hearing, 
meeting and experiencing can be incorporated 
into design environments. Gehl explains that 
these kinds of minimal and chance contact will 
ultimately lead to a high intensity contact such as 
close friendships, friends and acquaintances. The 
aim is to establish a relaxed and undemanding 
relationship (Gehl 17).

REDACTED
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In the midst of a post war housing shortage, in 
1954, Nikita Khrushchev (First Secretary of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union) proposed 
to tackle the housing shortage by providing a 
cheap and decent home for every family and 
improve the living conditions for millions of So-
viet citizens. This was to replace the barracks and 
communal apartments a vast number of people 
were living in. Construction was undertaken on a 
immense scale and made possible by partial pre-
fabrication and assembly on site. Khrushchyovka 
was the nickname for the blocks of flats intro-
duced under Nikita Khrushchev. 

USSR Architecture in 1960 was under influence 
of Khrushchev’s speech “On the introduction of 
standardised construction methods, reducing the 
cost of construction, improving the quality and 
eliminating the architects costly ornamentation”. 
(Khrushchev 3) The slogan: “We are not against 
beauty, but against excess”, criticized inefficient 
classicism of Stalinist Empire. This take over by 
a functionalist rational style promised the same 
housing conditions for every USSR citizen and 
within 20 years since 1954, 60 million people 
were moved to new apartments in mass-scale 
factory-made buildings, identical regardless of 
climate specificity (Ikonnikov 268). 

The Khrushchyovki were built as part of a Mi-
crorayon, a large-scale residential complex which 
was the primary structural element of the resi-
dential area construction, which included but not 
limited to: education; retail; commercial; ameni-
ties; workplaces. As it was cheaper to erect struc-
tures on new plots of land, construction mostly 
appeared on empty plots of land, farmlands and 
by demolishing Izba’s  (Ikonnikov 299). This saw 
Moscow sprawl in all direction from the city 
rather quickly. 

We are not against beauty, 
but against excess!

Nearly 70 years later, the majority of Moscow’s 
built environment consists of a lifeless sprawl 
of high-rise residential suburbs and outdated 
Khrushchyovka apartments. Many of the current 
Microrayons are under maintained with poor 
transport links, limited services and few local 
opportunities. These spaces do not advocate for 
people to socially interact within them. As the 
government was in charge of rebuilding, rehabili-
tating and reconstruction of Moscow’s districts, 
minimal input came from the actual residents 
due to the defunct social system. 

Such utopian visions of public mass housing are 
often seen in architecture history, but this was 
one of the only projects that vision was realised 
on a grand scale.

Fig 1.09. 1955 Nikita Khrushchevs Speech. Accessed 28 
March 2018. www.thoughtco.com/de-stalinization-1221824

1. INTRODUCTION
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The aim is to investigate ways that architectural 
design can be used to enhance social relationships 
and facilitate greater interactions within Mos-
cow’s high-density urban housing. The purpose 
of this study is to address a range of significant 
issues that most of the housing developments in 
Moscow faces such as congestion, poor quality of 
life and minimal social space and identify strate-
gies to improve the design of high-density living. 

The objective of this thesis is to develop design 
strategies to facilitate social interaction for the 
redevelopment of residential Microrayons and to 
identify through this a new design framework for 
urban housing schemes instead of for districts in 
Moscow. Objectives as the driver for design in-
clude:

These objectives are aligned with interaction de-
sign principles.

1. To establish strong links with the community;

- Shared space;
- Collective space:
- Common terrain;

2. Present strategies to improve social interaction 
within the urban environment;

- Seeing, hearing and experiencing others;
- Spaces for interaction;

3. To promote sense of community through the 
inclusion of communal space;

- To provide public amenities e.g.; Workplace, 
education, social, recreational, amenities etc.

4. To provide adaptable housing for urban fami-
lies;

- To provide quality outdoor space for occupants 
of high-rise apartments;

This study grasps the opportunity to develop de-
sign strategies and frameworks for a contempo-
rary urban housing scheme in Moscow’s post war 
industrialised housing, which is currently facing 
demolition, offsetting nearly 1.5 million people. 
The thesis aims to be setting a new generation of 
cohesive living standard for Muscovite* instead 
of inheriting the past memories of typical high-
density residential quarters in Moscow.

This research focuses on the relationship between 
the built environment and social interaction 
within urban, neighbourhood, block and apart-
ment scales. Exploration includes the interaction 
design approach, the role of connecting residents 
in supporting the community though culture, 
lighting, access and privacy, and how design of 
the built environment can strengthen sense of 
community.

In classical multi-storey buildings it’s often a 
challenge to any sense of community that you 
only meet your neighbours in the lift or lobby. 
The aim is look at ways in how we design resi-
dential apartment blocks. This means the consid-
eration of the design from the inside out, moving 
outwards in scales starting from the interior and 
working out to urban scale with the social quali-
ties driving the design. This thesis will explore in-
teraction potential at four different design levels 
and broken down into scales of interior, block, 
neighbourhood and urban. The breakdown in 
scales will allow working from the inside out, and 
from the scale of the people, allowing the small 
scale to reflect the larger scales in the design pro-
cess.

Due to the scale of this project, many architec-
tural fields of study were limited due to the scope 
of the thesis. The projects scope is limited to the 
site on which it is tested although the ideas, de-
sign and applications are relevant to the wider 
discipline.

Limitations as these have not been explored with-
in the context of this study:

1. Cost feasibility and affordability. 
2. Sustainability and material availability. 
3. Construction techniques and application of the 
Russian building code. 

Design Objectives Scope

Fig 1.10. Social interaction within the block model iteration

Muscovite [Москвич] - A resident of Moscow.



006005

Introduction

Case Studies

Site Research

Questionnaire

Literature Review

1.

2. Context Research2.1

3.

4.

5. Interior

Block

Urban

Neighbourhood

Layout
Personalisation
Balcony

Russian History
Russian Architecture
Khrushchyovka
Microrayon
Urban Planning
Demographic

Hallway
Vertical Circlulation
Horizontal Circulation
Territoriality
Shared space

Interaction
Relationship to surroundings
Spaces between

Connection
Access
Lighting
Public Spaces

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4
Design Critique6.

Conclusion7.

Semi Public

Public

Semi Private

Private

Fig 1.11. Thesis Structure Diagram Fig 1.12. Layers in an apartment building iteration

Thesis Structure
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This thesis will closely engage with the Khrush-
chyovka, the Microrayon* and its community to 
identify their desirable modern living culture. 

The study will begin with an analysis of the main 
problem with the Khrushchyovka. This will in-
clude a questionnaire to residents of Khrushchy-
ovka and newer apartments, to gain a greater un-
derstanding of their living situation and to better 
understand what their quality of life is living in 
these environments. Russian literature on soviet 
architecture will assist with the understanding of 
communist socialist ideology, which shaped the 
urban environment seen in Russia.

The study will then engage in a programmatic 
analysis of international medium-density and 
high density housing studies presented across 
four different scales. These case studies will be 
critiqued as passive and layered programmes, 
challenging social relationship within the scale 
shifts from interior, block, footprint and urban. 
Medium-density case studies will be a focus on 
interior and footprint scale, analysing public and 
private space, interior layout and social commu-
nity. High-density designs will be mainly focused 
on activation of public spaces, urban spaces as 
well as dwelling arrangement and social activa-
tion at a neighbourhood scale.

In order to understand how these social interac-
tions may occur, a series of investigative and iter-
ative methods through sketching and modelling 
will take place. This will be done in stages of scale 
shift, reflecting upon interior, footprint, block 
and urban scales. Basing initial research on Os-
car Newman’s, Defensible Space, the relationship 
between; public, semi-public, semi private and 
private will be analysed through cross sections, 
elevations and plans. Newman states the need for 
territoriality as a way for inhabitants to personal-
ise space and provide natural surveillance along 
the community (Newman 51).

Conducting a thorough contextual analysis of the 
site, the suburb of Kuzminki will enable a criti-
cal examining of its shaped community identity 
through social, economic, environmental, and 
the historical factors. The information produced 
will be analysed and developed further and ap-
plied as design and planning strategies and tested 
for suitability in the design development stages 
of the thesis. 

The intention of this process is to utilise the 
research findings from the analysis of literature, 
questionnaire, case studies, site, programmes 
and the final design to test the issues of social 
interaction design and identify potential design 
interventions and solutions. Design Testing

Literature Review

Context analysis

Site analysis

Case Studies

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Design Critique6.

Conclusion7.

Social Interaction
Sense of Community

Social Interaction
Design for Community
Community Resilience

History / Heritage
Planning Analysis
Demographics

Existing Housing Model

Apartment Shared Spaces Relationship to 
Surroundings

How it comes 
together

Connectivity
Privacy
Access
Activity

Climate
Materiality
Form
Programme

Social Interaction
Community Spaces
Shared Spaces
Modularity + Customisabilty

Future research
Research Limitation

Interior (S) Footprint (M) Urban (XL)Block (L)
Semi Public PublicSemi PrivatePrivate

Fig 1.13. Design Methodology Diagram

Design Methodology
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Key authors and ideas have been researched 
based on safety in space, crime prevention, pub-
lic and private space. All of which directly cor-
respond through bringing sense of community 
though social interaction. The literature will al-
low to narrow down the scope of the thesis and 
focus on important aspects of social interaction 
within an apartment building as well as in the 
surrounding environment.

Although the literature is coming from a western 
ideology, it is still applicable to the eastern bloc. 
As most reviews are analysing the human percep-
tion and experience of space which are relevant 
to the Russian context. This is also partly due to 
the ability to clearly interpret Russian text, which 
may alter its meanings based on my knowledge of 
the language. In addition is the limitation of my 
accessibility of relevant Russian literature from 
overseas

The literature review is presented in response to 
the four scales at which social interaction is con-
sidered in this thesis. These scales are informed 
by the literature and each is broken down into 
four following scales:

Interior (S): Private: focuses on life inside the 
building and apartment and ways of adaptable 
design, privatisation and  increasing social inter-
action at this scale. (One apartment, two apart-
ments nearby)

Block (M): Semi Private: focuses on life within 
the building where the space is shared. (Hallway, 
shared space, stairwell)

Neighbourhood (L): Semi-public: life outside in-
dividual apartment blocks. (2 apartment blocks, 
activities between and around them)

Urban (XL): Public: wider surrounds include a 
summary of social interaction at this scale. (Ur-
ban plan, the system as a whole)

“There is no doubt whatever about the 
influence of architecture and structure 
upon human character and action. We 
make our buildings and afterwards 
they make us. They regulate the course 
of our lives” (Winston Churchill, ad-
dressing the English Architectural 
Association, 1924)

Fig 2.01. Khrushchyovka Model

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
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Spaces such as elevator, stairwell, etc.
Hallway, Balcony
shared spaces, 

Intimate distance (S) – (0 to .45m)
Distance at which intense feelings 

are expressed; tenderness, comfort, 
love and also strong anger.

Personal distance (M) - (.45 to 1.3m)
Conversation distance between close 

friends and family.

Public Distance (XL) – (3.75m and greater)
Distance where someone wants to hear or 

see but does not want to be involved.

Social distance (L) – (1.3 to 3.75m)
Distance for ordinary conversations.

Social distances (proxemics) 

Social activites

Promoting contact

Necessary activities

Optional activites

Types of Outdoor Activites1.

2.

3.

4.

Contact intensity4.

Compulsory activites.
Everyday tasks - going to work, shopping, waiting for a bus.
�ese activities will take place under all conditions.

“if there is a wish to do so” activities.
Going for a walk, sunbathing or hobbies.
�ese activities are dependant on physical conditions.

Social activities depend on others in space.
Children at play, conversations and communal activities.
Occur spontaneosly as a direct consequence of people being in the same space.
�ese activities are dependant on others in space.

To Promote Contact
1. No Walls
2. Short Distances
3. Low Speeds
4. One Level
5. Face-to-face Orientation

Spaces such as elevator, stairwell, etc.
Hallway, Balcony
shared spaces, 

Low intensity contact
Passive contact
Chance contacts
Leads to...

High intensity contact
Close friendships
Friends
Acquaintances

Contact with the ground level
in a multistorey building is lost

above 6th �oor.

“�e most widespread social activity - passive contact,
that is, simply seeing and hearing other people” (Gehl 12)

(Gehl 62)

(Gehl 98)

Gehl, a prominent urban theorist begins with 
three types of activities that occur in the physical 
environment. The focus will not be on the nec-
essary activities, as they will take place under all 
conditions. The aim is to intensify or allow peo-
ple to participate in optional activities which will 
result in social activities taking place. A common 
space in the design will create a space of gather-
ing, interaction and activities.

The need for contact. Gehl describes this as the 
intensity of contact. Beginning with low intensity 
contacts such as chance encounters and merely 
seeing and hearing others. These passive encoun-
ters can lead to high intensity interactions such 
as friends and acquaintances (Gehl 15). So as the 
frequency of contact between neighbour’s in-
creases, so will the social interaction, establishing 
a relaxed and undemanding relationship.

Interior (S) and Block (M):

- Working with gathering people together, some 
residents may not like the proximity of others. 
The design must offer a sense of privacy, person-
alization and a sense of control over the space 
and undesirable social interactions.

- When outdoor quality spaces are of poor quality 
only the necessary activities will occur (Gehl 11). 
Improved conditions of spaces ensure the option-
al activities will occur, creating opportunities to 
meet, see and hear others (Gehl 11). Hence why 
minimal interactions occur within Khrushchyo-
vki, people want to leave the corridors as quickly 
as possible as these are unfavourable spaces.

Neighbourhood (L) and Urban (XL):

- Gehl notes the social distances between people 
in public space is linked to experience in space 
(Gehl 69). 
- Small space, narrow streets and modest dimen-
sions are perceived as intimate, warm and per-
sonal.
- Large spaces, wide streets and tall buildings are 
felt to be cold and impersonal. 
- In experiencing others in close proximity, there 
must be a reasonable amount of time in which 

to see and process visual impressions (Gehl 69). 
The faster the people travel through the space, the 
lesser the process of meaningful social informa-
tion. The design can therefore both isolate and 
promote contact.

As the demand for inner city housing increases, 
developments must not only contribute to the 
built environment but also the community. It is 
important that public spaces create spaces for low 
intensity and passive social contact between resi-
dents and the public. 

“Take good care of the people and the precious life 
between the buildings.” (Gehl 7)

Fig 2.02. Proxemics in Public Space
Fig 2.03. Jahn Gehl Life Between Buildings Summary. 

Gehl, Jan. Life Between Buildings: Using Public Space. 
Washington, DC: Island Press, 2011. Book.

Jahn Gehl

REDACTED
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Territoriality

Group Membership

Formal / Informal
Surveillance

Access Control

1.

2.

3.

4.

Public - Private delineation

Mutual Surveillance
Windows facing the street.
Adjacent to activity.

Responsobility
Avoid no mans land.
Assume so that people claim public space and
have property concern.

Small groups of people

# People:
2+ - 72%
3+ - 21%
4+ - 6%
5+ - 2%

(Newman 9,10)(Newman 71) (Newman 84)

In Defensible Space, Newman defined territorial-
ity as the ‘capacity of the physical environment 
to create perceived zones of territorial influ-
ence’ and is closely linked to notions of privacy 
(Newman 79). Territorially allows for residents 
to retain sense of privacy, security and identity 
in high density environments. He explains that 
in an apartment, as the number of families who 
share a territory increases, the less each individ-
ual feels the right to it (Newman 17). Therefore, 
with only a few families sharing a common area, 
it is more likely for an informal understanding of 
acceptable space usage. This relationship between 
residents is important as it provides interaction 
between residents in an undemanding way.

Interior (S):

Personalization of space.
- Dwellers to recognise / claim the public space 
(such as a lobby).
- It improves the resident’s connection and main-
tenance, as well as encourage others to do the 
same and feel connected with their apartment 
level or block. 
- Clear definition and borders of space.

Smaller groups.
- Less people share the area, their ability to con-
trol it is enhanced.
- Small grouping means each family feels free to 
use the collective space for a wider range of ac-
tivities.

Block (M):

Windows and doorways facing the street.
- It extends the zone of resident’s territorial com-
mitment and allow for the continual casual sur-
veillance (Newman 25).

Lobbies facing the public street.
- Provides security in the form of prominent 
paths for concentrated pedestrian movement.

Territoriality
- Providing sense of control over social contact.
- Visual and physical relationship.
- Barriers and borders.

Neighbourhood (L) and Urban (XL):

Breaking down and distinguishing between 
private, shared spaces and public. 
- The cooperative use by neighbours; halls, 
streets, facilities etc.
- Private, Semi-Private, Semi-Public, Public.

Mutual and Natural surveillance.
- Seeing and hearing by the residents.
- Controlled by community of people sharing a 
common terrain
- Eyes on the street

Streets provide security in the form of promi-
nent paths for concentrated pedestrian and ve-
hicular movement.

Newman emphasises the importance of having 
common space and areas to be visible by the 
neighbours. He suggests that mixed use areas can 
sometimes be good for neighbourhood safety. 
He endorses that heavy pedestrian traffic creates 
“eyes on the street” and thus enhances security. 
This also correlates with the social contact as 
Gehl ideas of low intensity and passive contact of 
people in the public space. 

Oscar Newman

Fig 2.04. Oscar Newman, Defensible Space Summary. 
Newman, Oscar. Defensible Space. New York: The Macmillan 
Company, 1972. 

REDACTED
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Mixed Use

Short Blocks

Streets

Territoriality

1.

2.

3.

4.

Social activities depend on others in space.v
Interweaving activities.

Creates diversity.

Safety on the street by surveillance.
Bringing people in.
Awareness of how people use them.
Sidewalks = Surveillance = Contact

Distinction between Public and Private space.

Spaces for people to stop.
Placement of amenities.

(Jacobs 179,181,182)

Artists impression of breaking up the blocks

Most blocks must be short; 
that is, streets and opportunities 
to turn corners must be frequent.
�ey provide vitality, permeability, 
visual interest and legibility.

Jane Jacobs points out the importance of to pro-
vide surveillance, as well sufficient territoriality 
between public and private spaces, building up 
on Newman’s ideas (Jacobs 35) Jacobs argues that 
streets provide the surveillance even by the casual 
passer-by. The streets in numbers, deter criminal 
activities, and as the numbers on the street in-
crease, so does the activity where residents can 
watch entertain themselves by watching the street 
activity (Jacobs 35). This is supported by Gehl’s 
need of low intensity passive contact. Therefore, 
the streets and footpaths play a big role in the 
buildings social interaction. To get people to use 
the sidewalks and streets is achieved through 
placement of shops, commercial facilities and 
public spaces for activity to happen along the 
street (Jacobs 36,37). 

One of the principles Jacobs emphasized was the 
need for shorter blocks. Long blocks sort people 
into paths, reducing the meeting points too infre-
quently (Jacobs 181). The streets become long, re-
petitive and dark with no intervals. Short blocks 
advantages are simple she describes. They open 
up the neighbourhood, provide feasible commer-
cial spots and viable places for eating, hearing 
and seeing (Jacobs 180).

Interior (S) and Block (M):

Clear demarcation between public and private 
space.

Shorter blocks.
- More chance contact between residents.

Neighbourhood (L) and Urban (XL):

Getting people to use the sidewalks, parks, 
streets.
- Concentration of pedestrians provides places of 
social interaction.

Mixed use promotes interaction.

Sidewalks.
- Add to the number of effective eyes on the 
street.

Surveillance.
- Enhanced by a diversity of activities and func-
tions.

The key point can be adapted to different scales. 
The increased surveillance on the streets is the 
increased safety and security of the community. 
Following Jane Jacobs principles of well posi-
tioned spaces with mixed use facilities, residen-
tial and shared space overlooking the sidewalks, 
will provide positive social spaces where social 
interaction and surveillance can occur. 

Jane Jacobs

Fig 2.05. Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great 
American Cities Summary. Jacobs, Jane. The Death and Life of 
Great American Cities. New York: Random House, 1961.

REDACTED
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Social
Interaction

Encounters

Meeting

PassingPassive
Contact

Viewing

Connecting

Optional
Activities

Social
Activities

Only take place
when conditions

are favourable

Depends on presence
of others in
public space

Low
Intensity
Contact

Formal Informal

Experiencing

Hearing

Seeing

The goal of social interaction is to promote a 
sense of community within a built environment. 
It is noted that social interaction can happen at 
all scales and though achieving the smaller scales 
of interaction such as passing, seeing and hear-
ing in space, can lead to more frequent contact 
between the neighbourhood users. It is of lesser 
importance on the proximity of people in space, 
but rather function of the space (Deasy 19). This 
is achieved by creating paths for people to fol-
low that lead to that social interaction. Through 
mixed use zoning, the pedestrian access will be 
intensified which engages the community in op-
tional activities in order to increase low and pas-
sive contact between neighbours where that con-
tact would lead to high intensity contacts where 
neighbours become friends. With all this comes 
the issue of privacy and security at all scales. This 
is can be managed by territorially where person-
alization of space allows for sense of identifica-
tion of the occupants to the space (Bennett 65).
These environmental design practices can serve 
to reduce criminality and increase community 
safety by creating orderly, clearly defined spaces 
that maximise the occupants field of observation 
and sense of ownership, which serves to strength-
en the community spirit (Kopec 15).

This research has established:
- Social interaction only take place when exterior 
conditions are favourable. (Lighting, materiality, 
people in the space) (Gehl 11)
- Social interaction will take place no matter 
what. The importance is to not make the interac-
tion made demanding. It’s important to look at 
facilitating low intensity interaction which ulti-
mately lead to more regular interactions, friend-
ships and strong connection to the community.
- Territoriality provide sense of control over so-
cial interactions.
- Smaller groups can more easily assume respon-
sibility for an environment.
- Bringing sense of community through shared 
facilities, proximity, goals and meanings. 

The research proposes that there is undeveloped 
potential for architectural research to explore a 
new social approach to the design for residential 
complexes. Redesigning neighbourhoods to in-
crease the social interaction within them, could 
promote the sense of community back to neigh-
bourhoods where it has been lost. 

Social
Interaction

Chance Contact:
1.Encounters
2.Meet
3.Pass
4.View
5.Connecting

Passive Contact:
1.Seeing
2.Hearing
3.Experiencing

Neighbours
1.Close Friendships
2.Friends
3.Acquintances

Leads to...

To achieve...

Leads to...

1.Shared Facilities
2.Working Together
3.Goals
4.Meanings
5.Trust
6.Friendships

2.Low Intensity
Contact

High Intensity
Contact1. 3. Sense of

Community

Social Interaction Summary

Fig 2.06. Social Interaction Summary 1
Fig 2.07. Ways of Achieviing Sense of Community though 
Social Interaction

“Being among others, seeing and hear-
ing others, receiving impulses from 
others, imply positive experiences, al-
ternatives to being alone. One is not 
necessarily with a specific person, but 
one is, nevertheless, with others” (Gehl 
17).
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Three case studies were researched to inform 
the design. Two of which were built during the 
same period as Soviet mass reconstruction pro-
gramme, and one contemporary design. Exam-
ples will be critically analysed through different 
scales, whether it’s interior layout, overall form or 
urban planning. It is an opportunity to identify 
potential design objectives concerning social in-
teraction in space.

The case studies were researched based on:

- Co-sharing, cohabitation and mixed use, living 
with shared spaces, facilities and amenities.
- Safety and territoriality in space.
- Small scale interventions to enhance social in-
teraction in public and private space.

Critical reflection on the case studies is an op-
portunity to identify potential design objectives 
living in high density housing and concerning 
implications on social interaction, shared spaces, 
public spaces; for example, safety, access, lighting, 
planning and programme.

Fig 3.01. Case Study Unite D Habitation and Robin Hood 
Gardens Side by Side Comparison

3. CASE STUDIES
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Unite D’Habitation (1952)
L: Marseille, FR
A: Le Corbusier

Gross Area: 35,872m²
Apartments: 337
Levels: 18 (56m)

140m

56m

24m

Nothing under the building
only car parks

unnatractive space

Plan

 

 “A house is a machine for living in.”

Unite D’Habitation has been studied as it demon-
strates how the array of public, private and mixed 
use facilities has been considered across multiple 
scales. At ground level, the building was raised 
to increase the sense of space around the build-
ing and stop it from becoming a visual barrier. 
Although the size of the pillars and the car park-
ing under the building didn’t allow for the visual 
barrier to be effective. Ground floor became dark 
and lacked space for social interaction. 

Halfway up, a double height commercial area 
spans along the building, including function 
rooms, restaurant, hotel and laundry. The build-
ing is completed with a rooftop garden, kinder-
garten nursery and swimming pool. The building 
pioneers how communal and outdoor spaces can 
be considered within an apartment block.

An interesting method of intensifying chance of 
contact with residents was through the arrange-
ment of access corridors, which accommodated 
on every floor, five in total for the 18 storey 
building. The interlocking, split-level apartment 
requires only one access corridor, where each 
hallway serves 58 apartments. Although this 
heightens the possibility for interaction between 
residents, the space doesn’t promote a gradual 
threshold from public to private, space cannot 
be personalised, and minimal lighting penetrates 
the hallway.

Positives:

- Maximized natural lighting, residents have ac-
cess to natural light at both ends of their apart-
ment.
- Different adaptable styles of apartment plans.
- Increased intensity of hallways.
- Wide hallways, allow for space for residents to 
stop by and socialize.
- Corridor space minimized, increased dwelling 
floor space.
- Mixed use, communal and commercial spaces 
for residents to use.
- Rooftop amenities; garden, kindergarten, nurs-
ery, pool, athletic track.

Fig 3.02. Le Corbusier, Unité d’Habitation, Marseille, aerial 
view, 1945–53. Accessed 10 April 2018.www.jsah.ucpress.edu/
content/ucpjsah/74/1/13/F12.large.jpg?width=800&height=600&
carousel=1
Fig 3.03. Google Earth Aerial Image
Fig 3.04. Unite d’Habitation hallway. Uploaded by Guzman 
Lozano. Accessed 10 April 2018. www.archdaily.com/85971/
ad-classics-unite-d-habitation-le-corbusier
Fig 3.05. Unite d’Habitation plans, sections, elevations. 
Accessed 10 April 2018. www.archdaily.com/85971/
ad-classics-unite-d-habitation-le-corbusier

Unite D’Habitation

Negatives:

- Lack of natural lighting in corridor.
- Stairwell in inside the apartment dwelling, re-
stricts access.
- No territoriality definition within hallway. 
- No relationship to neighbourhood.
- Height of building reduces the connection to 
ground floor.

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED
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Informed by Le Corbusier’s Unite D’Habitation, 
Smithson’s way of design was to develop “streets 
in the sky” as a way to bring “street life” back 
into the housing development which the cur-
rent tower developments of the time lacked. The 
streets acted as safe spaces for children to play in 
and an area to stop by and interact with the resi-
dents. An important design feature of its twinned 
front doors, set back from the gallery, facing each 
other, promoted a sense of ownership and per-
sonalization as it is set back from the immediate 
traffic from the “street”. This introduces territori-
ality and threshold between the public and pri-
vate space. 

The problems with the project are the straight 
gallery corridors which don’t usually work for 
interaction due to losing sight and recognition of 
people in front of you in long distance. Placement 
of the gallery, inhibited light access due to pri-
vacy around the edge, the pause spaces therefore 
became a part of the gallery itself, breaking the 
territoriality transition threshold.

Positives:

- Promotes social interaction.
- Set back allows personalization and ownership 
in front of the apartment.
- Mutual surveillance though facing blocks.

Negatives:

- The site is cut off from its surroundings roads.
- Car parking blocking access.
- Lack of natural lighting.
- Negative materiality. 
- Stairwell in apartment dwelling.
- Dark stairwell due to last structural design 
changes.
- Undefined public spaces.

Robin Hood Gardens (1972)
L:  London, ENG

A:  Alison and Peter Smithson

Gross Area: 19,920m²
Apartments: 213

Levels: 7-10 (30m)

Plan

Robin Hood Gardens

Fig 3.06. Robin Hood Gardens Aerial. Herman Calleja, 
Noah Czech, Alexander Hepner, Anna Tziastoudi. Jan 2011. 
Accessed 10 April 2018. www.aaschool.ac.uk/students/
Term_1_Robin_Hood_Gardens
Fig 3.07. Robin Hood Gardens plans, sections and 
photographs. Accessed 10 April 2018. www.archdaily.
com/150629/ad-classics-robin-hood-gardens-alison-and-peter-
smithson
Fig 3.08. Google Earth Aerial Image

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED
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BIG architects develops a sense of community 
though pathways along the perimeter of the 
building forefront. It is accessible to the top floor 
by pedestrians and cyclists, intensifying the pe-
destrian traffic. Though this, privacy issues were 
dealt with by creating a territoriality barrier by 
creating private courtyard spaces with raised 
walls. Repetitiveness of the design is broken 
through the use of different heights, nine metre 
pathways and small gardens that create intimacy 
and create spaces for chance contact with neigh-
bours. The rhythms and variations in activities 
constantly redefine the neighbourhood’s possible 
social interactions. Though mixed use facilities 
on the ground floor, dwellings are on top, ben-
efiting the views, sunlight and surveillance of the 
neighbourhood.

“Where social life, the spontaneous encounter and 
neighbour interaction traditionally is restricted to 
the ground level, the 8 House allows it to expand 
all the way to the top” (Bjarke Ingels, Founding 
Partner, BIG).

Positives:

- Mixed use spaces.
- Pedestrian and bike friendly.
- Mutual surveillance, climate control and day 
lighting maximized due to courtyard design.
- Territoriality definition with barriers and 
boundaries.
- Interior communal facilities (500m2)

Negatives:

- Potentially excluding nonresidents through 
courtyard design.
- Cost of construction.

House 8 (2010)
L:  Copenhagen, DK

A: Bjarke Ingels

Gross Area: 61,000m²
Retail Area: 10,000m²

Commercial Area: 500m2

Apartments: 476
Levels: 10 (30m)

Plan

Fig 3.09. House 8 Aerial. Julien Lanoo. June 28, 2011. 
Accessed 10 April 2018. wwwgreenroofs.com/projects/8-house-
8-tallet/
Fig 3.10. Google Earth Aerial Image

House 8

REDACTED
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Through analysis of case studies, high density 
housing generates a higher level of pedestrian 
activity that encourages surveillance, interaction 
and chance contact. Although if the building re-
lationship to the street is poorly planned, that can 
likely attract criminal activity and deter the qual-
ity of life and social contact from taking place, 
inside and outside the block.

Interior (S):

- Proximity other residents
- Community contribution

Block (M):

- Mutual surveillance
- Community amenities
- Encourage community interactions
- Reduces isolation to vulnerable groups

Neighbourhood (L):

- Increased density – Increased activity within 
the neighbourhood
- Central location – reduced distances from 
apartments to public transportation, schools and 
kindergartens and workplaces

Urban (XL):

- Proximity to all amenities (education, trans-
port, commercial)
- Lower car ownership
- Limited urban sprawl
- Increased density – demand and support for lo-
cal businesses
- Lower carbon emissions (Ng 33)

Benefits of High 
Density Housing

Fig 2.08. 12 Quality Criteria for City at Eye Level.  Gehl, 
Gemzoe, Kirknaes, Sondergaard, “New City life”. The Danish 
Architectural Press, 2006.

REDACTED
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“Someday, i would like to own my own house and plot of land”

“I doubt that I will have the chance to change my housing in the future”

“Air conditioner in the Summer”

“Its too dark in the neighbourhood”

“More happier people in the neighbourhood”

“Sometimes the elevator doesn’t work,
people have to walk up 15 �oors”

Having friends and family living in Belarus, St 
Petersburg and Moscow, a qualitative and quan-
titative questionnaire was used to gather knowl-
edge and experience of living in a Microrayon, 
Khrushchyovka and in the midst of the Soviet 
reform. The questionnaire would be aimed at 
adults from a range of backgrounds, but limited 
to ones who currently occupy one of the Khrush-
chyovka and newer series apartments. It was also 
limited to of how people experience the place; are 
the spaces favourable for social interaction; how 
the management of small floor space happen; 
what changes might they make. The information 
gathered determines experiences and knowledge 
of the place from different perspectives, which 
would aid in the developing a key framework for 
programme requirements and generation of de-
sign decisions.

Occupants participation in the questionnaire 
allows for accuracy of apartment experience as 
well as appropriation of the different cultures 
needs and wants. A total of 25 survey participants 
participated (12 Khrushchyovka and 13 modern 
apartment residents). Broken down into four 
scales, the questionnaire focused on the lifestyle, 
experience and housing conditions (see Appen-
dix A1.05-A1.16). This gives them an opportu-
nity to reflect their living situation, programme 
and access to their house accordingly.

The questionnaire results (see Appendix A1.17-
1.29) formed the basis for both the physical and 
programme project delivery requirements. 

“In the future i would like to own my own house,
that is not too big so we could be closer to my other friends”

“Would like to move out of Khrushchyovka as soon as possible”

“Glass doors to apartment blocks so we can reduce amount
of people urinating at the staircases and elevators”

“Video camera around the elevator for safety reasons”

“Avoid rubbish chutes, they smell and are never maintained”

“Lighter and warmer apartments, face the windows towards South”

“Upgrade the kids play areas!
�ey are outdated and rusty”

“Don’t need communal areas because there is
enough of them around the neighbourhood”

“I don’t know anyone in the apartment”

“Too many cars during the day” 

“ I need to drive around too far just to enter the
neighbourhood and get close to the apartment”

4. QUESTIONNAIRE

Fig 4.01. Old and New Moscow. Accessed 5 April 2018. 
www.2018god.net/plan-snosa-pyatietazhek-v-moskve-v-
2017-2018-godu/

REDACTED
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Age: 46-55 (Single Mother)
21+ Storey apartment

Positives:
1. All amenities are nearby
2. Climate, sun entering the building at all times

Negatives:
1. Not enough storage space
2. Apartment too small (family of 5)
3. Uncomfortable space/area for more than 5 
guests
4. Too many auto-mobiles
5. Not safe around the elevator area because of its 
location (dark, centre of building, no light)
6. Small kitchen

Improvements:

1. More storage space
2. Better sound insulation
3. Bigger apartments space for a family
4. Prefer to live closer to work
5. Higher ceilings in the apartment
6. Larger kitchen
7. Safety security around elevator (video 
cameras)

Age: 65+ (Grandmother)
11-20 Story Apartment

Positives:
1. Socialized quite o�en within the neighbour-
hood
2. Nice views (even only on 3rd �oor)
3. Proximity to trolleybus stop

Negatives:
1. Hallway is full of belongings
2. No communal areas
3. Automobiles are a problem in the neighbour-
hood
4. Unsafe, many criminals and drinkers
5. Dirty elevators

Improvements:
1. More storage space
2. Sound Proo�ng
3. Warmer and brighter interior
4. Open plan living
5. Increase safety

Age: 26-35 (Student)
11-20 Storey Apartment

Positives:
1. Loves the apartment
2. Regular interaction with people in the building 
and microrayon 
3. Regular community events
4. Everything is nearby

Negatives:
1. Air pollution
2. Noise
3. Important to bring guests over but not enough 
space to cater for them

Improvements:
1. Larger apartment size
2. More storage space
3. Sound Proo�ng

Red -  500m walking distance grid

Age: 26-35 (Housewife)
Khrushchyovka

Positives:
1. Apartment is cosy / comfortable
2. Everything is nearby (amenities, transport, 
education, recreation, retail)

Negatives:
1. Not much / if any at all of interaction with 
people within apartment and neighbourhood
2. Auto-mobiles are a problem during the day
3. Too little greenery / trees (were cut)

Improvements: 
1. Increase apartment sizing
1a. Warmer and brighter interior
2. More green spaces
3. Upgrade for kids play areas (decayed)
key points 

Age: 26-35 (Student)
6 - 10 Storey Apartment

Positives:
1. More interaction with neighbours in parks and 
outdoor areas
2. Everything is nearby 

Negatives:
1. Not enough storage
2. Not an adequate apartment block entry 
3. Outdoor areas not adequate
4. Auto-mobiles are a problem in the neighbour-
hood
5. Busy streets, lots of cars
6. Unsafe at night
7. Many drunk people

Improvements:
1. More storage space
2. Sound Proo�ng
3. Warmer and brighter interior
4. Open plan living
5. Prefer living closer to job

Age: 18-25 (Student)
Khrushchyovka

Positives:
1. Friendly neighbours, regular interaction

Negatives:
1. Would like to move out of Khrushchyovka
2. Apartment is small (4 people)
3. Not enough storage
4. Not an adequate apartment block entry
5. Not enough communal areas
6. Interior and exterior appearance terrible
7. Outdoor areas not adequate
8. Auto-mobiles are a problem in the neighbour-
hood
9. 20 Minute walk to family garage

Improvements: 
1. More storage space
2. Sound Proo�ng
3. Warmer and brighter interior
4. Open plan living
5. Closer proximity to health facilities 
6. Underground parking
7. Prefers living closer to job

Fig 4.02. Google Earth Aerial Image
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Storage Room

Hallway

Balcony

Kitchen

Bathroom

Dining Room

Living Room

Bedroom

Most

(Number of people)

Balcony use

Least

0 4 8

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Storage Room

Hallway

Balcony

Kitchen

Bathroom

Dining Room

Living Room

Bedroom

Most

Most time spent in

Most time spent in

Red -  Khrushchyovka residents
Black -  newer apartment residents

(Number of people) (Number of people)Least

0 2 4 6 8 10

Meditation / Relaxation

Storage

Growing Vegetables

Drying Clothes

Apartment Door

Elevator

Stairwell

Entrance Hall

Post Boxes

Porch

Building Entrance

Most

Apartment Door

Elevator

Stairwell

Entrance Hall

Post Boxes

Porch

Building Entrance

Informal contact with neighbours inside

Informal contact with neighbours inside

(Number of people)Least

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Most

(Number of people)Least

0 2 4 6 8 10

Communal areas usage

(Number of people)

0 2 4 6 8

Communal Spaces

Workshops

Communal Gardens

Kitchen

Laundry

Interior:

On the interior scale, sizing was one of the impor-
tant factors of restriction of comfortable living. 
It was clear that survey participants from newer 
apartments had importance of having guests over 
unlike Khrushchyovka residents who didn’t find 
it important as much due to the sizing and layout 
of the apartment. Storage options was also a big 
issue, many said that storage was happening out-
side the apartment, in the hallway, shed or at the 
Dacha*. The use of balcony reflected the potential 
of resident’s management of the space though dif-
ferent activities if they had one.

Block:

Inside the apartment building but within the 
common areas, survey participants reflected 
on areas they interact in. A lot of social con-
tact was discovered within both types of apart-
ments, which is due to the regular maintenance 
of the building, lighting and proximity to other 
residents within the semi-private block. But this 
didn’t mean that resident knew each other very 
well as the most proportion of the answers were 
didn’t know or somewhat knew the residents. 
Residents also reflect the interest of using shared 
facilities especially laundry, workshops and com-
munity spaces.

Fig 4.03. Questionnaire Data Results (see Appendix A1.17-1.29)
Fig 4.04. Questionnaire Data Results (see Appendix A1.17-1.29)

Dacha [Дача] - Cottage or Bach, typically a get 
away house away from the city.
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Facilities within walking

(Number of people)

Health and Recreation

Education

Public Transport

Commercial

Grocery

Best thing about the community you live in

(Number of people)
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Outdoor gathering parks,
sports, kids play areas

Regular community events

Interaction with neighbours

Travel

(Number of people)

Walk

Bike

Public Transport

Auto-mobile

Parking

(Number of people)

Garage

Outdoor

Covered Parking

Red -  Khrushchyovka residents
Black -  newer apartment residents

Most

Rubbish Area

Kids Playground

Community Areas

Commercial Facilities

Educational Facilities

Park

Informal contact with neighbours outside

Rubbish Area

Kids Playground

Community Areas

Commercial Facilities

Educational Facilities

Park
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Are auto-mobiles a problem?
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0 4 8 12

Yes

No

Too Many

Blocking

Loud

Pollute

How well do you know your
neighbours?

(Number of people)

0 2 6 8

Somewhat

Not at all

Quite Well

Socialize regularly

Neighbourhood:

Outside the apartment, residents of both apart-
ments have more contact around communal, 
commercial and educational facilities. This is 
possibly because more pedestrians are there, at-
tracting them to interact unlike the rubbish areas 
or parks which residents might not have close ac-
cess to. Nearly all survey participants stated that 
automobiles are a problem in their neighbour-
hood, blocking pathways, pollution and noise. 
This develops an unfavourable environment for 
interaction to occur. 

Urban:

In the urban environment, inhabitants enjoyed 
the close proximity of all amenities due to the 
high density surroundings. Many amenities are 
within 5 to 10 minutes walking distance that they 
use regularly. This increases the higher pedestri-
an flow, increasing chance contacts and reducing 
the automobile use of the residents. Although it 
was found out that residents owned at least one 
car and use it mostly to travel to work and park 
outdoors.

Fig 4.05. Questionnaire Data Results (see Appendix A1.17-1.29)
Fig 4.06. Questionnaire Data Results (see Appendix A1.17-1.29)
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Summary:

Through the questionnaire results, it was discov-
ered that many survey participants have been liv-
ing in the apartments for several decades. Many 
of Khrushchyovka and new apartments were ei-
ther passed down from family generations or giv-
en by government for free after demolition of old 
houses for land redevelopment. It was also clear 
that many apartments were both better main-
tained than previously thought, but that may 
differ on site location. Both apartment dwellers 
reflected their living experience and although no 
apartments were perfect, it provided conditions 
of a soviet apartment and the Microrayon envi-
ronment. The information gathered, informed 
programme and design requirement such as:

Interior:
- Adaptable house layout
- Climate control
- Storage room

Block:
- Mutual surveillance
- Maintenance of shared space
- Natural lighting
- Accessibility
- Car parking

Neighbourhood:
- Pedestrian intensification
- Maintenance of vegetation, shared space and 
facilities
- Automobile reduction

Urban:
- Public park proximity

Best things of living in a
newer Apartment

Private (Interior)
- Sun facing
- Balcony
- Pretty view from the window
- I like the small �oor plan

Semi Private (Footprint)
- (No information gathered)

Semi Public (Neighbourhood)
- Safe and secure, well lit and open neighbour-
hood
- Quiet neighbourhood
- Proximity to schools, education and kindergar-
tens

Public (Urban)
- Public infrastructure proximity
- Proximity to town centre
- Good ecology

Worst things of living in a
newer Apartment

Private (Interior)
- Not enough area for family of �ve people
- Small kitchen
- Open balcony

Semi Private (Footprint)
- Not safe around the elevator 
- Dirty elevators
- Bad lighting in corridors and stairwells
- No room for storage
- Really old building, requires extensive repairs

Semi Public (Neighbourhood)
- Many drunk people
- Many criminals and alcoholics
- Busy streets

Public (Urban)
- Too little spaces for kids amenities and play 
areas
- Not enough parking in the neighbourhood for 
the city centre

Best things of living in a
Khrushchyovka

Private (Interior)
- Cosy Apartment
- Well lit and warm
- Long-term habit of residence
- Cost of housing

Semi Private (Footprint)
- Friendly neighbours
- Safety (door buzzer, chip scanning system)

Semi Public (Neighbourhood)
- Close to work place
- Cleanliness
- Good area, and as a result of the reluctance to 
move to other areas with more modern and 
comfortable apartments

Public (Urban)
- Developed infrastructure , everything is nearby
- Green area / zone 

Worst things of living in a
Khrushchyovka

Private (Interior)
- Unable to control the temperature in the 
apartment
- Missing a separate bathroom
- Not enough room for a family

Semi Private (Footprint)
- No elevator

Semi Public (Neighbourhood)
- Noisy
- Number of car roads around the house
- Children’s playgrounds need to be maintained 
- Heavily populated, density, too many people
- Too little greenery / trees
- Size and maintenance of the apartment block 
and the surroundings

Public (Urban)
- Air pollution
- Proximity to factories, plants and fabrics
- Distance from work
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Critically analysing the case studies, literature 
and questionnaire from a social interaction ap-
proach, have yielded relevant key framework 
points which will serve as a guide towards re-
search through design and allow to test the de-
sign outcomes.

Design Objectives: Promote sense of community

A. Visual Connection – creating low intensity 
contact.
 - Mutual surveillance – residents 
working together, safety (visual connection)
 - Increasing chance interaction

B. Defined thresholds from public to private – 
creating a social space in between.

C. Central shared spaces – a place to meet and 
gather and attract other groups inside.
 - Activity, events, collaboration for lo-
cal people
 - Common spaces that encourage in-
teraction with the wider community 

D. Adaptable spaces (Public, Shared and Private) 
– universal design for variety of residents.

E. Customisation and privatisation – residents 
to maintain their space.

Design Objectives:

Private (S):

- Personalization of space.
- Adaptable housing plan layout.
- Access to light and privacy.

Semi Private (M):

- Visual connection to public and shared space.
- Experiencing the space (seeing and hearing).
- Maximizing views (low rise Moscow).
- Connection to nature.
- Natural light penetration.
- Proximity to others.
     - Opportunity for contact.
- Appropriate space to interact.
     - Corridor social space.
     - Planned around shared space.
- Threshold from public to private.

Semi Public (L):

- Mixed Use – allow for a mixture of program-
matic uses. This provides; social, economic, 
health and environmental benefits for local resi-
dents.
     - Centralized public space.
     - Social space for local events.
     - Commercial and Retail amenities.
     - Proximity to amenities (less cars, more foot-
paths).
- Distinction from public to private space.
- Increased chance or random encounters.
     - Increases mutual surveillance.

Public (XL):

- Density
     - Connected environments.
     - Walkways and pedestrian experience.
     - Invites pedestrians.
     - Increasing traffic flow.
     - Reducing land consumption.
     - Lessen crime (more eyes on the street)
     - Increased green space.
- Flexible landscape space.
     - Invites optional activities.
- Engage the community.
- Sustainability.
- Adaptable to climate (wetlands, natural running 
water flow).
- Public space (mixed use).
     -Recreational, gathering, meeting space, events 
etc.
- Public space (mixed use).
- Recreational, gathering, meeting space, events 
etc.

Design Consideration:

Preserving and enhancing the cultural, natural, 
local and historical environments.

Summary

Fig 4.07. How the Khrushchyovka looked when living was good. 
Mail.ru. Accessed 19 April 2018. www.bigpicture.ru/?p=873086

REDACTED
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Former USSR
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Japan

USSR Population: 200,200,000 (1956) (Blade 14)
Land Area: 22,400,000 km2

Russia population: 144,300,000 (2016)
Land Area: 17,125,200 km2

With an area of 22 million kilometers squared, 
Soviet Union was the largest country by far, and 
even after separation, Russia holds the status. 
Covering a sixth of Earths surface, spanning 11 
time zones and five different climate zones, So-
viet Union was not as densely populated due 
to masses of land being covered by forests and 
mountains.

5. RUSSIAN HISTORY

Fig 5.01. Soviet and Post Soviet Map
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The 1961 code consisted of twelve tenets. First 
and foremost was “devotion to the Communist 
cause, love towards the Socialist Motherland 
and to Socialist countries.” The remaining eleven 
principles were meant to govern human relations 
on all levels, from international to interpersonal 
(Field 9). This is based on the socialist inten-
tions that were promoting social activity, without 
taking account of the individual who would be 
occupying the space. As part of a Microrayon* 
Khrushchyovki were made for the working class, 
rebuilding Russia after the devastation after 
WWII. Neighbourhoods were built on the pe-
ripherals of cities, next to factories, work plants 
and other construction facilities.

In the 1960s, pioneering models of apartments 
where built around Moscow empty and farm 
lands, creating new districts. This followed the 
idea to rehouse as many people as quickly as pos-
sible as living conditions were at their low. Kom-
munalki* we’re serving families of four in a four 
room Stalinka due to housing shortages after the 
war. This was cheaper then reconstructing old 
Stalinki* structures. Ultimately, each location 
had a completely different climate condition, but 
districts and building planning did not change to 
suit the climate. Structures looked almost iden-
tical to each other and many failed due to not 
adapting to the climate. 

As time progressed, the configuration and ar-
rangement of the architecture did not allow for a 
comfortable living environment. Spaces are dark, 
buildings became run down and neighbour-
hoods did not cater for social interactions. 

Apartments built nowadays are mostly prefabri-
cated and built on a larger scale and with mod-
ern construction techniques. On the other hand, 
dwelling system tends to be more representative 
of the socialist times.

Work

9. Friendship and respect for other Socialist societies 
and among the peoples of the USSR
10. Patriotism
11. Diligence
12. Activism

2. Hard work
3. Collectivism

1. Devotion to the Communist cause, love towards 
the Socialist Motherland and to Socialist countries.

Cultu
re

Socia
l A

cti
vit

y

4. Humane relations and mutual respect between people
5. Honesty and truthfulness, 
6. Moral purity, 
7. Simplicity and modesty in social and personal life
8. Mutual respect in the family and 
concern for the upbringing of children

Fig 5.02. Soviet ideals breakdown.

Soviet Life
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1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
1914 1939 19451918

WWIIWWI

1922 USSR Formed
1917 Russian Revolution

Avant Garde Stalinist

Izba

Communist Ideology.

Propounded equality for all — that meant that 
everybody would have their basic needs satis�ed, 
but no luxury or high life was o�cially approved.

Izba

Is a traditional Russian countryside 
dwelling. O�en a log house, it forms 
the living quarters of a conventional 
Russian farmstead.

Stalinka

Residential blocks built from 30s-50s 
in the era of Jozeph Stalin. Built from 
brick and tend to be more favourable 
due to prettier façades, insulation 
and larger apartment.

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
1991 Fall of USSR

Late Modernism

Mass Housing Construction
Perestroika

Kommunalki

�e communal apartments grew in Russia as 
the population migrated to the city a�er the 
war they occupied either barracks or Stalinki. 
Typically, between two and seven families 
shared a communal apartment. Each family 
had its own room, where living, dining and 
sleeping all occurred for the entire family.

Khrushchyovka

Low-cost concrete panelled and industrialized �ve 
story apartment. Built under heavily planned 
Microrayon districts. Five �oors with no elevator to 
save costs, as according to health/safety standards, this 
was the maximum height without an elevator.

Brezhnevka

Built around 70s-90s, had bigger 
apartment sizes than Khrushchyov-
ka but still smaller than Stalinki. 
Standard design was still in force, but 
the heights of buildings ranged from 
9 to 20 �oors.

Housing changes in USSR was under influence of 
society changes and political course of the USSR 
leader. Soviet housing had a immense scale of 
implementation and numerous repetitions and 
standardised designs. 

The spatial and constructional framework of the 
dwelling did not change significantly according 
to the inhabitant’s economic status. Differences 
between the poorest and the most affluent in the 
population were reflected only in the amount 
of carved decoration applied to the basic struc-
ture. Since very early times it had standardised 
models, purchased and transported to the site in 
demounted form.  (Kudriavtsev and Krikov 49)

The return to traditional classical styles of the 
1940s and 1950s enriched Soviet towns with 
new hosing blocks of richly three-dimensional 
facades and vigorous overall silhouettes. The use 
of such decorative elements as the classical orders 
and a diversity of finishing materials made hous-
ing construction too expensive to be compatible 
with a solution of the housing problem, whose 
quantitative dimension had been worsened still 
further by the destruction wrought in the second 
World War. (Kudriavtsev and Krikov 75)

The re-privatization of domestic space, was lim-
ited in the mass construction of Microrayons 
because it was a non-resolved compromise be-
tween the norms put forward by the state and the 
needs of “private life” (Lahusen 744). Although 
the apartments were still decided by the govern-
ment, these new apartments gave hope and space 
for people to move in with the families, instead of 
sharing one apartment with three other families.

After the fall of USSR, housing development on 
the former territories continues the planning tra-
ditions of 60s - 80s, but it is not so scaled and well 
organized as in Soviet times (Adrianova) Cur-
rently there are no limits in style and height of 
apartments, only bottom floor area is fixated by 
the district plans.

Architecture Timeline

Fig 5.03. Soviet and Russian Architectural timeline

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED
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To this day, the design, manufacturing and con-
struction principles has been kept from the So-
viet time, meaning that buildings are still prefab 
and standardized. Many new houses are built 
without the public service infrastructure and 
inhabitants use the infrastructure of the exist-
ing Microrayons. As a result, the infrastructure 
is often overloaded. However, there were certain 
improvements on the interior design; apartment 
got bigger; more comfortable. Current apartment 
buildings, although better in quality, are not great 
spaces for interaction. Spaces inside are dark, 
narrow and do not provide adequate spaces for 
residents to interact. 

Today, Moscow residents are looking for four 
factors broken down into two scales in an apart-
ment; 

Interior and Block:

Quality - Materials and construction of apart-
ments. Brick or monolite construction are highly 
valued.
Layout - High ceiling, larger rooms and kitchen. 
As well as balcony access and good condition of 
utility systems.

Neighbourhood and Urban:

Transport links – Good connection to city cen-
tre and frequent public transport. “If the esti-
mated commuting time to and from a particular 
district exceeds 1 hour, buyers are less likely to 
purchase properties in it” (Alekseevsky).
Education proximity – Especially valuable for 
families with children as well as extra-curricular 
activities. People are more likely to stay in a low 
quality housing just to retain access to the ameni-
ties.

Of lesser important factors is the quality of urban 
environment. High level of crime or poor eco-
logical context, can affect design making, but bad 
conditions of streetscape, lack of parking spaces, 
playground and pedestrian zones are often con-
sidered as less important factors (Alekseevsky). 

“The happiness derived from owning a high qual-
ity apartment is often more important than the 
difficulties arising from the use of shared space” 
(Alekseevsky).

Where is Moscow Heading?

Fig 5.04. Sketch of Author’s apartment in Gomel from 
memory
Fig 5.05. Old and new Moscow side by side. Photo by 
Viktor Guseynov. Accessed 20 May 2018. www.msk.kp.ru/
daily/26695/3719602/

REDACTED
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6. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING

“To quite a large extent how people 
meet is supported or hindered by the 
environment. If i wanted to hinter this 
community building process i would 
design urban flats where the only places 
you come into casual contact with oth-
er people are concrete access balconies, 
impersonal corridors,  lifts and refuse 
chutes, none of them places conductive 
to social contact.” (Day 162)

Fig 6.01. Khrushchyovka facade model
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Facing the housing shortage, the urgent task of 
meeting hosing meant that the main aim of the 
Khrushchyovka was to build as cheaply and as 
many as possible. Maximising private spaces 
meant the loss of public space, narrower cor-
ridors and stairwells, which became the only 
vertical circulation. Spaces became identical due 
to modulation and the aim to sustain as many 
people as possible in a single block of housing. 
Apartments were still small, averaging around 
50m2 and inflexible for the changing culture, 
growing families and aging. Urban layouts oc-
curred in way that the social space became a void; 
an undefined public and uncontrolled common 
space. 

Pre-made concrete panels allowed the houses 
to rise quickly. To keep up with Khrushchev’s 
dream, the demand for housing was high which 
saw many Khrushchyovki being assembled in 
less than 2 weeks. At this pace of construction, 
many construction techniques were rushed, pre-
fabricated panels left the plants too early and not 
allowed them to cure properly and overall quality 
was poor. This caused some Khrushchyovki to be 
in immediate repair after 20 years. 

Issues:

- No elevator
- Run down / facing demolition
- Small apartment space
- External services (hot water, electricity)

Positives:

- Cosy apartment
- Connection to the apartment as families lived 
there for generations

Fig 6.02. Khrushchyovka exterior services
Fig 6.03. Khrushchyovka entry porch

Khrushchyovka
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Fig 6.04. Khrushchyovka short elevations
Fig 6.05. Khrushchyovka plan and long elevation

Khrushchyovka

Construction
Scale 1:200

The average time to finish the construction on 
site was at average 2 weeks. Some faster times 
were around 9 days. Sometimes the apartments 
had to be finished off by the owner himself. 

Due to this speed of construction, many prob-
lems occurred due to faulty construction and 
joinery methods and needed extensive repairs.
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Fig 6.06. Khrushchyovka interior floor apartment layouts
Fig 6.07. Khrushchyovka triple block long elevations

Khrushchyovka

Interior Planning
Scale 1:200

Negatives:

- Lack of insulation due to thin walls
- Little to no heat insulation on the roof
- Thin walls inside apartment
- Uncomfortable minimal space areas

Although, some residents chose to have their 
interior refurbished, changed the room layouts, 
upgraded their balconies and overall made the 
apartment more appealing. On the other hand, 
many residents have not decided to renovate 
their apartments and continue to live in their 
1960’s designed apartments, either it is too ex-
pensive, or they are elderly who don’t have the 
time to go through a one-year renovation.
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Fig 6.17. Khrushchyovka stairwell section model

Fig 6.08. Khrushchyovka living room 1960’s. Accessed 20 
April 2018. www.englishrussia.com/2018/05/02/typical-soviet-
apartments-interiors-photos/
Fig 6.09. Khrushchyovka bedroom. Photo by Alexey 
Nikolayev, Stepan Zharky. Accessed 20 April 2018. www.rbth.
com/longreads/khrushchyovki/
Fig 6.10. Khrushchyovka bedroom. Ref 6.11.
Fig 6.11. Khrushchyovka kitchen. Photo by Ekaterina Zak-
livenec. Accessed 20 April 2018. www.the-village.ru/village/city/
where/260090-ya-zhivu-v-hruschevke
Fig 6.12. Khrushchyovka hallway and storage. Ref Fig 6.13.
Fig 6.13. Khrushchyovka kitchen. Photo by Eric Anderson. 
25 Nov 2015. Accessed 21 April 2018. www.ericandtaylor.com/
living-in-a-soviet-era-kyrgyzstan-apartment/
Fig 6.14. Khrushchyovka hallway. Ref Fig 6.15.
Fig 6.15. Khrushchyovka bedroom. Ref Fig 6.15.
Fig 6.16. Khrushchyovka living room. Ref Fig 6.15.

Khrushchyovka

Interior Planning
Scale 1:200

As time past, apartments have become too small 
and don’t suit the requirements for the current 
generations. Storage becomes an issue in hall-
ways, bedrooms and living rooms. This is also 
backed up by the questionnaire results when 
dwellers stated the spaces were too small, and the 
need for more storage.

REDACTED
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Fig 6.23. Khrushchyovka doors to apartments. Photo by 
Vitalyi Nvar. “New Kaliningrad”. Accessed 21 April 2018. www.
newkaliningrad.ru/realty/publications/12598006-vzglyad-iznu-
tri-obratnaya-storona-remonta-khrushchyevok-v-tsentre-kalin-
ingrada.html
Fig 6.24. Khrushchyovka stairwell sizes. Ref Fig 6.13.
Fig 6.25. Khrushchyovka lighting condition. Ref Fig 6.13.
Fig 6.26. Top floor of Khrushchyovka. Photo by Maria 
Gomenyk - Kravcova. 17 February 2017. Accessed 21 April 2018. 
www.klops.ru/news/obschestvo/150311-snaruzhi-krasota-vnu-
tri-potolki-valyatsya-kak-zhivut-v-hruschyovke-na-leninskom-
prospekte-stavshey-znamenitoy-na-vsyu-stranu
Fig 6.27. Khrushchyovka lighting condition. Ref Fig 6.25.
Fig 6.28. Khrushchyovka ground floor post boxes. Ref Fig 
6.11.
Fig 6.29. Khrushchyovka materiality in stairwell. Photo by 
Fazily Gadalov. 29 October 2008. Accessed 21 April 2018. www.
commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Khrush_Interier.
JPG?uselang=ru
Fig 6.30. Khrushchyovka ground floor post boxes. Ref Fig 
6.11.
Fig 6.31. Khrushchyovka lighting condition. Ref Fig 6.25.

Khrushchyovka

Vertical Circulation

The stairwell serving 20 apartments, four per 
floor, is usually under-maintained, dark and 
narrow (2m by 6m). The residents don’t claim 
the space as there is minimal space to claim and 
decorate. Even with the addition of the security 
chip door, safety is still a major concerns as these 
spaces are under lit.

Fig 6.18. Khrushchyovka model section and facade and 
spaces within.
Fig 6.19. Looking outside the stairwell window. Photo by 
Erik Messori, Nicole Di Ilio. Accessed 21 April 2018. www.alja-
zeera.com/indepth/inpictures/life-kiev-khrushchyovka-soviet-
architecture-ukraine-190220090918181.html
Fig 6.20. Khrushchyovka stairwell. Ref Fig 6.13.
Fig 6.21. Khrushchyovka ground floor post boxes. Ref Fig 
6.11.
Fig 6.22. Khrushchyovka balcony. Ref Fig 6.15.

REDACTED
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2100
Basement, structure and building
equipment, not for dwellers use.

Ceiling
+2480

Fig 6.32. Outside a Khrushchyovka, the porch and security 
door. Google Earth Streetview
Fig 6.33. Khrushchyovka axonometric view on activities 
outside and inside the apartment

Khrushchyovka

Scale: 1:200
Life

Khrushchyovka was based on the rising trend of 
modernism. Maximum focus on indoor space 
and minimal design on public space, as all living 
was thought to be done indoors. Which shows 
that the only favourable spaces where interaction 
occurred, is by the front porch.

REDACTED
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2.88 m²

Корридор
2.88 m²

Гостиная
19.40 m²

Кухня
4.65 m²

Гостиная
22.39 m²

Гостиная
22.39 m²

Спальня
11.99 m²

Спальня
11.97 m²

Ступеньки
14.81 m²

Спальня
7.85 m²

Туалет
1.06 m²
Ванная
1.60 m²

Кухня
4.94 m²

Корридор
5.86 m²

Балкон
2.68 m²

Fig 6.34. Khrushchyovka block access
Fig 6.35. Khrushchyovka plan and access

Khrushchyovka

Planning
Scale 1:2500

The blocks tend to be built from two and up to 
eight blocks in length. Each block is between 17m 
and 19.2m and in most cases, you cannot walk 
through the block, you have to go around it. The 
way the planning is set up, is that the “front” is 
generally for access, roads, entry and possibly 
services. The “back” area tents to face the schools 
and kindergartens, open areas, playgrounds and 
cultural facilities.

This creates a problem, that many of the activities 
are over 100m walking distance, without the ex-
tra distance of stairwell, avoiding all the illegally 
parked cars and passing through a generally mo-
notonous environment. 

Although the positives of living spaces “facing” 
the activities, there is minimal access and sense 
of surveillance in the way the blocks are planned.
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x y z zx y

Interior
(Private)

Horizontal /
Lobby

(Semi Public)
Outdoor

(Public)

Vertical /
Stairwell

(Semi Private) Before

A�er

Khrushchyovka

Summary

Spaces inside the building are dark and narrow, 
with poor accessibility due to one entry per 20 
apartment. The blocks also are sometimes too 
long in length, reducing the pedestrian traffic.

Ideas on improving the current apartment are:

- Opening the vertical circulation for lighting
- Raising the building to allow pedestrian traffic 
and mixed use amenities and connection to the 
neighbourhood
- Addition of elevator for accessibility

Khrushchyovka

Summary

My argument is therefore, even if the apartment 
has been made liveable, the structure and the 
façade of the building are not as maintained by 
the government. It is far too expensive to relo-
cate the residents while work is being done on the 
structure. There have been work done of the fa-
çade, repainting, re-panelling, but work like that 
doesn’t improve the interaction within the build-
ing, there just isn’t enough space. 

Even If the buildings are made prettier on the 
outside, the still built environment doesn’t allo-
cate for social interactions to occur. The spaces 
are repetitive, spaces become identical, visitors 
and residents tend to get lost in their own sub-
urb as there are no clearly defined pause spaces 
other than the buildings porch which again, are 
all identical. Repetitiveness of the apartment fa-
çade is an issue. Residents tell stories the troubles 
of finding their own apartment as to distinguish 
“their” Khrushchyovka from many others in the 
suburb is sometimes impossible, especially at 
night.

Fig 6.36. Khrushchyovka scales to work with
Fig 6.37. Khrushchyovka early ideas and improvements
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Microrayon is a standard unit of measurement 
and construction for urban facilities. They in-
clude roughly 10 to 15 thousand people and 
necessary facilities such as commercial, enter-
tainment and education. They were typically 
built on empty land without the additional cost 
of cleaning inner city lands and resettle new resi-
dents in new apartments, resulting in greater ur-
ban sprawl. Around 64,000 units (3,000,000 m2) 
of Khrushchyovkas were built in Moscow from 
1961 to 1968.

Currently, the spaces are under-maintained and 
overpopulated. With the neglection of the en-
vironment the microrayon became bland, run 
down and unappealing. These spaces are unfa-
vourable for social interaction.

Issues:

- Run down / under maintained
- Cars are overrunning the streets
- Overpopulated due to Brezhnevki

Positives:

- Plenty of vegetation
- Really good connection to infrastructure / 
amenities / education

Microrayon

Fig 6.38. Khrushchyovka neighbourhood access. Photo by 
Chris Leslie. Accessed 24 April 2018. www.theguardian.com/cit-
ies/2017/oct/31/moscow-residents-vote-russia-demolition-re-
housing

“Friendships are made along the street 
rather than across the park.” (Deasy 131)

REDACTED
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Playground Access Road Porch

Public Semi Public

“Eyes on the
street”

Shared Space

Semi Private Private

Post

Spaces Between

Scale 1:200

What is noticed in the section are the small 
windows in the apartments. �ese again do not 
provide enough lighting for a favourable 
condition. Electrical lighting are o�en stolen or 

broken.

�e stairwell does provide a sense of mutual 
surveillance, but residents tend to not spend 
much time in them as they do not feel the need 
for sense of ownership in the common hallway 
and stairwell due to the minimal lighting and 

minimal space.

Spaces Between

Scale 1:200

Due to the ever-changing climate in Moscow, the 
building does not adapt to the climate change 
very well, �ere is no natural ventilation, 
minimal insulation (both warmth and acoustic) 
and general maintenance of these buildings is 

neglected.

�e unmaintained vegetation provides a lot of 
much needed shade in the summer but on the 
other hand, they create dark passage ways and 
block the opportunities to see and hear activity 

surrounding the residents. 

�is neglection of the built environment allows 
for criminal activity to take place in the unlit and 

dark surroundings.

Fig 6.39. Khrushchyovka stairwell mutual surveillance
Fig 6.40. Google Streetview images
Fig 6.41. Google Streetview images Fig 6.42. Khrushchyovka neighbourhood connection

Fig 6.43. Google Streetview images



072071

Spaces Between

Scale 1:400

Spaces between the apartments range from 30 to 
40 metres and tends to be facilitated by one or 
two access roads. Between the apartment blocks, 
there is a development of territoriality in the 
blocks layout. �is is done by providing shared 
spaces such as playgrounds, parks, educational, 
recreational and commercial facilities. At such 
close proximity, this provides residents with 
experiencing the outdoors without leaving their 

apartment.
1:400

1:400

Cooperative use by neighbours - streets, halls, 
facilities, corridors

Although trees provide a lot of shade and 
protection against the elements, �ey also block 
o� most of the lighting, and surveillance 
opportunities, streets become a lot darker during 
the later hours of the day. Streets also need to be 
maintained more o�en especially in autumn  

with tons leaves falling down

5M 30M

40M5M

40M5M

 
 
Spaces between apartments ranges between 30M to 40M
In between is usually 
1 or 2 roads (or none if the porch is on the opposite face of the building)
Playground, Trees, Car parking, Rubbish collection

key 
points  

introduce the section

this is what ive done

summary, outcome, how it can be applied

critically re�ect, tying everything 
together. 

how this will in�uence the design

Fig 6.44. Spaces between Khrushchyovka. Ref 6.11.
Fig 6.45. Spaces between Khrushchyovka Ref. 6.21.

Fig 6.46. Khrushchyovka neighbourhood connection

REDACTED
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Microrayon

Neighbourhood Layout
Scale: 1:5,000

�e porch entry tends to be manipulated 
between neighbourhood layouts. Particularly, 
when entrances face each other, they provide 
much more pedestrian �ow and allows for more 

Interaction to occur.

When blocks are aligned in lengthwise, they 
create a longer route for access but also intensi�es 
the pedestrian �ow around the façade of the 

building.

When courtyard spaces face the access points 
outside the perimeter, it creates communal space 
in the centre, creating a safer space for children to 
play where parents can watch them though the 
window. When access is from the centre, this 

intensi�es the pedestrian �ow.

Fig 6.47. Typical Microrayon arrangement
Fig 6.48. Google streetview images
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-24.5° 14.5° 104.5°

Summer Solstice

Autumn / Spring
Solstice 

N

Winter Solstice

-114.5°
Climate

Careful planning went into the layout of Khrush-
chyovkas apartments.  Many apartments are 
facing the ideal sun path, and therefore since all 
of the apartments are built around the core and 
facing outside, allows for daylight penetration in 

the morning and evening.

Fig 6.49. Microrayon ideal climate arrangement.

Fig 6.50. Khrushchyovka nearing construction. Photo by 
Fotohronika TASS. Accessed 4 May 2018. www.realty.rbc.ru/
news/58fa057a9a7947b928a374db

REDACTED
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Due to the rapid urban sprawl, the city centre be-
comes really unreachable by most citizens. Con-
nection between family and friends who reside 
in different districts is also broken due to time 
of travel its takes with poor road infrastructure 
intensified traffic. This can be reflected from the 
questionnaire results as well. Almost all residents 
said the proximity of all amenities was less than 
10 minutes walk. Urban environments were easy 
to navigate due to planning of the microrayon 
and the similarities of each environment is al-
most identical.

From this analysis, all the infrastructure is close 
proximity for social contact in the urban envi-
ronment. Although overcrowded in contempo-
rary parts of Moscow, spaces can be managed 
though upgraded facilities and road structure 
due to the scope of the thesis unable to be greatly 
looked into.

One key feature learned though this process was 
the planning of Khrushchyovka layout. It pro-
vides the ideal orientation and climate on exist-
ing footprint. The spaces between are also utilised 
for educational and public facilities, creating an 
ideal design restrictions to manage though the 
design process.

Urban

Fig 6.51. Plan of Moscow. 1917. Edition A. S. Suvorin - 
“New Time”. Accessed 23 April 2018. www.commons.wikimedia.
org/wiki/File:Plan_of_Moscow_1917.jpg

REDACTED
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Kuzminki, Moscow was one of the first Micro-
rayons to be developed with Khrushchyovki. It is 
where most apartments are now facing demoli-
tion. Like many other districts, these were devel-
oped from empty farmlands with minimal inter-
action to history, culture and climate.

It is actually not very important where Kuzminki 
is located because this kind of architecture is 
covering majority of Moscow. Every muscovite 
knows this landscape very well.

With no blueprint of future development from 
the government, the opportunity is to develop 
an urban scheme that focuses on enhancing the 
social relationship and interactions within the 
community and increasing health and safety in 
high density living environments.

The analysis will begin from the upmost scale 
and continue to zoom in to the site for a closer 
understanding of the climate, limitations and op-
portunities.

7. SITE ANALYSIS

Fig 7.01. Moscow location on digital elevation model
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Moscow

Scale: 1:500,000

The drive into the city from Domodedovo Air-
port lasts about hour and a half. The city get 
denser and denser by the kilometre. On all sides 
you begin to see the concrete jungle, Soviet-era 
government housing that looks cramped, un-
comfortable, and falling into disrepair. 

Moscow consists of four National and Interna-
tional airports serving up to combined total of 
72m passengers. The proximity of airport ranges 
from 20km to 50km from city centre. In that 
range, there are also four more smaller, National 
airports in the vicinity of the border.

Air pollution is a big problem in Moscow. There 
are a lot of factories and plants located within the 
proximity of city centre. Although the govern-
ment has begun to push the production outside 
the border, there are still plenty of pollutants 
within the city.

Site Kuzminki

Moscow divided into 146 districts.

Kilometers 

5 100

55° 39’ 41.86”N
37°  31’ 20.07”E

1:500,000

3

2

1

4

8

7

6

5

�ermal Power Plants

Air Pollution*

* A collection of facilities including Oil Re�neries
Wastewater treatment,  Concrete manufacture,
Alcohol, Abrasive, Mechanical and Car Plants.

All of which are seen as air pollutants with a
 large work force.

1. Domodedovo (INT)

Airports

3. Vnukovo (NAT & INT)

2. Sheremetyevo (INT)

4. Zhukovsky (INT)

5. Myachkovo (Domestic)

6. Ostafyevo (Domestic)

7. Kubinka (Air Base)

8. Chkalovksy (Air Base)

Heating Plants

Kilometers 

5 100

1:500,000

Oil Re�nery

Fig 7.02. Moscow district division
Fig 7.03. Drive from Moscow airport. Google Streetview
Fig 7.04. Moscow airport and workplaces proximity
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moscow.gks.ru

District:

1. Central
2. Northern
3. North-Eastern
4. Eastern
5. South-Eastern
6. Southern 
7. South-Western
8. Western 
9. North-Western
10. Zelenogradsky
11. Novomoskovsky
12. Troitsky 

Moscow
Moscow (prior 2012) 

Population:

701,353
1,112,846
1,240,062
1,394,497
1,116,924
1,593,065
1,179,211
1,049,104 
779,965
215,727
113,569
86,752

11,503,501
11,503,501

Area: (km2)

65
108
100
152
123
131
85
176
94
37
390
1,181

2,511
1,091

Density: (/km2)

10,793
10,304
12,401
9,174
9,081
12,161
13,873
5,961
8,298
5,830
291
73

4,581
10,544

1010

11

22 33

44

77

99

88
55

66

1111

1212
7. South-Western

8. Western

9. North-Western

10 .Zelenogradsky

11. Novomoskovsky

12. Troitsky

1. Central

2. Northern

3. North-Eastern

4. Eastern

5. South-Eastern

6. Southern

Kilometers 

5 100

1:500,000

Lowest Point (Moskva River)

100m ASL

260m ASL

Highest Point (Serebryanyye Rodniki)

Site Kuzminki

Kilometers 

5 100

1:500,000

Moscow

Scale: 1:500,000

In 2012, Moscow added two additional districts 
to govern. This means that the density per square 
kilometre is much higher in the city, than the ru-
ral southern side. The data is shown in the bot-
tom of the graph. The density is much higher 
than Paris, Beijing and London combined (Ng 
32). This means that the city density data is much 
more accurate, and shows how densely packed 
Moscow really is.

This allows for greater social interaction possi-
bilities in denser environment but also puts more 
stresses on the transport routes.

Fig 7.05. Moscow district division and population
Fig 7.06. Moscow topographic study
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Kilometers 

2.5 50

1:250,000

Moskva River

Rail Network

Kilometers 

2.5 50

1:250,000

2. Garden Ring

1. Boulevard Ring

3. �e �ird Road

4. MKAD

2

3

4

1

Moscow

Scale: 1:250,000

Moskva River

The river supplies the fresh water from five sta-
tions. It is also used as commercial shipping, 
hydro-power and as the river freezes over in win-
ter, it becomes a recreation area for walks and ice 
skating.

Rail Network

Rail network still remains part of a main trans-
port around Moscow, to other cities and com-
mercial and supply route. As there are many fac-
tories within the inner city belt, most factories are 
supplied through the rail network.

Road Network

During Moscows rapid urban growth, Khrush-
chev’s plan of mass housing mostly happened on 
empty or on farm land. It was much cheaper to 
built on new property so new Microrayons were 
built on new land, rather than demolishing or re 
developing old housing blocks. The main reason-
ing was to house as many people, as quickly as 
possible. This meant that Moscow would sprawl 
in all directions, in order to facilitate the housing 
need after the war. 

The road network is split up in three ring. The 
outer, the “MKAD” (Moscow Auto-mobile Ring 
Road) encircles all of Moscow. The centre, the 
“The Third Ring” is a beltway around central 
Moscow. The inner most is the “Boulevard Ring”. 
In between the centre and inner rings, is a space 
called “Garden Ring”.

Fig 7.07. Moscow railway and river study
Fig 7.08. Moscows complex road network
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Moscow

Scale: 1:250,000

Metro

Moscow Metro line consists of 16 individual rail 
lines, 261 stops and 437km of rail. The Metro 
transport route serves around 7m people daily. 
The metro provides one of the best methods of 
transport to connect people to the centre, work 
and interact with people in different Microray-
ons. 

The government aims to complete direct metro 
routes from the airports to the city within the 
next years. This is because motorways are heavily 
populated with cars and create traffic jams lasting 
hours and hours during peak hours.

Kilometers 

2.5 50

1:250,000

Vnukovo Airport (NAT & INT)

Sheremetyevo (INT)

261 Metro stations around Moscow

�e 16 individual Metro lines are
the best mode of transport for
Muscovites to get into the city

and to work.

Kilometers 

2.5 50

1:250,000

Air Quality

Favourable

Summer Wind Direction

Winter Wind Direction

Very Unfavourable

Fig 7.09. Moscows access to metro links
Fig 7.10. Moscow metro daily usage in thousands. 
Accessed 20 June 2018. www.zzweb.ru/841433
Fig 7.11. Moscows ecology

Ecology

Moscow is the largest city in Europe with a popu-
lation exceeding 11 million people. In the last 
20 years, the amount of car fumes, decreasing 
amount of green space and large scale construc-
tion has changed the ecological situation for the 
worse. 

Due to the seasonal wind patterns and the flow 
of the Moskva River, north-western and south-
western districts in Moscow are more favourable 
in terms of ecological areas. On the other hand, 
the east and south-east districts in Moscows is 
heavily populated with factories, plants and con-
gested traffic.

REDACTED
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South-Eastern District

Scale: 1:100,000

Highlighted in white is the South-Eastern dis-
trict. The population of which is 1,116,924 with 
density of 9,081/km2 and area of 123 km2.

The district lies within the Moskva River, two un-
derground metro lines and plenty of factories and 
plants. With that comes open railways to supply 
and deliver the goods. The transport nodes pro-
vide connection to the city centre and plants, al-
though not good for the environment, provides 
close proximity to work places.

The district has a consistent ecology, but is un-
der threat from factories, rail networks and from 
traffic.

Only about 50% of the area has been built up with 
apartments. The rest is parks, plants and facto-
ries.

From the inside, the view on Moscow is pano-
ramic and unique, due to the city low topography 
and building height line.

Kilometers 

1 20

1:100,000

Metro Stations

Kilometers 

1 20

1:100,000

�ermal Power Plants

Air Pollution*

Heating Plants

Oil Re�nery

* A collection of facilities including Oil Re�neries
Waste-water treatment,  Concrete manufacture,

Alcohol, Abrasive, Mechanical and Car Plants.
All of which are seen as air pollutants with a

 large work force.

Fig 7.12. South-Eastern district workplace proximity
Fig 7.13. South-Eastern building skyline, new and old 
apartment composing a microrayon. Accessed 5 July 2018. www.
nesiditsa.ru/city/moskva-yuvao
Fig 7.14. South-Eastern district transport links to city
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Kilometers 

.5 10

1:50,000

Industrial Zones

Kilometers 

.5 10

1:50,000

500m Walking Distance

1000m Walking Distance

Metro Stations

Fig 7.15. Kuzminki District high density building footprint
Fig 7.16. Kuzminki District main road division of suburb. 
Accessed 15 May 2018. www.kuzminki.info/news/item-205362/
Fig 7.17. Kuzminki District metro and transport access

Kuzminki District

Scale: 1:50,000

The site has great transport route system. There 
are many options for the residents to travel in 
and out of town. Metro, bus and highway. The 
problem lies with the 100m wide highway, which 
splits the district in two, disrupting access to the 
park and river. 

Metro stations fairly accessible to most residents, 
the furthest point being roughly 1.8km from 
nearest metro station within the district.

Although Kuzminki has really good ecology, ac-
cess to parks and river, the industrial zones that 
surround the district block direct access to the 
city centre and pollute the air. On the other hand, 
it provides close proximity to factory workers, 
with minimal walking or cycling distance.

REDACTED
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5.4%

35.4%

46.4%

11.1%

1.5%

0.1%

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

Demographic

The inhabitants of Moscow are of vast Rus-
sian ethnicity. The largest minority groups are 
Ukrainian, Belarussian and Armenian, Azerbai-
jan and Tatars (Murrell, French and Ioffe).  Many 
residents were not born in the city but migrated 
during the rapid growth. Retirement age for 
women is 55 while for men is 60.

Population (2010):

Moscow: 11,503,501
South-Eastern District: 1,318,885

Kuzminki: 142,249

Kuzminki population consist of 44% men and 
56% women. There a more than double women 
on pension than men in Kuzminki, meaning that 
the population mostly elderly and therefore ac-
cess to apartments needs to be addressed.

Moscow earnings is fairly standard, consider-
ing the cost of a 1 bedroom Khrushchyovka and 
newer apartment is averaging $130,000. Cost is 
mainly decided on the proximity of amenities, 
metro and quality of neighbourhood. Due to the 
sprawl of the city, many apartments within the 
city peripheral have become too expensive for 
the average Muscovite.

Statistics data is gathered from www.gks.ru/ 
and cost estimate from www.cian.ru. Although 
the demographic data is from 9 years ago, it un-
doubtedly that the demographic changed much.

Fig 7.18. Moscow Districts demographic study
Fig 7.19. Kuzminki District axonometric mapping
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8. KUZMINKI 
[КУЗЬМИНКИ]

Fig 8.01. Kuzminki under construction. Uploaded by Alex 
Petrakov. Accessed 24 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/379049. 
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Site History

Site was constructed on empty farmland and Da-
cha type housing. Construction of all Khrushchy-
ovkas was finished at around 1962 and after that, 
minor changes were done to Kuzminki. With 
quick densification, came a highway for a better 
access to Moscow and soon in 1966, 31st Decem-
ber, the Kuzminki Metro station was opened. 

After 60 years, minor changes occurred, more 
high rises were built in places of demolished 
panel apartments, more amenities such as shop-
ping centres, groceries and other leisurely areas 
around the districts centre.

Fig 8.02. Kuzminki under construction. Accessed 24 May 
2018. www.pastvu.com

REDACTED
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1942 1964 1968

1972 1974 1984

1996 2003 2017
Fig 8.03. Kuzminki during winder. Accessed 24 May 2018. 
www.pastvu.com

Fig 8.04. Kuzminki before mass development. Uploaded by 
k.vik12. Accessed 24 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/96111

Fig 8.05. Kuzminki before mass development k.vik12. 
Accessed 24 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/97907

Fig 8.06. Kuzminki aerial site progression. Accessed  26 
May 2018. www.retromap.ru

Kuzminki

Site Progression

Around 1929, the site was used as a state farm 
growing vegetables in greenhouses. At the same 
time Dacha and Izba housing started to appear 
around the North of the site. In 1941, the site 
was bombarded by the German troops. The in-
habitants of Kuzminok lived a disturbing life, 
and many residents left their homes. The first 
Khrushchyovka housing started to appear in 
1957, densifying and eradicating the existing 
environment. In 1966, the first metro line con-
nected to Kuzminki and the city centre and again 
in 1995. During Brezhnev era in 1970s and 80s, 
9, 12 and 16-storey building were erected, den-
sifying the site even more, hence the addition of 
the second metro line.

Despite the fact that most of the buildings in the 
manor are new, the initial layout of the architec-
tural resemblance have been preserved.

REDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED

REDACTED
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Fig 8.07. Kuzminki transport on main road.  Uploaded by 
evsid. Accessed 26 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/27134
Fig 8.08. Kuzminki educational facility. Uploaded by 
skylark_kuzminki. Accessed 26 May 2018. www.pastvu.
com/52521

Fig 8.09. Kuzminki under construction. Uploaded by 
Alex_Petrakov. Accessed 28 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/380340 
Fig 8.10. Kuzminki under construction. Uploaded by 
Alex_Petrakov. Accessed 28 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/380339
Fig 8.11. Kuzminki under construction. Uploaded by 
Alex_Petrakov. Accessed 28 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/380336
Fig 8.12. Kuzminki under construction. Uploaded by 
Alex_Petrakov. Accessed 28 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/380338
Fig 8.13. Kuzminki during summer. Uploaded by 
footballophil. Accessed 28 May 2018. www.pastvu.com/343640

Kuzminki

Life inside

Life was dull during the reconstruction. Many 
trees and vegetations did not grow until later 
years. But during summer, the spaces between 
buildings flourished with vegetation and public 
life.

REDACTED REDACTED
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Fig 8.14. Kuzminki progression from 42’-17’
Fig 8.15. Kuzminki progression from 42’-17’

Fig 8.16. Kuzminki educational facilities and vegetation 
connection
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Kuzminki
Population: 142,249 (2010)

Area: 7.99 km2

Density: 18,680/km2

Volgogradskiy Prospekt
Волгоградский Проспект

Commercial Facilities (#58)

�ere tends to be a lot more retail,
Commercial and grocery facilities.

Most of which are built into the 
apartment blocks and not advertised

Online.

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

Kuzminki Park
Area: 2.99 km2

Kuzminki Residential District
Area: 5 km2

Density: 28,450/km2

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:25,000

Site Progression

Volgogradskiy prospect, 100m  wide road that 
essentially splits kuzminki rayon in half

“�e immense width of the great new ‘prospects’ 
was destined not for the leisure of the pedestrians 
but for rushing motorcars, parades and proces-

sions.” (Kudriavtsev and Krikov 64)

50M Walking Distance

250M Walking Distance

Bus Stops

Metro Stations (4 entrances per stop)

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

Fig 8.17. Volgogradkyi Prospekt road dividing the site. 
Uploaded by Pirogov. Accessed 28 May 2018. pastvu.com/665979

Fig 8.19. Kuzminki connection to public transportFig 8.18. Kuzminki commercial facilities

REDACTED
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20M

20M 30M

30M

20M

10M

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:25,000

Environment

�e site is fairly �at, with a slope of 10 metres 
every 3 kilometers. Public park is located on the 
south, including recreational and commercial 
amenities. Many open spaces between buildings 
are open with vegetation covering nearly all 

spaces.

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000
Fig 8.20. Kuzminki vegetation during fall. Photo by Mikhail 
G. 21 Nov 2017. Accessed 10 Aug 2018. www.flickr.com/photos/
psychomichael/26809387519/in/photostream/
Fig 8.21. Kuzminki building footprints

Fig 8.22. Kuzminki topographical study

REDACTED
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Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

School (#49)

Kindergarten (#40)

College / Institution (#25)

Fig 8.23. Kuzminki school, kindergarten and college 
linkage.

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:25,000

The connection to educational facilities is excep-
tional due to the microrayon planning guidelines. 
Nearly all educational facilities such as colleges, 
kindergartens and schools cover each block in 
Kuzminki. 
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1-510  #5

Demolition Proposal

Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000

Total #403

P-18/9  #113

P-34  #7

1-515  #257

1-511  #11

Kuzminki

Brief

All apartments are �ve �oors high and don’t have 
a elevator built in except the newer II-18 which 
are 9 �oors high has one serving elevator. 
Depending on the block length, 3 entrances per 
block will be taken into account except II-18, 
which has one entry and II-32 which only has 

two entrances.

1-510 (Pre-made Panels) - 1962
1-511 (Brick) - 1962

1-515 (Pre-cast Panels) - 1962

12 Apartments per �oor (60)
Gross Floor Area 2348m2

29m2 Apartment

II-18 (Pre-made Panels) - 1962

8 Apartments per �oor (40)
Gross Floor Area 1643m2

23m2 Apartment

II-34 (Brick) - 1963

8 Apartments per �oor (40)
Gross Floor Area 1600m2

40m2 apartment

In summary

II-34 (2) = 144 apartment

1-515/5 (30) = 2820 Apartments

2964 Apartments total

Site Area 
0.3 km2

 

Fig 8.24. Kuzminki proposed building demolition
Fig 8.25. Kuzminki proposed building plan demolition
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Meters 

125 2500

1:10,000

Black shows, roads and problems (noise, pollution, separation) that comes with it. 
Red picks out the vegetation, and connectivity between apartment buildings

Fig 8.26. Authors depiction on what happens on the site.
Fig 8.27. Kuzminki metro, access and vegetation proximity
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Meters 

100 2000

1:10,000Meters 

100 2000

1:10,000
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Meters 

100 2000

1:10,000

Fig 8.28. Kuzminki connection to educational facilities
Fig 8.29. Kuzminki connection to public transport links
Fig 8.30. Kuzminki proposed Khrushchyovki to be demol-
ished

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:10,000

With a density of 18,680 / km2, its important 
to have the connection to bus and metro trans-
port and educational facilities which Kuzminki 
provides. Many facilities and transport links are 
overcrowded with the addition of the new apart-
ments. 
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Meters 

100 2000

1:10,000
Fig 8.31. The heap of amount of vegetation in Kuzminki
Fig 8.32. Aerial of Kuzminki showing the green spaces 
during summer. Google Earth.

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:10,000

Its important to note the amount of vegetation on 
site. In summer these spaces flourish with life and 
activity and provide necessary shading. These 
spaces are not maintained very well, and during 
winter, spaces become dark very quickly due to 
the share amount of trees and creating lighting 
issues between blocks.
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1.

3.
2.

Meters 

50 1000

1:5,0002. 3.1.

Fig 8.33. Existing residential buildings on site
Fig 8.34. Existing building on site mapped out

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:5,000

Moving in closer on the site, it is discovered that 
three newer high density structures are within 
site boundaries. The aim is to retain the building 
though urban development and retain the cul-
tural identity of Kuzminki, The issues and chal-
lenges that rise with retention of these structures 
are lighting and access.
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Fig 8.35. Retail amenities on site
Fig 8.36. Aerial of Kuzminki showing the green spaces 
during summer. Google Earth.
Fig 8.37. Progression of environment during the different 
climate seasons.

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:5,000

During the different seasons, the environment 
changes and fluctuates in maintenance and how 
people perceive space. The climate damages 
many roads, buildings and structures, especially 
during winter when the temperatures hit below 
20 degrees.
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Kuzminki

Analysis

Looking at the site from above and at the human 
scale, the issues that persisted ere the repetition 
of the site and how similarly everything looked. 
The issues with traffic and the width of the roads. 
Due to overcrowding, particular Khrushchyo-
vkas have adapted their ground floor for com-
mercial facilities. Many of which are nearby the 
suburb centre.

Fig 8.38. Kuzminki Aerial of commercial market. Photo by 
Juozas Motiejūnas.  ww.plus.google.com/photos/pho-
to/100881268260528430327/6636489480467355090. Dec 2011. 
Accessed 20 June 2018. 
Fig 8.39. Khrushchyovka repetition. Uploaded by 
alisakuladzhi. www.yandex.com/collections/
card/5af992baf0d00aedb41c3137/. Accessed 28 June 2018.
Fig 8.40. Kuzminki main road and transport connection. 
Photo by Dimityi Racygin. Sep 2018. www.plus.google.com/
photos/photo/111933931685502580527/6647054257101990546. 
Accessed 20 Jan 2018. 

Fig 8.41. Khrushchyovka addition of commercial facilities 
on ground floor. Photo by Igorec Obyknovenyi. May 2018. 
Accesed 20 June 2018. www.plus.google.com/photos/
photo/118384992154220725312/6553240120740004082
Fig 8.42. New and old apartments in Kuzminki. Accessed 
20 June 2018. www.nesiditsa.ru/city/moskva-yuvao
Fig 8.43. Transport issues in Kuzminki. Uploaded by 
Urofino. Accessed 24 July 2018.   www.mapio.net/
pic/p-64595048/
Fig 8.44. Commercial street perspective. Uploaded by Max 
Lux. Accessed 24 July 2018. www.mapio.net/pic/p-64595048/
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Highway

40M

42M

Highway

Metro

Metro

M

40M

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:2000

The main divisions on site is the highway splitting 
the suburb essentially in half, with pedestrian 
crossings around 800m apart. Site is also made 
difficult with metro network cross in the site at a 
depth of 20 metres as well as lighting issues with 
new apartments at the edges of the site.

Fig 8.45. Kuzminki building relationship section though 
site.
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Metro

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:2000

Kuzminki access routes are mainly laid out be-
tween each Khrushchyovka. At least one road 
serves the apartment and loops all the way 
around. This creates a lot of traffic though the 
site, inhibiting spaces on potential interaction. 
With the site being mainly low rise apartments, 
its spacious and allows daylight to penetrate.

Fig 8.46. Kuzminki low rise building relationship section 
though site.
Fig 8.47. Low rise Kuzminki. Accessed 20 June 2018. www.
nesiditsa.ru/city/moskva-yuvao

“Sameness and repetition dulls our sens-
es” (Goldhagen 233)

REDACTED
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Fig 8.48. Icicle formation on Khrushchyovka. Photo by 
Ribka Anna. Accessed 22 June 2018. www.ribka-anna.livejournal.
com/photo/album/419/?mode=view&id=796352&page=4
Fig 8.49. Snow collection outside the porch. Accessed 22 
June 2018. www.primamedia.ru/news/652941/
Fig 8.50. Leaves piled up between buildings. Photo by Ev-
geniya Shalamov and Anton Stasik. Accessed 22 June 2018. www.
antikor.zp.ua/main-news/2016/12/14/10981-dlya-chego-meriya-
sryvaet-tendery/
Fig 8.51. Rows of dangerous icicles around the perimeter of 
block. Uploaded by Belyaefff. 11 Dec 2011. Accessed 22 June 
2018. www.belyaefff.livejournal.com/188629.html
Fig 8.52. Even private spaced balconies affected by the win-
ter climate. Photo by Tatyana Kushnerova. Accessed 22 June 2018. 
www.stolitca24.ru/news/upravlyayushchie-kompanii-zelenogor-
ska-boryutsya-s-sosulkami/
Fig 8.53. Huge loads of snow blocking the pedestrian ac-
cess. Uploaded by MisterVF. Accessed 22 June 2018.www.pikabu.
ru/story/foto_khrushchevki_s_truboy_moskva_v_2018_godu_
takie_eshche_est_5754306
Fig 8.54. Leaves dumped by the outdoor dumpsters be-
tween blocks. 8 April 2015. Accessed 22 June 2018. www.ruin-
former.com/page/shkoly-zheleznyh-mertvecov-v-sevastopole
Fig 8.55. Khrushchyovka in Kuzminki during winter. Ac-
cessed 24 May 2018. www.pastvu.com

Kuzminki

Climate

The climate, as in any part of Moscow is almost 
identical. During winter, icicles for on top of 
roofs, this lessens the amount of pedestrians 
passing the building, as well as residents going 
outside for optional activities. In my own ex-
perience during winters, i was told not to walk 
around buildings from a very young age as it was 
dangerous.

In winters, tremendous amounts of snow piles 
up, blocking car access, pedestrian and creating 
a unforgiving environment and residents decide 
to stay indoors in the comfort of their apartment.

Another season to note is fall, due to the under-
maintained vegetation between buildings, a lot 
of leaves and rubbish are collected and stored in 
varies points in the neighbourhood, making sub-
urb unattractive.

REDACTED REDACTED
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Kuzminki

Climate

The four seasons drastically change the site con-
ditions. In Summer, it gets above 30 degrees, and 
vegetations flourishes, getting residents to come 
outside to cool off as many apartments don’t have 
air conditioning units. 

In Autumn, leaves fall, rain starts to fall and the 
days are shorter. 

Winter is the most unforgiving climate in Russia. 
Roads are blocked, blocking transport connec-
tions, school tend to shut down when tempera-
tures hit below 20 degrees and lighting becomes 
an issue, as there is less than 7 hour of daylight 
and most days are overcast with snow. Snow cov-
ers the site for about 3 to 5 months.

During Spring, the maintenance on the roads and 
environment begins after the damages caused in 
Winter. Many road and pedestrian pavements 
have been damaged due to the cold temperatures 
and salt on roads used in Winter. 

Due to Moscows low rise neighbourhoods, wind 
isn’t an issue in creating unfavourable spaces. 

Fig 8.56. Wind study in Kuzminki.
Fig 8.57. Sunlight and day lighting in Kuzminki.
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1. 2. 3.

4. 5. 6.

7. 8. 9.

10. 11. 12. Meters 

50 1000

1:5,000

Kuzminki

Scale: 1:5,000

Coming in closer to the site, we can see the con-
ditions the suburb is in. Many areas are dull, and 
mostly overrun with automobiles. Spaces are not 
claimed by residents, but by cars. Neighbourhood 
is very green and allows for easy access to a public 
environment but areas are not maintained and its 
hard to recognise your apartment from 20 others.

Fig 8.58. Walkthrough the site.  Photo by Roman Uschasnyi. 
13 Oct 2013. Accessed 10 June 2018. www.roman-uzas.livejour-
nal.com/158042.html
Fig 8.59. Khrushchyovki planned to be demolished

REDACTED
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Fig 8.60. Site analysis up close. Google Streetview.
Fig 8.61. Space between buildings. The public pedestrian 
access is mostly overrun by cars.
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Site Conditions

Rubbish Collection

�e collective garbage dumpsters that serve large 
groups of residents are scattered all over Kuzmin-
ki. Although they provide minimal spaces for 
interaction where residents bump into each 
other, but they are unattractive and don’t favour 
for social interaction and decline the attractive-

ness of the suburb.

Newman describes these public areas as, “public 
areas where no one identi�es with them”, 
associating no territoriality between them 
(Newman 90-91). Instead, garbage cans should 
be placed leading to entry doors and within the 
territoriality domain of each family, and their 

maintenance would re�ect on that family.

1. 2. 3.

4. 5. 6.

7.

8. 9.

Site Conditions

Car problems

As previously re�ected in the questionnaire, cars 
are a massive problem in Kuzminki. Residents 
tend to use the footpath or porch entry as car 
parking as public parking or private garages are 
too far away. �ese  inhibit the access to the 
apartment and reduce the pedestrian �ow as 
these spaces are unfriendly to a resident and 

people tend not to use them because of this.

7.

1. 2. 3.

4. 5. 6.

7.

8. 9.
Fig 8.62. Rubbish collection areas spread around corner. 
Google Streetview.

Fig 8.63. Automobiles overrun the site and block off pedes-
trian routes. Google Streetview.
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Site Conditions

Private Garages

Due to the minimal storage spaces within the 
apartment, crime activity in the neighbourhood 
and access to public parking, residents tend to 
own private garages 10 to 20 minutes walk from 

their apartment. 

�ese areas are under maintained and usually 
built up around the industrial areas of Kuzminki. 
As from per my experience from Belarus, the 
garage was used to store the car, preserved foods 
and many other items from past family genera-

tions.

1. 2.

3. 4.

5.

Good morning Larochka, you’re my everything !!!
[ДОБРОЕ УТРО ЛАРОЧКА, ТЫ МОЁ ВСЁ !!!]

You’re my volcano and my ocean
[ТЫ МОЙ ВУЛКАН И МОЁ МОРЕ]

You’re my volcano and my ocean
[ТЫ МОЙ ВУЛКАН И МОЁ МОРЕ]

Fig 8.64. Under-maintained private garages spread out just 
like the rubbish collection areas. Google Streetview.

Fig 8.65. Social activity noticed within the neighbourhood. 
Google Streetview.
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Kuzminki
Problems

Kuzminki
Opportunities

No
Character

Repetitive Lack of Identity
All

Microrayons 
are the same

Bland
Environment

Lack of
Social

Interaction

People Prefer
to Stay Indoors

Create a strong 
public space which
is anchored by the

natural environment

Create a space for
 social interaction,

gathering and 
informal learning

Create architecture
which encourages
social interaction

Encourage
educational and 

employment
opportunities

Centralized
educational

facilities

Encourage
social and cultural
events within the

microrayon / 
neighbourhood

Make microrayons
more pedestrian

friendly

Mitigate
environmental

issues using
natural systems

Climate adaptation
and maintenance

Connection
Lost to 

Environment

Overrun by
Auto-mobiles

Lack of Parking
Cars Blocking 

Footpaths

Under
Maintained

Not
Responding
to Climate

Large Outdoor
Impersonal 

Spaces

Change in
Character

Designed for
Industrial
Revolution

Khrushchyovka

Run Down

Kuzminki

Summary

As many other microrayon layouts, they provide 
excellent proximity to all amenities as well as 
building organization for climate and sunlight 
control. 

The weaknesses of the site is the highway though 
the suburb, dividing the neighbourhood in half, 
in addition, creating much noise and pollution. 
Cars are a problem in many neighbourhoods 
but never seen as something in Kuzminki. The 
blocking of footpaths, parking in public parks, 
ruins the residents access. Many playgrounds and 
educational playgrounds and educational facili-
ties are from the Soviet era and are heavily under 
maintained. 

With such a share amount of green spaces, they 
provide ideal spaces for interaction. The micro-
rayon layout provides centralized spaces for low 
intensity contact, such as playgrounds, kinder-
gartens and schools.

Fig 8.66. Problems and Opportunities of the site.
Fig 8.67. Space between Khrushchyovki. Pedestrian pave-
ment overrun with cars.
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The design process will work from the inside out 
and begin with the scale of the people. 

Each design stage is broken down into four fol-
lowing scales:

Interior (S): Private: focuses on life inside the 
building and apartment and ways of adaptable 
design, privatisation and  increasing social inter-
action at this scale. (One apartment, two apart-
ment, balcony)

Block (M): Semi Private: focuses on life within 
the building where the space is shared. (Hallway, 
shared space, stairwell)

Neighbourhood (L): Semi-public: life outside in-
dividual apartment blocks. (2 apartment blocks, 
activities between and around them)

Urban (XL): Public: wider surrounds include a 
summary of social interaction at this scale. (Ur-
ban plan, the system as a whole)

Interior
Apartment
(Private)

Block
�e Building
(Semi-Private)

Neighbourhood
Spaces Between
(Semi-Public)

Urban
Community
(Public)

S

L

M

XL

Fig 9.01. Scales of design. Similar to the layering Matry-
oshka doll. Small scales will affect the larger scales.

9. DESIGN
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9.1 Interior (S)

Fig 9.02. Block arrangement around a central core Itera-
tions
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Apartment Entry
Each block represents one apartment.

�is section looks at the ways of possible ways of 
leaving an apartment and where the social 

interaction might take place.

One entry

Only one meeting point of interaction. �is 
means more chance of residents getting into 

contact.

Two entries

Depending where the entries from the apartment 
lead. If the entries lead one way, there would be a  
higher chance of people passing each other rather 

than leading people away from interaction.

 

�ree entries

�is is too much choice for residents to leave the 
apartment, minimising the chance social contact 

between residents.

 

Four entries

�e least chance of contact. Lots of options for 
residents to leave or ranter the space. 

One thing to learn from this experiment is to not 
provide residents too many options, rather one 

clear space, entry and exit for them to claim.

Leads away from
social encounters

Too many options
Lesser chance of encounters

Territoriality

Creating a set back from main hallway. Allows for 
personalisation of space. Residents looking a�er 

their shared space.

�e set back could be set to di�erent sizes. 
Depending on the resident, they can customise, 

store or use the space in various ways.

�e door placement can di�er depending on the 
resident as well. �e door placement may reduce 

or increase the potential set back space.

�e apartment front door entry creates interac-
tion opportunities in a way that residents have 
more room to stop by, personalise and start a 

conversation

(S) (M) (L)

(XL)

Fig 9.03. Ways of leaving and entering the apartment that 
provides space for contact.
Fig 9.04. Creating a setback and territoriality in an apart-
ment.
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Horizontal vs Vertical

In the following stages, the next step is to see how 
horizontal and vertical layout may create 
opportunities for residents to interact and have 

social contact.

(V+H)

(V)

(H)

Door Placement

Although not as e�ective alone, it is notably more 
important how the door entries will be placed in 
relation to each other. Placing entries closer 
together, creates a chance of contact, while 
placing at a distance may create potential shared 

spaces between.

Centralized Split

Fig 9.05. Apartments next to each other, where can the con-
tact happen.
Fig 9.06. Vertical vs horizontal contact.
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Horizontal

As placing doorways closer or further away have 
the same impact on social interaction by creating 
shared space or a higher chance of low intensity 
contact, the aim is to create variety within the 

apartment complex so no spaces are the same
.

�e issue noticed is the length of each hallway. 
Creating too much distance between the 
residents lessening the social interaction within.

If all spaces are the same, residents will get lost 
with no chance of space recognition.

Vertical

Passive contact occurs in the design through 
di�erentiation in entryways and the hearing, 

seeing and viewing from the apartment block.

�ough vertical, interaction to the outside can be 
achieved though balcony placement, facing 
apartment windows to the exterior and shared 

common spaces open to the residents.

Proximity

As the length of the hallway and the space  
between apartments becomes increases in 
distance, visual, hearing and chances of meeting 

are lost.

1.

2.

3.

4.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Fig 9.07. Horizontal contact within the block.
Fig 9.08. Vertical contact of the block through neighbour-
hood surveillance.
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Block Iteration (2)

Each block represents one apartment.

2 Blocks rotating at one single point. It creates 
spaces for access and possible shared spaces 

between them.

�ese shared spaces can be:

- Balcony
- Common Room

- Storage
- Meeting Platforms

0. 1. 2.

3. 4. 5.

6. 7. 8.

9.

14.

Entry
(Semi Private)

Possible Space Size

Shared Space
(Semi Private)

Balcony
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Block Rotation (2)

It is apparent that 2 apartments do not provide 
enough interaction within one circulation.

Although the ideas if facing apartment doors to 
each other can increase the chance contact 
interaction but can have concern over privacy 
issues. 

�e spaces which the blocks create between them 
are a possibility of spared spaces and places for 
interaction in them. Whether that is a common 
area, balcony or a corridor wrapping around.

11. 12. 13.

14. 15. 16.

17. 18. 19.

20. 21. 22.

23. 24. 25.
Fig 9.09. Block rotation and what shapes the social interac-
tion spaces.
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Block Iteration (3)

Each block represents one apartment.

3 blocks rotating at two points.

�rough small rotation of each block, we can 
create a common lobby space shared by the 

residents. 

Advantages of the �nal iteration shows the 
connection to all dwellings though a shared lobby 
which is open to the outside allowing surveil-

lance opportunity.

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Hallway
(Semi Private)

Shared Balcony
(Semi Private)

Balcony
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Block Iteration (3)

Each block represents one apartment.

Although creating a similar shared hallway space, 
the enclosure of the vertical circulation will 
create an unfavourable environment due to 
lighting issues. �e awkward triangle space will 

be hard to manage by the residents.

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Balcony
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Fig 9.10. Three block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.

Fig 9.11. Three block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
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Block Iteration (3)

Each block represents one apartment.

3 blocks rotating at two opposite points.

�e positives of the space include the separation 
of the �oor into smaller communities though  
two possibly lobby spaces. It creates areas where 

residents can stop and interact.

�e problems is that the subdivision into two 
lobby’s splits the community, especially with only 
three apartment. �is may be useful at a higher 
density design, but the focus should be on 
smaller groups on residents as that is where 

control over the space is enhanced. 

Balcony
(Private)

Shared Balcony
(Semi Private)

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Hallway
(Semi Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Block Iteration (3)

It is found out that there should be three stages of 
the building layout. First is the semi private lobby 
/ hallway, leading to the private apartment. �ese 
spaces should enforce territoriality though 
setbacks in the design, developing control for the 
resident over their space though personalisation.

Stage �ree
Balcony

(Private and/or
Semi Private)

Stage Two
Apartment

(Private)

Stage One
Lobby / Hallway

(Semi Private)

Fig 9.12. Three block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.

Fig 9.13. Three block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
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Block Iteration (4)

Each block represents one apartment.

4 blocks rotating at three points.

�e spaces that the apartment layout create a 
chance for mutual surveillance. As residents leave 
the apartment, they are able to see the neighbour. 
Lighting can also penetrate through the 
courtyard arrangement and provide comfort for 
the shared space. �e issue with this layout is 
sense of privacy. �is can be mitigated though 
minimal amount of windows and correct 
opposite entry placement to reduce the unwanted 

interactions.

Block Iteration (4)

4 blocks rotating at opposite points.

Rotating the blocks at di�erent points, creates a 
so�er edge along the façade and creates a path for 
residents to follow. As blocks become encapsulat-
ed, the issue with lighting begins to show, its 
important that blocks aren’t completely enclosed 
and allow light to penetrate through the core and 

to the bottom ground �oor.

Balcony

Boundaries
Sharp transitions
Alone isolation to contact with others
Bu�er zones
So� edges
Direction and distance
Juxtaposition

Assume so that people claim
Public space and have Propriety 

Concern

Avoid no man’s land

Allow people to personalise the public space and 
look a�er it together (clean, security, mainte-

nance)
= Territoriality = responsibility

Distinctive entrance, set back into the wall.

Bu�er zone between  apartments and elevator.

Create paths for people to follow for social 
interaction

Function - Rather than just proximity

Opportunity for mutually surveillance to  happen 
as people will  see who is coming into the 

building

Shared balconies, shared goals and privatisation / 
personalisation

Façade options, connections, di�erent layers / 
heights to  reduce eye to eye contact but improve 

surveillance

Balcony Types:

Short - Long
Angled / Cut

Extended / Shortened

Creating façade patterns 
+ 

Increasing social interaction opportunities

Balcony Placement:

Sizing
Spacing

Location
Level / Height

Fig 9.14. Four block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.

Fig 9.15. Four block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
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Block Iteration (4)

4 blocks rotating at opposite points.

Following more iteration on apartment layout, 
these spaces although useful in developing 
participation between residents, the triangular 
spaces will be hard for residents to get used to. 
Due to its sharp edge, triangular spaces are 

harder to furnish, add lighting and maintain.

But the key idea here is the ability for dividing 
residents into smaller, more manageable groups 
for interaction. �e use for these spaces could be 

shared balconies between two apartments.

Shared balconies, shared goals and privatisation / 
personalisation

Façade options, connections, di�erent layers / 
heights to  reduce eye to eye contact but improve 

surveillance

Balcony Types:

Short - Long
Angled / Cut

Extended / Shortened

Creating façade patterns 
+ 

Increasing social interaction opportunities

Balcony Placement:

Sizing
Spacing

Location
Level / Height

Fig 9.16. Four block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.

Fig 9.17. Four block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
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Block Iteration (4)

From the block arrangement its important the 
the central core allows all residents to participate 
in social contact, manage the shared space and 
mutually survey the guests and pedestrians. 
�ese layout allows for a clear de�nition of 
territorially though with shared spaces being 
focused in the centre and private apartments 
overlooking the streets.  �e lobby should 
provide sense of security by seeing residents and 
not intrude the privacy though window 
placement, personalisation, setbacks and having 

small groups of family’s on each �oor.

Hallway / Lobby
(Semi Private)

Balcony
(Private)

Balcony
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Lobby
(Semi Private)Lobby

(Semi Private)

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Fig 9.18. Four block plan layout of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
Fig 9.19. Four blocks with vertical scale and balcony orien-
tation
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Fig 9.20. Model iteration of the blocks vertical circulation 
and facade application

9.2 Scale Block (M)
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Protection
Privacy
Overlooking
Shading

Cantilever Terrace

Flat

Width of balcony

Height

Width of balcony

Early Building Form Testing

�e form of the building can play a role in 
improving chance of social contact and create 
spaces for residents to interact. Small additions 
such as a cantilever can inhibit interactions. �e 
�at façade, seen in many apartment buildings 
currently, doesn’t provide interaction across 
levels, only in the shared spaces within.

Terraced form provides contact between all levels 
with overlooking balconies. It also provides 
maximum daylighting but the same thing cannot 
be said for the other façade of the form. It 
restricts contact between residents, and interac-
tion with �oors below and above. What’s 
important to note as well is the distance of 
mutual surveillance. As the terraces get pushed 
further away, the residents loose recognition of 
the neighbourhood and street.

Overhangs

Communal
(Public)

Apartment
(Private)

Fig 9.21. Four block plan layout of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.

Fig 9.22. Four block rotation of apartments, how social 
spaces can be developed.
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Balcony

�is section will look at the design of balconies 
and how they can provide interaction within 

them.

Usually balconies are seen to be private spaces 
that overlook the neighbourhood, especially in 
Moscow. �e aim using the perimeter of the 
building to create spaces for interaction though 

shared balcony application. 

Balcony

Di�erent balconies for di�erent dwelling types 
can create a sense of community though social 
interaction on shared balconies. �e extension of 
one balcony per �oor, will create gathering 
spaces, while shorter, private dwelling balconies, 
can overlook the larger shared spaces and 

promote participation.

Fig 9.23. How balconies can provide social interaction. Fig 9.24. How balconies can provide social interaction.
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Balcony for Interaction

Testing the options on how private balconies can 
be designed, and how much space each one 
needs. Shared balconies as the semi public space 
in the building, its important to make residents 
claim the space and have proprietary concern 

over it in order to maintain it.

Balcony for Interaction

Balconies along the perimeter provide interac-
tion not just between the residents, but also a 
connection to the ground neighbourhood. �e 
ability to see hear and the activity is entertaining 
for those people unable to leave the apartment for 
any reason. Its important that these spaces 
maintain the connection to the neighbourhood 
though interactive façade discussed in the later 

section.

Fig 9.25. How balconies sizing and arrangement Fig 9.26. Balcony relationship to the street and neighbour-
hood for mutual surveillance
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Balcony for Interaction

How social interaction will activate through 
balcony size and length manipulation. Residents 
ability to look up and down the apartment façade 
creates chance contact when residents meet on 

the shared balcony.

Shared

Shared

Private

Private

Fig 9.27. Balcony arrangement to create spaces for social 
contact and shared space.
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Balcony

�is section shows the tests of a full façade 
balcony orientation and testing of how interac-
tion will occur. Its important to maintain privacy 
within the private balconies raised above the 
shared space. �is will be done by extending the 
balcony to a point where the sight line is removed 
and resident below cannot see inside the 
apartment, but can only see the resident when 

they are occupying their private balcony. 

Fig 9.28. Balcony horizontal and vertical interaction inter-
actions
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Shared Balcony

�is section in a same way tests the shared 
balcony idea but how division of �oors can occur 
though extending the balcony to the façade, and 
how smaller more intimate communities begin to 

develop because of this design decision.

Fig 9.29. Shared balcony horizontal and vertical interaction 
interactions and ways of reducing privacy issues
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Balcony Section

�e balconies provide semi outdoor activity 
spaces though the juxtaposition of the balcony 
living. �is provides inhabitants with natural 
opportunities for continual visual surveillance of 

the public areas, in building and outside them.

�e subdivision of residential balcony environ-
ments into clear areas of territoriality increases 
frequency of use though diving the shared 

balconies into smaller communities.  

Fig 9.30. Relationship between shared and private balcony
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Balcony Inhabitation

For a space that tends to only serve the private 
life, the shared and private balcony interaction 
design can provide di�erent groups of residents a 
gathering space and bring forth a sense of 

community. 

�e subdivision of balconies is essential to create 
de�ned zones of territoriality and focus on 
smaller groups of residents to interact. Smaller 
spaces allow the space to be well maintained as 
assumption of responsibility of the shared 
balcony space and monitoring of the environ-

ment.

Fig 9.31. Iteration models showcasing the facade and shared 
balcony possibilities.

Fig 9.32. Possible balcony inhabitation and activity
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Façade

�e façade should provide the residents with a 
comfortable environment, from letting daylight 
in and interactive windows for climate control. 
An op-enable façade will let users control the 
amount they see, hear and mutually survey the 

neighbourhood. 

Personalization

Vegetation
Adaptation to di�erent users
Claim of space
Territoriality

Exposure

Daylight
Interaction
Favourable Environment

Interactive

Climate Control
Interaction
Seeing and Hearing

Fig 9.33. Facade iteration on customisation in providing 
lighting and privacy
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Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

�e stairwell can be a place for social interaction 
as well. If extended the landing, the residents can 
stop by and interact though chance contact when 
going up or leaving the apartment block. If 
residents use the stairwell more o�en (depending 
on building height and location of users 
apartment) they can provide mutual surveillance 
though open façade, as well as lighting within the 

core.

What is important to note are the Khrushchyov-
ka stair design, they are much longer in length 
(375mm) and shorter in height (150mm). �e 
stairs themselves allow for people to stand 
comfortably and are much more accessible to 

di�erent types of users. 

Fig 9.35. Khrushchyovka stairwell. Ref Fig.6.13Fig 9.34. Stairwell for social contact

REDACTED
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Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

�e design of the stairwell would need to cater 
for spaces to stop on the landing, that may not 
inhibit the ability to see outside. �e stairwell 
serves as a boundary of territoriality on each 

�oor level. 

Shown here are the early stages of dwelling entry 
points and where residents have the chance to 

stop and interact.

Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

Each �oor will serve a maximum of four 
apartments. In smaller groups, families feel more 
comfortable of using the collective space for a 
wider range of activities (Newman, Defensible 

Space 6).

By avoiding no mains land in the vertical circula-
tion, allows people to claim the shared space and 
personalise the space though the de�ned set 
backs between elevators, developing a sense of 
security, maintenance and sparking conversa-

tions. 

Stairwell being set in the centre serves as an 
opportunity to see as others are going up or down 

the stairs.

Fig 9.36. Stairwell for social contact and apartment arrange-
ment to provide territoriality of shared space
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Vertical Circulation

Location / Placement

�e placement of the vertical circulation should 
be placed along the façade and be open to the 
daylighting, providing the spaces with as much 

light and vision on the neighbourhood.

As the block will be raised to allow pedestrians to 
pass by though the mixed use ground �oor, the 
stairwell proximity in the blocks will be centred 
as opposed to placement along the edge. �is 
ensures all private apartments are getting enough 
daylight and each vertical circulation doesn’t 

impede the pedestrians on ground �oor.

Fig 9.37. Stairwell location in the block for providing resi-
dents with spaces of interaction

Fig 9.38. Early iterations of vertical circulation in the block
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Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

Shown here are the testing the ideas of extending 
and shortening landing spaces on the stairwell. 
Shortening landings reduces space where 
residents may interact but it provides the ability 
to see and hear others residents below them. By 
extending the landing it creates a boundary 
where residents may stop on the edge and 

interact.

Landing Apartments

Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

When creating the interact-able stairwell, the 
same thing can be applied to the other side of the 
building. �ese so called “social spaces” where 
the dwelling entry points are, create a similar 

e�ect of interaction with the lower �oor levels.

Again, these features should be limited to two to 
three �oors for structural reasons, limiting the 
group participation to smaller quantities and 

reducing sound and echo. 

Social Space

Fig 9.39. Landing and lobby space iteration for providing 
greater social contact



208207

Stairwell / Vertical Circulation

�e vertical circulation has the potential to create 
social spaces opposite the stairwell. �is creates a 
shared space, as well as a pause space between the 
elevators and a de�nition of territoriality at each 

�oor level.

As two elevators are required to reach the 
proposed height of the design, each elevator will 
serve every 2nd �oor. �is provides open spaces 

for decoration, interaction and responsibility.

It improves the conditions of the Khrushchyovka 
through open vertical and horizontal circulation 
due to lighting and vision of the surrounding 

neighbourhood.

Elevator Social SpacePause

Fig 9.40. Stairwell and lobby organisation in providing ter-
ritoriality to shared space connection
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Topography

How the ground a�ects social interaction

�e ground �oor can play attract residents to 
interact. Shorter slopes, slow down the pedestri-
ans creating chance contact but are harder to 
access due to their slope. Longer and at a smaller 
angler, the topography is much easier accessible. 

Its important to create de�ned spaces where 
residents can stop in the neighbourhood. �ese 
would be established though hierarchy in ground 

levels, seating spaces, and nodes 

Natural Contours

Plinth

Dug InRaised

Split Levels Podium

Pyramid PyramidPyramid

GradualSteep Moderate

Fig 9.41. Ground floor access for providing pedestrian ac-
cess
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Roo�ng

Climate

�e roof plays an important role in providing 
lighting for social interaction though skylights. It 
also should adapt to the drastic climate changes 
in Moscow. �rough not allowing icicles to build 
up and providing enough insulation in cold 
winters. �e butter�y roof would be the best 
option as it is hidden, and would allow build-up 
of snow and rain to collect in the centre of the 

roof and drained though the core.

1. Flat 2. Gable

3. Flat (hidden) 4. Butter�y (short)

5. M Shaped 6. Butter�y

Fig 9.42. Climate adaptation though roofing
Fig 9.43. Possible assembly of apartment block
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Plan

Interior

Apartments entries are laid out around the 
centralized shared core. Each door entry is set 
back from the shared space to create de�nition of 
territoriality. �e juxtaposition of the dwellings 
allows residents to re�ect their zones of 

in�uence. 

�e core open to the façade allows for inhabitants 
to see outside the apartment and ensure their 

own security though mutual surveillance.

Plan

Interior

Each apartment facing the exterior, meaning all 
apartment will get as much daylight as possible. 
Creating di�erent apartment layout allows for 
personalisation and adaptation to the new 

apartment layout.

Fig 9.44. Plan adaptation to private and shared lobby space
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Elevation

Short

�e shared balconies will be arranged to create 
one, two and three storey interaction spaces. �is 
splits the apartment block interaction to smaller, 
more manageable spaces. If they ran along the 
whole building, that would create too much 
unfavourable acoustic environment. �is also 
means its much more manageable on who 
residents interact with within their shared 

balcony space.

�is also breaks the repetitiveness of the façade 
through structure, making residents know which 

apartment block is theirs.

Elevation

Long

What is noticed is the loss of  contact between the 
blocks. If the separation occurs then the only 
contact interaction may occur is only at ground 

level.

�e space between the buildings can be used 
more e�ciently such as social spaces, courtyards 
or bridging between apartments instead of a  void 

space.

Fig 9.45. Elevations and social contact within the facade Fig 9.46. Edges of the building and connection to other 
blocks



218217

Social Space

Section

�ough this  problem and spaces between blocks, 
the idea is to connect the blocks though bridging 
and communal spaces and balconies where 
residents may gather.  �e spaces would act as 
open courtyards, allowing light to �ow though to 
the ground �oor, and provide ventilation though 

summer months.

Social Space

Plan

As the connection between blocks occur, its 
important to ensure all residents get access to this 
space, whether its by seeing and hearing the 
activity, or a walk-able distance by each resident. 
�is should be achieved though placement of the 
social space in the centre of each building form 

ensuring accessibility to all.

Fig 9.47. Space between blocks, the potential increasing 
shared community spaces for residents

Fig 9.48. Space between blocks, the potential increasing 
shared community spaces for residents
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20.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Social Space 

Plan

Testing the options where the courtyard space 
will allow lighting and vision though the building 

and �oors below.

Larger �oor space allows for residents to come 
together. Smaller spaces are residents private 

balconies, overlooking the social spaces.

Communal and Vertical Circulation

Section

Vertical circulation lobby, communal spaces, and 
dwellings facing the street provides residents 
with mutual surveillance and low intensity 
contact. �e open ground �oor lets pedestrians 
pass through the building and access neighbour-
hoods amenities much easier than walking 

around a long block.

Fig 9.49. Iterations for social spaces that provide the ideal 
contact between different floor levels
Fig 9.50. Sections though the building and accessibility to 
communal and social facilities
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Design Summary

- Di�erent sized balconies are used to create 
interaction within the shared space to bring back 

a sense of community. 

- Centralized vertical circulation to provide easy 
access as well as mutual surveillance of the 

neighbourhood.

- Communal spaces arranged though the 
building to provide spaces for residents and 

friends to share goals and meaning.

- Shared spaces between longer block to private 
an open area for getting together.

- Raising the building to provide pedestrian �ow 
and access underneath though amenities and 

services.

Fig 9.51. The addition of all elements into design Fig 9.52. Design iteration one
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Fig 9.53. Design iteration two Fig 9.54. Design iteration three
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Topography
`

Landscape between buildings can play a huge 
role in creating or prohibiting spaces where 
interaction will take place. Although not 
included in the scope of this research, the spaces 
designed between, will need to be promoting 

contact though accessibility.

Raised ground provides a higher viewing 
perspective and see other pedestrians. 

A split in topography inhibits interaction due to 
accessibility between users and needs to be 
connected through bridging or walkways around.

Blocks Relationship

�e section mainly look at how buildings a�ect 
the social interaction between them and how 
social contact can be increased though facing 
lobbies, lighting, access, shared spaces and 

facilities.

9.3 Neighbourhood (L)

Fig 9.55. Early neighbourhood block arrangement testing Fig 9.56. Topography and building relationship for social 
contact
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Blocks Relationship

�e early testing began through how spaces 
between building may be arranged, how to create 
favourable spaces though light penetration and 

mutual surveillance.

Blocks Relationship

�e idea of creating a non repetitive environment 
is important and can be achieved in a variety of 
ways though building form, façade manipulation 

and raising and lowering blocks.

Shown here is the idea of di�erential building 
blocks each at di�erent levels to create variety in 
the neighbourhood, this creates hierarchy 
between the buildings, where one may serve as 
more commercial services on the ground �oor, 
hence it being raised more than others, while the 
shorter height may re�ect more of a residential 

apartment.

Services
Residential

Residential
Residential

Fig 9.57. Early neighbourhood block spaces sketches
Fig 9.58. Blocks relationship to one another and seeing the 
other residents though mutual surveillance
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Microrayon Neighbourhood

Popular with the Russian Microrayon Layout

�e popular options with a Microrayon layout 
can be seen at di�erent scales. �e very systemat-
ic approach of the arrangement provides spaces 
for interaction, access to education and close 
proximity to natural environments. �ese layouts 
have been carefully planned and that is the 
reasoning to stick within the proposed Khrush-
chyovka footprint because of its advantages 

though climate and access points.

2 Blocks

Spaces Between Two Blocks

Two blocks create a neighbourhood shared space 
in between the blocks. �ough analysis it is 
e�ective facing blocks as it provides mutual 
surveillance and security. �e spacing between is 
another issue. If the building are too close, the 
sunlight will not penetrate into the neighbour-
hood space. If the buildings are faced too far 
apart, the ability to see, hear and create public 

gathering spaces reduce due to the distance.

Fig 9.60. 2 Block neighbourhood connectionFig 9.59. Microrayon layout reflection
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3 Blocks

Spaces Between �ree Blocks

Similar to two block application, three blocks 
create more spaces between buildings that can 
contribute to di�erent amenities application. One 
for example can hold a public park, the other 

space can hold the educational facilities.

If arranged at right angles, they can create 
courtyards which work well as three buildings 
can face each other promoting mutual surveil-
lance and the activity within can promote low 
intensity contact though hearing and seeing the 

activity within.

4 Blocks

Spaces Between Four Blocks

�e same ideas apply to four and �ve block 
arrangement. Instead of a generic and repetitive 
environment, buildings shi�s would encourage 
spaces for interaction and break the repetition. 
�is makes  the remembrance of the residents 
apartments easier, as well as the setback can 

provide pause spaces between blocks.

5 Blocks

Spaces Between Five Blocks

Fig 9.62. 4 and 5 Block neighbourhood connectionFig 9.61. 3 Block neighbourhood connection
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Courtyards

Spaces Between Courtyards

With courtyard arrangement in mind, though 
planning they can be potential for spaces that 
allows for both access, lighting and interaction. If 
courtyards are modestly open at all points and 
face the activity, they can instigate spaces for 
interaction. It is important to face the activity 
with courtyards and other block arrangement, 
otherwise the blocks become prone to crime due 

to minimal pedestrian tra�c.

Courtyards

Spaces Between Courtyards

Courtyard spaces are most likely the most 
e�cient at creating communal spaces that can 
provide low intensity contact within. �e issue 
with courtyard design is that it might segregate 
the community to just the three or four blocks. If 
not accessible though various points, the space 
can be seen by pedestrians as a closed communi-
ty rather than a public space, and therefore not 

inviting.

Fig 9.64. Courtyard neighbourhood connection and impli-
cations

Fig 9.63. Courtyard neighbourhood connection
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Long Blocks

Spaces Between Long Blocks

Building on Jane Jacobs principles, long blocks 
don’t work as well to provide pedestrian intensi�-
cation and social contact due to minimal amount 
of access points though the structure. �is can 
only be achieved though shorter blocks, or blocks 
that have been raised above the ground to allow 

access for pedestrians and residents. 

Urban Arrangement

10+ Blocks

In summary, its important to provide variety of 
spaces in size, amenity and activity to attract 
pedestrians and interaction. �is allows for 
chance contract to happen with more users in 

shared spaces.

Spaces between buildings should not be at a close 
proximity inhibiting light and access. Blocks 
should face the activity to promote low intensity 

contact. 

Fig 9.66. Urban plan possibilities though existing site con-
ditions

Fig 9.65. Long vs short blocks arrangement
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Spaces Between

Scale 1:50

�e iterative process of developing di�erent 
environment between buildings to increases 
social interaction is achieved though arrange-
ment of balconies facing the street, to see and 
hear activity. Public spaces open in centralized 
blocks that serve the community and become the 
node of the park where residents and pedestrians 

gather.

Shared Balcony
(Semi Private)

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Park
(Public)

1-515/5

Shared Balcony
(Semi Private)

Commercial
(Public)

Commercial
(Public)

Balcony
(Private)

Interaction
At all levels

Split Levels

Car Park / Amenities
(Semi Private)

Fig 9.67. Spaces between different building blocks



240239

Education
(Public)

Seeing, Hearing
the activity outside

Spaces Between

30M

15M

Spaces Between

Scale 1:50

Its important that each building is facing the 
activity. As the proposed idea of retaining the 
educational facilities on site provides useful the 
hearing and seeing of the activity surrounding 

the blocks.

Eyes on the street

Podium Structure (Car Park)
(Semi Private)

Roo�op
(Semi Private)

Retail Amenities
(Public)

Apartment
(Private)

Fig 9.68. Spaces between different building blocks



242241

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Car Access
(Semi Private)

Playgrounds
(Public)

Spaces Between

Scale 1:50

Creating a variety of spaces through raising 
extending spaces between buildings for shared 
space activities. �is provides the people indoor 
to participate in hearing and seeing others in 

space.

Street Frontage
(Public)

Fig 9.69. Spaces between different building blocks
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Summary

�e outcomes of the neighbourhood iterations 
have shown that raising the building above 7 
�oors will reduce the social interaction on 
ground �oor through hearing the pedestrian, 

impairing vision and recognition of residents. 

�rough facing apartments creating eyes on the 
street where residents can hear and see the 

activity surrounding them. 

Spaces between building should be minimal in 
order to create interaction, but short spaces may 
lead to create to unfavourable environment due 

to sunlight loss and wind tunnel e�ect.

�e building should face the activity between 
them such as park, education, commercial and 

recreational activities happen.

Developing shared spaces on ground �oor will 
create shared spaces where residents can gather 

and interact.

Above 7 storeys
Loss of Connection

to Ground

Fig 9.70. Block spaces arrangement iterations
Fig 9.71. Heights and access implications with neighbour-
hood interaction
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Meters 

250 5000

1:25,000
Fig 9.72. Kuzminki Axo site view

9.4 Urban (XL)
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Meters 

50 1000

1:5,000

Urban Planning

Climate

Perpendicular buildings allow for a all around 
sun e�ciency during Summer. In Winter, it is 
mostly overcast so it is sunlight is mostly neglect-
ed. It is important to consider the darker spaces 
and allow as much light to penetrate to create 

favourable social conditions. 

June 21st
6am - 8pm

September 21st
8am - 5pm

December 21st
10am - 3pm

Fig 9.73. Site day lighting reflection
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Urban Planning

Kuzminki

Education was a big priority in the Russian 
culture even before the Soviet Unions collapse. 
�ere are many educational, cultural, and social 
facilities existing on site, which i believe should 
be retained and designed with them, not against 
them. �ey provide support for the suburb of 
Kuzminki for social interaction, contact, 

proximity and reliability. 

Although many of the facilities are from the 
Soviet era, they sometimes are overloaded in the 
current decades, but this is beyond the scope of 

the project to redesign them as well.

�e design does provide ways of reducing 
overcrowding in schools and kindergartens 
through use of communal spaces in di�erent 
ways as small classroom class, a�er-school care 

and youth amenities. 

�e future plans of the project does have the 
potential to improve the educational, cultural 

and social amenities.

Urban Planning

�e key idea here is to create awareness and 
connection to  surrounding suburbs. As the main 
driver for this design, the centralised educational 
facilities in each suburb, have the potential to be 
connected through green walkways in spaces 

between.

Fig 9.74. Enhancing the pedestrian and public space 
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Urban Planning

Connection

Division of the block creating and retaining the 
education, social and cultural spaces in the 

middle.

Access

Reducing the amount of tra�c travelling through 
the site. Main access points will be spread out 

along the perimeter of the site.

Public Walkways

Designing through the connection of the public 
walkways around schools and kindergarten. �e 
aim to connect the surrounding Microrayons 
though green walkways and create hotspots for 

people to interact.

Urban Planning

Existing On Site
Scale 1:10,000

�e goal here is to retain as many amenities and 
facilities on site to sustain the cultural identity of 

Kuzminki. 

Here are the test showing the correlation of 
existing building on site and line of sight of these 
structures. Line of sight is important as it 
provides cue searching for facilities and provides 

existing spaces for social contact

Retail B
uildings

Existin
g Buildings

Surrounding Buildings

1-515/5 on site

Education Faciliti
es

Existin
g Access

Fig 9.75. Connecting the site Fig 9.76. Relationship to surrounding and existing
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Removal of unnecessary
structures:

- Garages
- Abandoned buildings
- Car parks

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

Path

Edge

District

Node

Landmark

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

�e attempt at replacing Khrushchyovka blocks 
to the proposed blocks is generic and creates a 
monotonous environment. Although the idea of 
retaining vegetation, road networks and facilities 
is important to culture, the arrangement of 
blocks does not promote awareness in sense of 

space due to spaces being nearly identical.

Following Lynch’s ideas on creating elements of 
the city:

Path: Edge: District: Node: Landmark:

(Lynch 46)

He de�ned also �ve performance dimensions for 
urban design that will aid in creating spaces and 
opportunity for social interaction in the urban 
environment:

Vitality
- Form of the places supporting the functions, 
biological requirements and capabilities of 
human beings.

Sense
- Places can be clearly perceived and structured 
in time and space.

Fit
- Form and capacity of spaces match the pattern 
of behaviours that people engage in.

Access
- Ability to reach other persons, activities, 
resources, services, information or places.

Control
-  �ose who work, use or rides in places can 
create and manage access to spaces and 
activities.

 (Lynch 111)

Fig 9.77. Removal of unnecessary and uninhabitable struc-
tural

Fig 9.78. Kevin Lynch principles on Kuzminki site
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Access
Connection

Path
Intensi�cation

Metro

Primary

Secondary

Setback

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:40,000 / 1:20,000

Creating a better pedestrian �ow, access and 
connection to the surrounding environments.

�e division of the site into smaller districts 
creates a better pedestrian �ow though the site, 
creates shared spaces, facilities and parks, as well 
forms smaller communities within each separate 

block.

Path

Edge

Node

Landmark

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:10,000

Fit: Centralized play space.

Vitality and Control: Smaller district 
communities.

Sense: Di�erential spaces.

Access: Connected though walkways.

Fig 9.79. Pedestrian access through site and shared spaces Fig 9.80. Kevin Lynch principles on Kuzminki site through 
adaptation of access

“People want to face activity” (Bennett 
62)



258257

Iteration 1

Similar Blocks

Iteration 2

Splitting and extending
Spaces Between

Iteration 3

Adaptation
Pedestrian

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

Shown here are the manipulation of apartment 
footprints in order to create interact-able spaces 

between the blocks.

Centralized Shared Facilities:

- Parks
- Education

- Gymnasium
- Services

- Commercial

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

Some apartments ended up blocking the 
possibility of hearing and seeing others, 
especially in the centre and north point of the 
site. �e removal of these create open spaces for 

interaction which Kuzminki was lacking of.

Fig 9.81. Adaptation of blocks to enhance social life Fig 9.82. Adaptation of blocks and creation of public spaces
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Mutual Surveillance

Eyes on the street

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

�e connection between apartments is achieved 
through facing the lobby’s between each 
apartment. �is creates surveillance though each 

small community, with vision on the streets.

Emergency and services
tra�c routes

Mutual Surveillance

Rotation of blocks

Urban Planning

Scale: 1:20,000

�e �nal changes include adaptation of blocks to 
suite the pedestrian tra�c and form a non 

repetitive environment. 

Fig 9.83. Adaptation of blocks to enhance mutual surveil-
lance

Fig 9.84. Adaptation of blocks to enhance mutual surveil-
lance
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Fig 10.01. Floor levels of proposed three block design
Fig 10.02. Proposed block design

10. DESIGN CRITIQUE
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-2.

-1.

0.

Block 1

Block Connection

For this part, only one of the apartment block has 
been shown as the similarity in assembly occur in 

the rest of the blocks.

�e design consists of 11 levels:

Two underground for parking and services;
One ground �oor for commercial amenities;

Seven for apartments and communal facilities;
Roof for services access.

1.

2.

3. 6.

4.

5.

7.

8.

Fig 10.03. Block one assembly
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1 2 3 54

a

b

c

4 65

1

2

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Shared Balcony (Semi Private)

Apartment
(Private)

Kitchen

Living Bedroom Bedroom

Bathroom

Communal Area
(Semi Public)

First Floor Plan

Scale 1:200

Apartments are structured around the core of the 
core and lobby of the building. Highlighted in 
red, are the vertical services running behind the 

elevators.

Spaces where low intensity contact may happen 
are shared balcony, stairwell and lobby, due to 
their nature where people might pass by really 

quickly to get to their apartment.

More intensi�ed interactions between residents 
are held within communal areas. 

7m
7m

6m 6m4m6m

6 7 8 9 11 1210
87 1 2

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Shared Balcony (Semi Private)

Communal Area
(Semi Public)

Communal Area
(Semi Public)

Communal
Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Communal
Courtyard
(Semi Public)

6m 6m 6m 6m 6m 6m

13 14 15 17 1816

6

1

2

3

2

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Shared Balcony (Semi Private)

Communal
Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Communal Area
(Semi Public)

6m 6m 6m 6m

Fig 10.04. Three block first floor plan
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10.1 Interior - Private

Fig 10.05. Block one private and shared floor, interactable 
facade and private and shared balcony orientation
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Apartment Plan

Scale: 1:200

It was important to support di�erent 
communities and family sizes, with a �exible 
modular apartment design. �e development of 
series of interconnected units, the apartments  
o�er a sense of identity and community to the 
residents. �e variation ranges from 1, 2 or 3 
room apartment, materials and di�erential 
balcony spaces that bring individuality to each 
apartment and support social interaction outside.

Each �oor hosts 2 to 4 apartments, depending on 
the location of the communal area that takes up 2 
units. Each block can host up to 28 apartment, 8 

more than the current Khrushchyovka model.

Since most apartments windows face the 
outdoor, privacy is not an issue, but through 
shared balconies, privacy is managed through the 
arrangement of windows and shading louvres 

hidden behind the recessed ceiling.

Balcony
(Private)

Lobby
(Semi Private)

Kitchen

Living

Bathroom

Storage

Service

Fig 10.06. Private apartment plan and customisation
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Apartment Modulation

�e possibility for interior apartment and 
balcony modulation create di�erent atmosphere 
and spaces for interaction. Depending on the 
resident’s preferences, balconies will be designed 
up to their speci�cations but still maintain an 
interaction within the façade level. �e 
apartments are �exible enough to accommodate 
family units, housing for singles and for the 

elderly.

Fig 10.07. Private apartment modulation and balcony rela-
tionship



276275

Fig 10.08. Possible bedroom arrangement and connection to 
the outside
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7m7m
abc

a1c1

Level 8
25m

Level 7
22m

Level 6
19m

Level 5
16m

Level 4
13m

Level 3
10m

Level 2
7m

Level 1
4m

Level -1
-4m

Level -2
-8m

Kitchen / Living Room Section
Section 4

Scale 1:200

Each apartments kitchen is equipped with built 
in rubbish chutes that runs through the central 
grid, leading down to underground and ground 
�oor, removing the need for outdoor rubbish 

collection areas.

Living
(Private)

Bedroom
(Private)

Car Park
(Semi Public)

Kitchen
(Private)

Balcony
(Semi Private)

Fig 10.09. Services for rubbish collection through kitchen
Fig 10.10. Kitchen day lighting penetration
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Fig 10.11. Living room arrangements and connection to the 
outdoor
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10.1 Block - Semi Private

Fig 10.12. Residents interaction on shared balcony
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abc

Level 8
25m

Level 7
22m

Level 6
19m

Level 5
16m

Level 4
13m

Level 3
10m

Level 2
7m

Level 1
4m

Level 0
0m

South Elevation
Scale 1:200

On the shorter sides of the building, the shared 
balcony is area is much smaller, but with the 
inclusion of variable balcony lengths, provides 

interaction between most �oors.

cba

North Elevation
Scale 1:200

Fig 10.13. Building elevation with facade and residents con-
tact behind it
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18 16 1517 14

East Elevation
Scale 1:200

�e façade has been stripped o� to show how 
social interaction are expected to occur within 

the shared balconies.

At most, balconies share 3 levels. �is allows for 
communication and interaction between 3 �oor. 
Balconies on the 1st �oor and around the 
communal areas are extended to the façade for 
structural reasons. �is favours for smaller 
communities of residents to engage within a 

certain and clearer de�ned space.

Sections  markers shown for reference:

Red - Stairwell
Grey - Communal Courtyards

White - Common Sections Entry
(Semi Private)

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

1213 10 911 78

Retail Amenities
(Public)

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Stairwell
(Semi Public)

Services
(Semi Private)

8 12
6 124 35

Level 8
25m

Level 7
22m

Level 6
19m

Level 5
16m

Level 4
13m

Level 3
10m

Level 2
7m

Level 1
4m

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

Courtyard
(Semi Public)

46 57

1

1 2

Fig 10.14. Whole building elevation with facade removed 
showing different spaces for interaction
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96 7 81 2 43 5

West Elevation
Scale 1:400

�e open able façade doors and windows allows 
for climate control during cold winters and hot 
summers but is also intended for allowing low 
and passive social contact. �e residents can 
decide whether they want to hear children at play, 
or simply communication with their friend 

walking by the perimeter.

181615 1712 13 1410 11

Fig 10.15. Whole building elevation with facade removed 
showing different spaces for interaction

Fig 10.16. Shared balcony space during the day and during 
the night
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Shared Balcony Section
Section 6

Scale 1:200

Balconies are extended in di�erent lengths. �is 
allows for residents to look down between the 
façade and communicate with other residents on 

�oors above or below them.

Shared Balcony Section
Section 8

Scale 1:200

Di�erent variants of balconies provides di�erent 
kinds of interaction. For example:

A single �oor balcony creates for closer and 
intimate interaction due to peoples proximity. 
�ese balconies are placed around communal 
spaces in order to connect people and to serve as 
division for the building, creating smaller 
communities, and reducing noise  and privacy 

issues.

A two �oor shared balcony, provides interaction 
between two neighbours. Not only are you a 
neighbour on one �oor, but the �oor above or 

below you.

A three �oor and �nal size of balcony 
arrangement connects many residents together. It 
became challenging to provide social interaction 
at this scale. Due to the increased space, more 
noise and more privacy issues become apparent, 
therefore a three �oor shared balcony is the 

largest in the design. 

Fig 10.17. Shared balcony for social interaction
Fig 10.18. Different variants in social contact in balcony 

design



294293

Shared Balcony

Life within

The images depict how social interaction may 
occur between the modular shared balcony itera-
tions. The interactions vary from passive and low 
intensity contact, but with time, residents will get 
to catch up with one another more frequently 
than just passing by in the lobby or stairwell.

Fig 10.19. How residents may use their private balcony and 
interact between multiple floor levels.
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7m
7m

2m
2m

6m1.65m 6m

Communal Areas

Scale 1:200

The main idea is that the housing is flexible 
enough to accommodate a range of offices and 
stores and thus include social economic activi-
ties (which are often absent or poorly designed in 
many residential housing in Moscow) to improve 
the social relationship of its residents and bring 
in more visitors to the suburb.

The communal areas serve as a basis for people to 
meet each resident. These areas can be adapted to  
social, commercial or educational facilities. This 
is followed from Moscow’s residents needs and 
wants of communal facilities. 

Communal areas take up two apartment floor 
spaces and are divide the building in order to cre-
ate separate, smaller communities and create a 
central meeting platform for those communities. 

Fig 10.20. Communal area adaptable plans
Fig 10.21. Communal laundry area
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Fig 10.22. Different layout options for communal facilities
Fig 10.23. Community residents meeting area
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Fig 10.24. Social space connected through shared balcony
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(Private)

(Semi-Private)

(Personalisation)

7m
7m

2m
2m

4m1.5m 1.5m

Social Space

Scale :1:200

The social space lobby’s on each floor have three 
different options depending on the floor layout. 
They all define the threshold from public to pri-
vate space. The addition of a set back, creates a 
space for residents desired decoration and per-
sonalization. Shared space creates richness creat-
ed by the inhabitants through their use and their 
personal decoration.  This allows for a gathering 
space in the core of the apartment.

The pause space between blocks provides resi-
dents with avoiding any uncertain interaction 
they don’t want. It is important to have the inter-
mediate space between to have an undemanding 
social interaction.

The combination of communal spaces and resi-
dential areas are both meaningful and attractive 
(Gehl 14).

Fig 10.25. Territoriality definition in lobby
Fig 10.26. Social space courtyard providing lighting and in-
teraction between floor levels
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abc

a1c1

Level 8
25m

Level 7
22m

Level 6
19m

Level 5
16m

Level 4
13m

Level 3
10m

Level 2
7m

Level 1
4m

Level 0
0m

Level -1
-4m

Level -2
-8m

Stairwell / Social Space

Section 1 - Stairwell
Scale 1:200

�e semi private social space is designed in a way 
where the elevator stops at every second �oor, 
thus creating more space for social interactions, 
play and activities to occur around the apartment 

lobby. 

�e open stairwell and courtyard provides 
passive contact and the ability to see and hear 

people outside the building.

Eyes on
the street

7m7m

Fig 10.27. Social and courtyard space providing recognition 
and mutual surveillance for chance contact
Fig 10.28. Lobby courtyard space
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Fig 10.29. Residents claiming the shared space
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Stairwell / Social Space

Section 2 - Stairwell
Scale 1:200

Each apartment entry is spacious for 
personalisation of space and open, allowing for 

surveillance, lighting and recognition.

ElevatorCourtyard Stairwell

Fig 10.30. Social and courtyard space providing recognition 
and mutual surveillance for chance contact
Fig 10.31. Lobby courtyard space
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Underground
(Darker, less favourable
spaces for interaction)

Stairwell

The differential sizes of set backs, creates a pause 
space for the residents, to stop by and interact. 
As the shorter landing overhang, they create the 
ability to see and hear the other residents on 
lower floors.

Fig 10.32. Stairwell axo view

Fig 10.33. Stairwell on the perimeter of the building for effec-
tive day lighting
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Fig 10.34. Stairwell low intensity contact and surveillance 
opportunities through landing organisation

Fig 10.35. Long landing creates space for social contact
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Communal Courtyard

Section 1 - Communal Area
Scale 1:200

Central communal areas are well lit with skylight 
incorporation, that passes down through to the 
courtyard creating a space that would encourage 
interaction between residents. By providing the 
generosity of space, multiple uses and freedom of 
use for both outside and inside the apartment al-
lowing residents to feel connected to their shared 
space. This creates the atmosphere of space 
shared as a whole, which provides relation to the 
surrounding neighbours.

Fig 10.36. Communal area one section
Fig 10.37. Communal area gathering between blocks
Fig 10.38. Communal area gathering axo
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Communal Courtyard Section

Section 2 - Communal Area
Scale 1:200

�e spaces between apartments is provided with 
multi level bridging, as well as courtyard and 
central meeting areas for gathering 

opportunities. 

�e importance of these spaces is that it connects 
three apartments blocks together through the 
bridging within. Residents don’t have to leave the 
apartment block to visit another neighbour in 
another block but instead meet in the middle, 
and in possibility meet another neighbour from 

the �oor above.

Fig 10.39. Communal area two section
Fig 10.40. Communal area gathering between blocks
Fig 10.41. Communal area gathering axo
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6m 6m

Communal Courtyard Section
Section 1

Scale 1:2004 765 9 1087 9 108 131211

Fig 10.42. Communal area interaction possibilities
Fig 10.43. Top floor of communal courtyard showcasing the 
day lighting opportunity
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10.3 Neighbourhood - Semi Public

Fig 10.44. Ground floor lobby entry in Winter
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96 7 821 43 5

Mutual Surveillance
though open lobby

181615 1712 13 1410 11

a
b

c

Lobby

Services
Access

Carpark
Entry

Commercial

Ground Floor Plan

Scale 1:400

Mixed use ground floor attracts visitors and 
intensifies the pedestrians. The short block ar-
rangement and landscaped passage ways, provide 
easy access, contact points and spaces for social 
interaction. Commercial facilities are at a close 
proximity to many dwellers in the suburb. The 
public outdoor spaces can attract more play in 
the neighbourhood, wether its a playground, kin-
dergarten or an event, and residents can observe 
from the view of their balcony.

Fig 10.45. Ground floor plan and access for pedestrians, 
neighbourhood and cars
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Spaces Between

Section 7
Scale 1:200

Communal
(Semi Private)

Communal
(Semi Private)

30 - 40m

City at eye level

Public Space

Public Realm

Private Private

Fig 10.46. Surveillance opportunities from block
Fig 10.47. Mutual surveillance between blocks and gathering 
spaces between
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Climate Control

Natural and cross ventilations though social 
space courtyard.

Cross ventilation though shared balconies with 
interact-able façade windows.

Ceiling services and air ducts hidden above 
ceiling, extracting air to core.

Construction

�e main reason for going for a double skin 
façade is to minimize the amount of icicles 
formation and insulate the apartment during the 
extreme winters. �e enclosed balconies provide 
comfort, control and a space for interaction while 

in contact with the neighbourhood.

�e �rst skin of the façade is made from glass and 
possibility of steel framing structure. Secondary 
façade is timber boards, sourced from Russia’s 

abundance of forestry supplies.

Materiality and interior �nishes will be 
dependant on the end user. 

Fig 10.48. Climate control through open able facade
Fig 10.49. Possible construction techniques
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Meters 

50 1000

1:5,000

Scale: 1:20,000

The design is dedicated to the improvements of 
a 1960’s neglected neighbourhood in Moscow 
through the rehabilitation of neglected areas in 
the Microrayon and a contemporary approach to 
the addition of new apartment blocks and com-
munity facilities.

The connection to the surrounding Microray-
ons is achieved though pedestrian traffic and 
footpaths connecting the districts together. The 
split site allows for greater community control 
through territoriality where each neighbourhood 
is focused between two to four blocks. 

The minimization of car roads on site allows for 
the neighbourhood to be more pedestrian friend-
ly with traffic access only from the perimeter of 
the site while the wider roads accessible for emer-
gency and building services.

The proximity of green spaces between the apart-
ment buildings is important as it fostering social 
activities, producing noise and a sense of interac-
tion among urban residents.

10.4 Urban - Public

Fig 10.50. Urban site access
Fig 10.51. Block orientation between neighbourhoods and 
development of public spaces between
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Fig 10.52. Interaction and gathering spaces between blocks Fig 10.53. Interaction and gathering spaces between blocks
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Old and New

Scale: 1:1000

Working within the provided footprint had its 
challenges, but working within them allowed for 
retention of existing vegetation, community 

amenities and the ideal sunlight orientation. 

Depending on the Khrushchyovka size (grey), 
the design structure can �t most of the existing 
Khrushchyovkas on site, or in Moscow. Although 
the building  footprint ended up slightly larger 
than existing, it can be compensated through 

later planning stages.

3 Block Khrushchyovka
2 Block Design

4 Block Khrushchyovka
2 Block Design

5 Block Khrushchyovka
3 Block Design

3 Block Design

96m

14
m

14
m

14
m

16.8m

19.2m

a1
1a 1 2 3 5 6 74 8 9 11 12 1310 14 15 17 18 18a16

a

b

c

c1

Underground Plan

Scale 1:100

�e underground car parking plan is accessed 
only from one point of the building, reducting 
the amount of tra�c going around the building 

and accessible only from main road. 

If the building core is rotated on one or two 
blocks to face the activity, the car parking can be 

dealt with accordingly.

Fig 10.54. Block reflection on old and new Fig 10.55. Removing as many cars from the street as possible 
with underground car parking
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Roof Plan

Scale 1:500

�e site arrangement consists of three building 
angles. Designed from the building footprint of 
the demolished Khrushchyovka due to its 

optimal sunlight orientation.

�e roof and services on top are hidden. In order 
to protect from the harsh climate of Moscow, it 
includes a butter�y roof, collecting and draining 
rain and snow to service cores highlighted in red.
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Structure Section
Section 5

Scale 1:200

All structural member sizes have been calculate 
based on Resist results (See Appendix 
A1.30-A1.34). All structure is steel unless 

otherwise stated.

Podium - 5 x 20 Grid
Apartment Block -3 x 6 Grid

Columns -  350 x 350
Underground Beams - 600 x 200
Apartment Beams - 400 x 200
Tapered beams - 400 to 200 x 200 

Fig 10.56. Roof plan and building orientation for climate 
control
Fig 10.57. Structure possibility for further design develop-
ment
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In the final stages development, with the con-
struction nearing completion, the first problem 
that comes to mind are the educational and com-
mercial facilities being able to sustain the densi-
fied environment. These areas will most likely 
need reconstruction to suit the public demand of 
the suburb. Although the possibility of providing 
simultaneous reconstruction of facilities in the 
neighbouring suburbs is required. With the re-
tention of many structures, amenities and vegeta-
tion, it is important that the maintenance persists 
though the development of the project.

The intensification will no doubt surge the trans-
port network of the busses and metro, even 
though the transport systems are at an all-time 
high in the suburb. Moscow government pro-
posed plans for upgraded metro network which 
will likely deal with the issues of social connec-
tion to the city centre. 

In order to bring variation, the development of 
lower rise structures and materiality of the de-
sign is applicable. The public use of the rooftop is 
also a possibility in order to create a more vibrant 
public environment.

Future Development

Fig 10.58. Possible future development and densification op-
tions
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This thesis investigated how high-density apart-
ments for Moscow could act as an alternative for 
post war housing and can encourage social inter-
action focused on engaging the community. 

Social interaction in apartment buildings can 
be seen as problematic because it is rarely seen 
Moscow’s current housing models. While many 
architectural presents have considered social in-
teraction, Russia’s high density housing princi-
ples have not yet transformed to support a more 
forced level of shared amenities and facilities 
to those seen in European models. This thesis 
makes a different contribution by approaching 
social interaction though an architectural per-
spective on engaging the community.

Situated in Kuzminki, the research responds to 
four key criteria’s. First, establishing strong links 
with the community though shared, collective 
and common space. Second, improving social in-
teraction within the urban environment though 
low intensity contact. Third, the spaces that 
strengthen social contact within a high density 
mixed demographic environment and promote a 
sense of community. Finally, the needs and de-
sires from families in a different culture in a post 
war medium-density housing environment. 

The literature review demonstrates ways of social 
interaction can be expanded into different hu-
man aspects. Felling safe in an environment is 
related to how and when a person might interact. 
The feel of the space, lighting and materiality may 
impact a person wishes on interaction. Even the 
subtle experience of space, shall engage a less mo-
bile person though seeing and hearing. This sug-
gest the need to adapt the existing medium and 
high density environment for social interaction 
as most living is done indoors.

The design development stages consisted of many 
design tests, where the experimentations were 
aimed to solve site specific requirements such as 
access, contact, light and privacy, and to resolve 
the design framework objectives. Each idea, 
hosted an iteration, that lead towards tightened 
design decisions which led to the final outcome. 
The process based development study into how 
the built environment might perhaps enhance 
social contact through design and engage the 
community.

The shared balcony proposal takes areas of the 
apartment that may be potentially under-utilised 
or nonexistent in many apartment buildings and 
creates a place for people to connect. It imple-
ments a safe space for children to play, allows 
for passive and active social contact, and this 
brings people together. This provides reason 
to visit and make contact with other residents. 
Over time, this develops a sense of community. 
The easy accessible areas bring those who are less 
mobile, elderly, or prefer to stay indoors provides 
an opportunity for them to engage. The shared 
balconies are designed to create social contact at 
all levels of interaction, whether strangers, neigh-
bours or close friends. 

Redesigning the shared lobby, where residents  
spend the least amount of time in an apartment, 
provides expression and personalization to the 
residents of their “front yard”. It’s a useful amen-
ity for conversation starters, seeing how one may 
design, build or store in their set back can bring 
forth social contact. This also connects the resi-
dent to the apartment building, and take pride 
and joy in their shared space together. The open 
social spaces capitalize during the hot summer 
months, while the built in communal areas en-
sure the space can be useful during cold winters.

Spaces for interaction were tested in the lobby but 
also the stairwell as a place of contact. Stairwells 
in high density development are usually as mini-
mal footprint as they could be and used only in 
emergencies, when the elevator is broken or resi-
dents living on the lower floors. By providing ex-
tended landing, access to views and direct link to 
the shared lobby, develops mutual surveillance, 
constant eyes on the street and territoriality and 
maintenance of the shared space by residents.

The social courtyards provide a semi outdoor 
zone, protected from the environment and pro-
vides a larger meeting platform for people to con-
nect. Similarly, the communal areas are designed 
to be adaptable to the built, social and economic 
environment. These spaces provide a more inti-
mate and private social connection between resi-
dents or guests, something that can’t be applied to 
the balcony, lobby or the social courtyard.

11. CONCLUSION

Research was limited to the design of residents 
focused high-density residential model on a 
single test site in Moscow’s suburbs. Although 
the design response caters specifically to the 
Moscow’s suburb context, its potential applica-
tions are . The transitions from interior, block, 
footprint and urban scale development model 
provides ways of enhancing social interactions 
within the public and private context. In reality, 
the feasibility of the project is greatly impacted 
on economy and construction time. 

This study could have potential to develop the 
greater field of architecture. The design process 
followed in this thesis, although with its set of 
limitations, identified a valid method of ap-
proaching a design. The process of working from 
the small scale, the human scale, informs the 
private life, where most of your life will be spent 
indoors. This split of typological scales allows to 
inform even the small scale considerations that 
lead to a connection in the larger urban scale to 
even the small details.

Although a possibility, the design did not look 
into the adaptation of existing Khrushchyovki in-
frastructure. Instead, beginning from the ground 
up allowed for much further refinement of ideas 
and design ideas of social interaction in an urban 
environment.

With its set of limitations, the proposed design 
would benefit from further experimentations 
into a broader set of guidelines such as;

Public environment design:

- Seating and walkways
- Play areas
- Topography manipulation

Materiality exploration:

- A broad objective but plays a great role in 
providing more enjoyable spaces for social 
interaction.

Safety conscious design:

- Children supervision.
- Disability access.
- Fire proofing.
- Local building code.

Sustainability:

- Locally sourced materials.
- Cheaper construction.
- Growing the economy.
- Climate adaptation.
- Environmentally conscious and responsive.
- Water collection.
- Power generation.

Future technology development:

- Construction techniques.
- Materials.

Community involvement:

- Feedback.
- Participation on design.

Adaptation to other sites.

Post trauma of apartment relocation:

- The loss of a home that people had for decades.

Research Limitations

“The possibility of meeting neighbours and cow-
orkers often in connection with daily comings and 
goings implies a valuable opportunity to establish 
and later maintain acquaintances in a relaxed 
and undemanding way.” (Gehl 19)

Mixed use apartments provide intensity in pedes-
trian traffic. This increases the potential for social 
contact, especially with minimizing the amount 
of traffic happening around the neighbourhood 
with inclusion of the underground parking. This 
intensification of residents provides a more vi-
brant environment and experiencing others in 
public place. 

“Frequent meetings in connection with daily activ-
ities increase chances of developing contacts with 
neighbours, a fact noted by many surveys.”
(Gehl 19)

I strongly believe that cities can promote social 
interaction, public engagement and vibrant ur-
ban planning can have a positive impact on liv-
ability and restore the sense of community of the 
suburb.
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Community Culture 
 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 
 
Researcher: Anton Aliashkevich, Victoria University of Wellington. 
 

I have been given and have understood an explanation of this research project. I 
have had an opportunity to ask questions and have them answered to my 
satisfaction. I understand that I may withdraw myself (or any other information I 
have provided) from this project (by the 10th of November, 2018) without having to 
give reason. 

 
 
I understand that: 

 
• I may withdraw from this study at any point before November 10th, 2018, and 

any information that I have provided will be returned to me or destroyed. 
 
• The identifiable information I have provided will be destroyed on November 

25th, 2018. 
 
• Any information I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher. 

 
• I understand that the questionnaire sheets will only be accessible through 

the published thesis. 
 

• My name will not be used in reports, nor will any information that would 
identify me. 

 
 
Signature of participant:  ________________________________ 
 
(As an alternative, please send your consent to participate in this research survey as in email) 
 
Date:     ________________________________ 

 

 
1 

 

Общественная Культура 
 

СОГЛАСИЕ НА УЧАСТИЕ В ИССЛЕДОВАНИИ 
 
Исследователь: Антон Олешкевич, Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне. 
 

Я получил и понял объяснение этого исследовательского проекта. У меня была 
возможность задавать вопросы и иметь на них ответы, к моему 
удовлетворению. Я понимаю, что может вывести себя (или любую другую 
информацию, представленную мной) из этого проекта (до 10 Ноября 2018 
года), не аргументировать. 

 
Я понимаю что : 

 
• Я могу выйти из этого исследования в любой момент до 10 Ноября 2018 

года, и любой информации, которую я предоставил, буду возвращен мне 
или уничтожено. 

 
• Идентифицируемых мною информация будет уничтожена 25 Ноября 

2018 года. 
 
• Я понимаю, что вопросники будут доступны только через 

опубликованный тезис. 
 

• Моё имя не будет использаваться в отчетах и не будет информатция, 
котторая быидентифицировала меня. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Росспись:  ________________________________ 
 
(В качестве альтернативы, пожалуйста, пришлите свое согласие на участие в этом 
исследовании, как в электронной почте) 
 
Дата:   ________________________________ 

A 1.01. Research Consent Form (English) A 1.02. Research Consent Form (Russian)
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Community Culture 
 

INFORMATION FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
You are invited to take part in this research survey (questionnaire).  Please read this information before deciding whether or 
not to take part.  If you decide to participate, thank you.  If you decide not to participate, thank you for considering this 
request.   
 
Who am I? 

My name is Anton Aliashkevich and I am a Masters student in Architecture at Victoria University of Wellington. This 
research project is work towards my thesis. 

What is the aim of the project? 

This project aims to investigate ways that architectural design can be used to enhance social relationships and greater 
interactions in apartment living. 
This research survey (questionnaire) has been approved by the Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics Committee 
0000026560. 

How can you help? 

You have been invited to participate because you live in an apartment in Moscow/Russia. If you agree to take part you will 
complete a survey. The survey will ask you questions about apartment living.  The survey will take you 8 minutes to 
complete.   

What will happen to the information you give? 
The research is confidential and that the participants will not be named. This means that nobody, excluding the 
researcher (myself, Anton) will be aware of your identity. By answering it, you are giving consent for me to use 
your responses in this research project. Your answers will remain completely confidential and unidentifiable. Once 
you submit the survey, it will be impossible to retract your answer. Please do not include any personal identifiable 
information in your responses. 
 
What will the project produce? 

The information from my research will be used to inform the design development in my Masters in Architecture Thesis. 

If you have any questions or problems, who can you contact? 
If you have any questions, either now or in the future, please feel free to contact me: 
Anton Aliashkevich aliashanto@myvuw.ac.nz 

Student: 

Anton Aliashkevich 

aliashanto@myvuw.ac.nz 

 

Supervisor: 

Shenuka de Sylva 

Role: Supervisor 

School: Victoria University of Wellington 

Phone: 0221606760 

Shenuka.desylva@vuw.ac.nz 

 
Human Ethics Committee information 

If you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Victoria University HEC Convenor: 
Dr Judith Loveridge. Email hec@vuw.ac.nz or telephone +64-4-463 6028. 

 

ООббщщеессттввееннннааяя  ККууллььттуурраа  
 

ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ДЛЯ УЧАСТНИКОВ 
 
Приглашаем Вас принять участие в научно-исследовательской съемки (анкетирование). Пожалуйста, прочтите эту 
информацию, прежде чем решить, следует ли 
не принимать участие. Если вы решили участвовать, спасибо. Если вы решили не участвовать, спасибо за 
рассмотрение этого запроса. 
 
Кто я? 

Меня зовут Антон Aliashkevich и я студент магистра в области архитектуры в Университете Виктории в Веллингтоне. 
Этот исследовательский проект работа по моей диссертации. 

Какова цель этого проекта? 

Целью данного проекта является исследование путей, что архитектурное проектирование могут быть использованы 
для улучшения социальных отношений и большего взаимодействия в квартиру жизни. 
Это исследование обследование (вопросник) было утверждено в Университете Виктории в Веллингтоне человек 
Комитета по этике 0000026560. 

Как вы можете помочь? 

Вы были приглашены принять участие, потому что вы живете в квартире в Москве / России. Если вы согласны 
принять участие вы будете заполнить анкету. Опрос будет задавать вам вопросы о жизни квартиры. Опрос займет у 
вас 8 минут.   

Что будет происходить с информацией вы даете? 
Исследование является конфиденциальным и что участники не будут называться. Это означает, что никто, кроме 
исследователя (сам Антон) не будет знать о вашей личности. Отвечая на это, вы даете согласие на меня, чтобы 
использовать ваши ответы в данном исследовательском проекте. Ваши ответы останутся полностью 
конфиденциальными и неидентифицируемыми. После того, как вы отправите обследование, будет невозможно 
отказаться ответ. Пожалуйста, не включайте личную информацию в ваших ответах. 
 
Что проект производства? 

Информация от моего исследования будет использоваться для информирования развития дизайна в моих мастерах 
в архитектуре Thesis. 

Если у вас есть какие-либо вопросы или проблемы, которые могут обратиться? 
Если у вас есть какие-либо вопросы, сейчас или в будущем, пожалуйста, не стесняйтесь связаться со мной: 
Антон Олешкевич aliashanto@myvuw.ac.nz 

Ученик: 

Антон Олешкевич 

aliashanto@myvuw.ac.nz 

 

Руководитель: 

Шэнука дэ Силва 

Роль: Руководитель 

Школа: Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 

Телефон: 0221606760 

Shenuka.desylva@vuw.ac.nz 

 
Информация Комитета по этике человеческой 

Если у вас есть какие-либо опасения по поводу этического поведения исследования вы можете связаться с 
Университом Виктории HEC Руководителём: Д-р Джудит Ловеридж  

Эл. Адрес: hec@vuw.ac.nz или по телефону +64-4-463 6028.  

A 1.03. Information to participants (English) A 1.04. Information to participants (Russian)
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Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
Масштаб: Обзор 
Анкета целевой модель будет проводится с письменного согласия участника 
 
Дата:  ____________ 

Место нахождение: ____________ 
 
Возраст: 

 18-25  26-35  36-45  46-55  56-65  65+
  
Оккупация:   ____________ 
 
1. В каком типе многоквартирного здание вы сейчас живете? 
 

 Здание от 2 до 5 этажа 
 Здание от 6 до 10 этажа 

 Здание от 11 - 20 этажа 

 Здание от 21 или более этаже 
 Хрущёвка

 
2. Как давно вы здесь живете? 
 
 1-3 лет 

 3-7 лет 

 7 и более лет 
 
3. До переезда - почему вы решили переехать в этот район? 
 
 Безопасность (Обеспокоенность преступной деятельностю) 
 Размер квартиры (Желание для большего / лучшего жилища) 

 Расположение (ближе к работе / возможность работы) 
 Стоимость (квартплата и техническое обслуживание) 
 Другой ответ, пожалуйста укажите: 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Какой размер вашей семьи? 
 

Взрослых 
 1 

 2 
 3 

 4+ 

Детей 
 0  

 1 
 2 

 3+ 
 
5. Вы или члены семьи работают дома? 
 
 Да 

 Нет 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Overview 
Target Design Questionnaire 
 
To be conducted with the written consent of the participant 
 

Date: ____________ 
 
Location: ____________ 
 
Age Category: 

 18-25  26-35  36-45  46-55  56-65  65+
 

Occupation:  ____________ 
 
1. What apartment block type do you currently live in? 
 
 2 to 5 storey apartment 

 6 to 10 storey apartment 

 11 - 20 storey apartment 

 21 or more storey apartment 

 Khrushchevka 

 
2. How long have you lived here? 
 
 1-3 years 

 3-7 years 
 7 or more years 
 
3. Prior to moving – why did you choose to move to this neighbourhood? 
 
 Safety (Concerns about crime activity)  

 Size (Desire for a bigger/better dwelling) 

 Location (Closer to job/work opportunities) 

 Cost (rent and maintenance) 
 Other, please state: ____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. What is the size of your household? 
 

Adults 
 1  

 2 
 3 

 4+ 

Children 
 0 

 1 
 2 

 3+ 
 
5. Do you or any family members work from home? 
 
 Yes 

 No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 1.05. Questionnaire Page 1 (English) A 1.06. Questionnaire Page 1 (Russian)
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Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
Масштаб: Квартирная (внутренняя планировка) 
1. В каких пространств вашей квартиры вы проводите большую часть своего времени, оцените важность этих 

пространств по уровню от 1 до 5 (1. Очень важно - 5. Совсем неважно)? 
 
 Спальня 

 Гостиная 

 Столовая 

 Ванная комната 

 Кухня 

 Балкон 

 Прихожая 

 Кладовая 
 
2. Если у вас есть балкон или если вы хотели бы его иметь в вашей квартир, как вы его использовали? 
 

 Сушка одежды 
 Вырашивать растения 

 Место хранения 
 Медитация / релаксаци 

 Другой ответ, пожалуйста укажите: 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
3. Если ваша семья имеет детей в возрасте до 12 лет, играют ли они без присмотра в одном из следующих 

районах / кварталах? 
 

Да, где они играют? 
 В детском саду / школе 

 Внутри жилого дома 

 На детской площадке 

Нет, почему? 
 Волнуюсь об их безопасности (далеко) 
 Расстояние до площадки 

 Нет площадок для детей 
  
4. Важно для вас приглашать людей в вашу квартиру?  

 
 Очень важно   
 Не очень 

 
Если да, то сколько гостей можно навестить комфортно? 

 4-6 

 7-11 
 12+ 

Что ограничивает приглашение гостей в квартире? 
 Размер квартиры 

 Планировка кватриры 
 Другой ответ, пожалуйста укажите; 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Достаточно ли мест для хранения в вашей квартире? 

 
 Да 

 Нет, где вы храните остальные ваши вещи? 
 На даче 

 В гараже 

 В прихожей 

 В других комнатах 
 
6. Какие улучшения вы хотели бы видеть в вашей кватриры? Отметьте столько, сколько хотелось бы. 

 
 Больше мест для хранения 
 Теплее и ярче квартиру 

 Звукоизоляция внутри и между квартирами 
 Отрытый план 

 
7. Есть ли что-нибудь еще вы хотели бы добавить или поменять? 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Home / apartment (internal layout) 
1. When at home, which spaces do you spend most of your time in, rate the importance of these spaces on a scale of 1 

to 5 (1. Very Important – 5. Lesser importance)? 
 
 Bedroom 

 Living room 

 Dining room 

 Bathroom 

 Kitchen 

 Balcony 

 Hallway 

 Storage Room 
 
2. If you do have a balcony or would like to have one in your home, how would you use it? 
 

 Drying clothes 
 Growing vegetation 

 Storage 
 Meditation / relaxation 

 Other, please state: ____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. If your household has children under 12, do your children play without supervision in any of the following spaces? 
 

If yes, where do they play? 
 Kindergarten / school 

 Inside the apartment block 
 Playground 

If no, why not? 
 Safety 

 Distance to playground 
 No areas to play in 

 
4. Is it important to you to have social gatherings/entertain in your home? 
 
 Very Important   

 Lesser importance 
 
If yes, how many guests can your home currently hold comfortably? 

 4-6 

 7-11 

 12+ 
If entertaining is important, what is restricting you from currently doing so in your apartment? 

 Size 

 Layout 
 
5. Is there enough storage in your apartment? 

 
 Yes 

 No, where do you store the rest of your belongings? 

 Dacha 
 Garage / shed 

 Hallway 

 In other rooms 
 
6. What improvements would you like to see made to your home?   Tick as many that may apply. 

 
 More storage 
 Warmer and brighter interior 

 Sound proofing within and between the apartments 
 Open plan living 

 
7. Is there anything else you would like to add or comment? 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 

A 1.07. Questionnaire Page 2 (English) A 1.08. Questionnaire Page 2 (Russian)
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Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
 
Масштаб: Внутри многоквартирного здания 
1. Когда приходите домой, где проходит ваши неформальные встречи с соседями? 

 Оцените частоту встречи по шкале от 1 до 5 (1. Часто - 5. Никогда)  
 

 На крыльце 

 В прихожай / коридоре 
 Возле почтовых ящиков 

 При в ходе в дом 

 На лестнице 

 Возле или внутри лифта 
 Возле входа в вашу / соседнию кватриру 

 
2. Является ли маршрут от входа в здание до вашей квартиры адекватный, как указано нижем списке?  

         Отметьте столько, сколо могут касаться. 
 

 Освещенный 

 Безопасный  
 Защишен от непогод (ветер, дождь, и тд) 
 Чистый  
 
3. Есть ли в вашем здание места для хранения: 
 
 Да, можно хранить: 
 

 Велосипед 
 Детскую коляску 

 Оборудования (шкаф, лыжи, зонтики и тд) 
 

 Нет 
 Нужно больше места для хранения 

 Не нужно больше места для хранения 
 
4. Если бы вашем здании могут быть общественные места, какие вы бы использовали? 

 
 Прачечная 

 Кухня 
 Сбор обшежития / клуб 

 Мастерские 

 Огород 
 Другие места:_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Как бы вы оценили внешний вид вашего здания? 

 
(Отличный) 5 4 3 2  1 (Неприятный) 
 

6. Как бы вы оценили интерьер внешний вид вашей квартиры? 
 

(Отличный) 5 4 3 2  1 (Неприятный) 
 

7. Есть ли что-нибудь еще, что вы хотели бы добавить к описанию вашего многоквартирного здания? 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 

Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Apartment block 
1. When coming home, where do you make informal contact with your neighbours in your apartment building, rate the 

frequency of contact on a scale of 1 to 5 (1. Frequently – 5. Less frequently)? 
 

 Porch 

 Entrance hall 

 By the post boxes 

 Staircase 

 Elevator 

 Entrance to your / neighbour apartment 
 
2. Is the route from the entrance of the apartment block to your apartment adequate as indicated in the list below?  

Tick as many that may apply. 
 

 Lit 
 Safe / secure 

 Protected from natural elements 

 Clean / maintained 
 

3. Is there adequate storage available in your apartment building for:  
 

 Bikes 

 Pram 
 Equipment 

 No 

 Need more storage 

 Don’t need more storage 
 
4. If your apartment block is provided with communal areas, which from the list below would you use? 

 
 Laundry 
 Kitchen 

 Community gathering 
 Workshops 

 Community gardens 

 Other:_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. How would you rate the exterior appearance of your apartment? 

 
(Excellent) 5 4 3 2  1 (Terrible) 
 

6. How would you rate the interior appearance of your apartment? 
 

(Excellent) 5 4 3 2  1 (Terrible) 
 

7. Is there anything else you would like to mention about your current apartment block? 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
 
Масштаб: Районная 
1. Как хорошо вы знаете жителей ваших соседних многоквартирных зданий? 

 
 Общаемся регулярно 

 Довольно хорошо 

 Знаю только несколько человек 
 Не знаю никого 
 
2. Где вы встречаетесь со своими соседями в вашем районе, оцените частоту встречи по шкале от 1 до 5 (1. 

Часто - 5. Реже)? 
 

 Парке 

 Возле школы / дет сада 

 Магазине 

 Коммунальных местах 

 Детской плащадке 

 Мусоросборки 
 
3. Являются ли ваш микрорайон адекватный для ваших деятельностей?  

 
 Доступ к пешеходной дорожке 
 Доступ инвалидом 

 Доступ к природе  

 Освешён 

 Чистый / ремонтирован 
 
4. Есть ли проблемы с машинами в вашем районе? 

 
 Да, отметьте соответствующие проблемы ниже 

 Слишком много машин / нет парковок 

 Блокируют пешеходные дорожки 

 Шумно 

 Загрязнение и запах 
 Нет 
 

5. Как бы вы оценили состояние и содержание вашей улице (мощение, улица, деревья и т.д.) 
 

(Отличный) 5 4 3 2  1 (Неприятный) 
 
6. Есть ли что-нибудь еще что вы хотели бы добавить о путю / дороге к вашему подъезду? 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Neighbourhood 
1. How well do you know residents in your neighbouring apartment blocks? 

 
 Socialise regularly 
 Quite well 

 Somewhat 

 Not at all 
 
2. Where do you make contact with your neighbours in your neighbourhood, rate the frequency of contact on a scale of 

1 to 5 (1. Frequently – 5. Less frequently)? 
 

 Park 
 Educational facilities 

 Commercial facilities 

 Community areas 
 Kids play area 

 Rubbish drop off area 
 
3. Are the outdoor areas adequate for your necessary actives? 

 
 Footpath access 

 Disability access 

 Vegetation 
 Lighting 

 Cleanliness / maintenance 
 
4. Are automobiles a problem in your neighbourhood?     Tick as many as may apply. 

 
 Yes, tick appropriate boxes below 

 Too many of them 

 Blocking walkways 
 Noise 

 Pollution / smell 

 No 
 

5. How would you rate the condition and maintenance of your street (paving, street, trees, etc.) 
 

(Excellent) 5 4 3 2  1 (Terrible) 
 
6. Is there anything else you would like to mention about the route to your front door? 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
 
Масштаб: Городская 
1. Что вам нравится в вашем городе? 
 
 Взаимодействие и обшение с людьми 
 Регулярные мероприятия и праздники 
 Парки, спортивные и детские игровые зоны 
 Другие:______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Как вы ездите на работу и домой? 
 
 Автомобилем / мотоциклом 

 Общественным транспортом 
(автобус, трамвай, метро) 

 На велосипеде 

 Пешком 

 Другие:______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Сколько автомобилей в вашей семье? 

a. Нет 
b. 1  
c. 2  
d. 3 или более 

 
4. Где вы оставляете свой автомобиль / мотоцикл? 
 
 На открытой парковке 

 На рыто парковке  
 В гараже 
 Другоуй ответ:________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Вы предпочли бы жить ближе к вашей работе? 
 
 Да 

 Нет 
 
6. Какие обшественные услуги находится в пределах 5 - 10 минут ходьбы до вашего дома? 

Отметьте столько, сколько может применяться. 
 

 Продуктовый рынок 

 Магазины 
 Здоровье и отдых  

 Образование 
 Общественный транспорт 

 
6.1 Как часто вы используете вышеуказанные средства? 

 
(Часто)  5 4 3 2  1 (Никогда) 

 
7. Какие удобства вы хотели бы иметь в вашем населенном пункте? 
 
а. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
б. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
с. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
д. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
е. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 

Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Urban 
1. What are the things you enjoy about the community you live in? 
 
 Interaction with neighbours 
 Regular community events 
 Outdoor gathering parks, sports and kids play areas 
 
2. Ways of commuting to and from work? 
 
 Automobile / motorbike 

 Public transport (bus, tram, 
metro) 

 Bike 

 Walk 

 Other: _______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. How many cars does your household have? 

a. None  
b. 1  
c. 2  
d. 3 or more 

 
4. Where do you park your automobile / motorbike? 
 
 Outdoor parking 

 Covered parking 
 Garage 

 Other, explain: ________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Would you prefer to live closer to your job? 
 
 Yes 

 No 
 
6. What are the communal facilities within 5 – 10 minutes walking distance?  Tick as many as may apply. 

 
 Grocery 

 Shopping 
 Health and recreation 

 Education 
 Public transport 

 
6.1 (How often do you use the above facilities?) 

 
(Often)  5 4 3 2  1 (Never) 

 
7. What other facilities would you like to have in your community? 
 
a. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
b. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
c. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
d. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
e. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Community Culture - Anton Aliashkevich  Victoria University of Wellington 
Scale: Conclusion 

1.   List the best things about where you currently live? 
 
a. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
b. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
c. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
d. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
e. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.   List the worst things about where you live currently? 
 
a. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
b. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
c. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
d. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
e. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3.   List recommendations for future housing? 
 
a. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
b. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
c. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
d. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
e. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Общество Культура - Антон Олешкевич  Университет Виктории в Веллингтоне 
 
Масштаб: Заключение 

1. Список позитивных характеристик вешего места жительства? 
 
а. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
б. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
с. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
д. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
е. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Список неадекватных характеристик вешего места жительства? 
 
а. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
б. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
с. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
д. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
е. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Список рекомендаций для будущего жилья? 
 
а. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
б. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
с. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
д. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
е. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Scale: Overview 
New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18-25

26-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

65+

0 2 4 6 8

1. Age Category:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

18-25

26-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

65+

1. Age Category:

2 to 5 Storeys

6 to 10 Storeys

11 to 20 Storeys

21 or more Storeys

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. What apartment block type do you 
currently live in?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Khrushchyovka

2. What apartment block type do you 
currently live in?

1 to 3 Years

3 to 7 Years

7 or more Years

0 2 4 6 8

3. How long you lived here?

0 2 4 6 8 10

1 to 3 Years

3 to 7 Years

7 or more Years

3. How long you lived here?

Safety

Size

Location

Cost

0 1 2 3 4 5

4. Prior to moving – why did you choose 
to move to this neighbourhood?

0 1 2 3 4

Safety

Size

Location

Cost

4. Prior to moving – why did you choose 
to move to this neighbourhood?

 

New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Received apartment after 
demolition of old house

Parents lived here , 
apartment provided by 

government

Marriage

Proximity to metro, smaller 
apartment size, pretty view 
from the window (higher 

floor)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5

4a. Other Answers

0 1 2 3 4

Born Here

Parents lived here , 
apartment provided by 

government

Apartment provided by 
government

Apartment closer to city 
centre, in a good 
neightbourhood

4a. Other Answers

0 2 4 6 8

1 Adult
2 Adults
3 Adults

4+ Adults

No Children
1 Children
2 Children

3+ Children

5. What is the size of your household?

0 2 4 6 8

1 Adult
2 Adults
3 Adults

4+ Adults

No Children
1 Children
2 Children

3+ Children

5. What is the size of your household?

Yes

0

0 5 10 15

6. Do you or any family members work 
from home? 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Yes

1

6. Do you or any family members work 
from home? 
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Scale: Home (Interior) 
New Apartment 
 
 

 

 
Khrushchyovka 
 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Bedroom

Living Room

Dining Room

Bathroom

Kitchen

Balcony

Hallway

Storage Room

1. What spaces you spend most of your time in, rate the importance from 1 (most 
important) to 5 (least important)

1 (most important) 2 3 4 5 (least important)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Bedroom

Living Room

Dining Room

Bathroom

Kitchen

Balcony

Hallway

Storage Room

1. What spaces you spend most of your time in, rate the importance from 1 (most 
important) to 5 (least important)

1 (most important) 2 3 4 5 (least important)

New Apartment        Khrushchyovka 
 

 

 

 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Drying clothes

Growing vegetables

Storage

Meditation / relaxation

2. If you had a balcony, what would you 
use it for?

0 2 4 6 8

Drying clothes

Growing vegetables

Storage

Meditation / relaxation

2. If you had a balcony, what would you 
use it for?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Yes, Kindergarden / school

Yes, Inside the apartment 
block

Yes, Playground

No, because of Safety

No, because of Distance to 
playground

No, because of No areas to 
play in

No children

3.  If your household has children under 
12, do your children play without 

supervision in any of the following spaces?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Yes, Kindergarden / school

Yes, Inside the apartment 
block

Yes, Playground

No, because of Safety

No, because of Distance to 
playground

No, because of No areas to 
play in

No children

3.  If your household has children under 
12, do your children play without 

supervision in any of the following spaces?

5.5 6 6.5 7 7.5

Very important

Lesser importance

4. Is it important to you to have social 
gatherings/entertain in your home?

4.5 5 5.5 6 6.5

Very important

Lesser importance

4. Is it important to you to have social 
gatherings/entertain in your home?

0 2 4 6 8 10

4 to 6

7 to 11

12 or more

4a. If yes, how many guests can your home 
currently hold comfortably?

0 2 4 6 8 10

4 to 6

7 to 11

12 or more

4a. If yes, how many guests can your home 
currently hold comfortably?
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New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Size

Layout

No restrictions

4b. If entertaining is important, what is 
restricting you from currently doing so in 

your apartment?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Size

Layout

No restrictions

4b. If entertaining is important, what is 
restricting you from currently doing so in 

your apartment?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Yes

No

5. Is there enough storage in the 
apartment?

0 2 4 6 8

Yes

No

5. Is there enough storage in the 
apartment?

0 2 4 6 8

Dacha

Garage / Shed

Hallway

In other rooms

5a. Where do you store them?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Dacha

Garage / Shed

Hallway

In other rooms

5a. Where do you store them?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

More storage

Warmer and brighter …

Sound proofing

Open plan living

6. What improvements would you like to 
see made to your home?

0 2 4 6 8

More storage

Warmer and brighter …

Sound proofing

Open plan living

6. What improvements would you like to 
see made to your home?

Scale: Apartment (Block) 
New Apartment 
 

 

 
Khrushchyovka 
 

 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

By Building entrance

Porch

By the post boxes

Entrance Hall

Staircase

Elevator

By apartment door

1. When coming home, where do you make informal contact with your neighbours in 
your apartment building, rate the frequency of contact on a scale of 1 to 5 (1. 

Frequently – 5. Less frequently)?

1 (frequently) 2 3 4 5 (less frequently)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

By Building entrance

Porch

By the post boxes

Entrance Hall

Staircase

Elevator

By apartment door

1. When coming home, where do you make informal contact with your neighbours in 
your apartment building, rate the frequency of contact on a scale of 1 to 5 (1. 

Frequently – 5. Less frequently)?

1 (frequently) 2 3 4 5 (less frequently)
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New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Lit

Safe / Secure

Protected from natural …

Clean / Maintaned

2. Is the route from the entrance of the 
apartment block to your apartment 

adequate as indicated in the list below?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Lit

Safe / Secure

Protected from natural …

Clean / Maintaned

2. Is the route from the entrance of the 
apartment block to your apartment 

adequate as indicated in the list below?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Bikes

Pram

Equipment

Yes

No, Need more storage

3. Is there adequate storage available in 
your apartment building for: 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

No, Need more storage

3. Is there adequate storage available in 
your apartment building for: 

0 2 4 6 8

Laundry
Kitchen

Communal Gardens
Community Gathering

Workshops

4. If your apartment block is provided 
with communal areas, which from the list 

below would you use?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Laundry
Kitchen

Communal Gardens
Community Gathering

Workshops

4. If your apartment block is provided 
with communal areas, which from the list 

below would you use?

0 2 4 6 8

5 (Excellent)

4

3

2

1 (Terrible)

5. How would you rate the exterior 
appearance of your apartment?

0 2 4 6 8

5 (Excellent)

4

3

2

1 (Terrible)

5. How would you rate the exterior 
appearance of your apartment?

New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

5 (Excellent)

4

3

2

1 (Terrible)

6. How would you rate the interior 
appearance of your apartment?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

5 (Excellent)

4

3

2

1 (Terrible)

6. How would you rate the interior 
appearance of your apartment?
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Scale: Neighbourhood 

New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8

Socialise regularly

Quite Well

Somewhat

Not at all

1. How well do you know residents in your 
neighbouring apartment blocks

0 2 4 6 8 10

Socialise regularly

Quite Well

Somewhat

Not at all

1. How well do you know residents in your 
neighbouring apartment blocks

New Apartment 
 

 

 
Khrushchyovka 
 

 
 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Park

Educational Facilities

Commercial Facilities

Community Areas

Kids play areas

Rubbish drop off area

2. Where do you make contact with your neighbours in your neighbourhood, rate the 
frequency of contact on a scale of 1 to 5 (1. Frequently – 5. Less frequently)?

1 (frequently) 2 3 4 5 (less frequently)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Park

Educational Facilities

Commercial Facilities

Community Areas

Kids play areas

Rubbish drop off area

2. Where do you make contact with your neighbours in your neighbourhood, rate the 
frequency of contact on a scale of 1 to 5 (1. Frequently – 5. Less frequently)?

1 (frequently) 2 3 4 5 (less frequently)
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New Apartment     Khrushchyovka 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Footpath Access

Disability Access

Vegetation

Lighting

Cleanliness / Maintenance

3. Are the outdoor areas adequate for 
your necessary actives?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Footpath Access

Disability Access

Vegetation

Lighting

Cleanliness / Maintenance

3. Are the outdoor areas adequate for 
your necessary actives?

0 5 10 15

No

Yes

Too many of them
Blocking walkways

Noise
Pollution

4. Are automobiles a problem in your 
neighbourhood?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

No

Yes

Too many of them
Blocking walkways

Noise
Pollution

4. Are automobiles a problem in your 
neighbourhood?

0 2 4 6 8

5 (Excellent)
4
3
2

1 (Terrible)

5. How would you rate the condition and 
maintenance of your street (paving, street, 

trees, etc.)

0 2 4 6 8

5 (Excellent)
4
3
2

1 (Terrible)

5. How would you rate the condition and 
maintenance of your street (paving, street, 

trees, etc.)

Scale: Urban 
New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Interaction with 
neighbours

Regular community events

Outdoor gathering parks, 
sports and kids play areas

1. What are the things you enjoy about the 
community you live in?

0 2 4 6 8

Interaction with neighbours

Regular community events

Outdoor gathering parks, 
sports and kids play areas

1. What are the things you enjoy about the 
community you live in?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Automobile / Motorbike

Public transport (bus, tram, 
metro)

Bike

Walk

2. Ways of commuting to and from work?

0 2 4 6 8

Automobile / Motorbike

Public transport (bus, tram, 
metro)

Bike

Walk

2. Ways of commuting to and from work?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

None

1

2

3+

3. How many cars does your household 
have?

0 2 4 6 8

None

1

2

3+

3. How many cars does your household 
have?

0 2 4 6 8

Outdoor parking

Covered parking

Garage

Other

4. Where do you park your automobile / 
motorbike?

0 2 4 6 8

Outdoor parking

Covered parking

Garage

Other

4. Where do you park your automobile / 
motorbike?
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New Apartment      Khrushchyovka 
 

 

 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Yes

No

5. Would you prefer to live closer to your 
job?

0 2 4 6 8 10

Yes

No

5. Would you prefer to live closer to your 
job?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Grocery

Shopping

Public Transport

Health and Recreation

Education

6. What are the communal facilities 
within 5 – 10 minutes walking distance?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Grocery

Shopping

Public Transport

Health and Recreation

Education

6. What are the communal facilities 
within 5 – 10 minutes walking distance?

0 2 4 6 8 10

5 (Often)

4

3

2

1 (Never)

6a. How often do you use the above 
facilities?

0 2 4 6 8 10

5 (Often)

4

3

2

1 (Never)

6a. How often do you use the above 
facilities?

A 1.29. Questionnaire Results A 1.30. Resist Structural Report

RESIST 4.0.0.2475 

RESIST(NZ) - Preliminary Lateral Load Design
Architectural Report

Copyright © 1991-2016, Andrew Charleson, Peter Wood 
RESIST is an application for the simplified evaluation of the structural performance of lateral load-resisting systems in a 

building under seismic and wind loads. It is designed to be used in educational settings as a guide for the sizing of lateral 
load resisting systems for Architectural and Civil Engineering students. RESIST should not be used as a final preliminary 

design; a full, complete preliminary design should be carried out by a structural engineer. 

Project: Design Structure
Modeller: aliashanto

Analysis Results
Results are percentage of max. allowable: <= 100% is OK; > 100% is Failure. 
U=Ultimate Limit State, S=Serviceability Limit State (for smaller earthquakes that occur more frequently). 

X-Direction: Steel Moment Frame
 Wind Seismic

(U)
Seismic
(S)

Drift 59% 43% 12%
Shear 22% 24% 15%
Moment 65% 95% 31%

Y-Direction: Steel Moment Frame
 Wind Seismic

(U)
Seismic
(S)

Drift 19% 27% 8%
Shear 14% 18% 11%
Moment 30% 62% 20%

Wind Vibrations 
The building does not appear to be susceptible to wind vibrations or other serviceablility problems caused by 
wind. H1.3/M = 0.751 (should be less than 1.60; where H=building height (m) and M=Mass of building per unit 
height of building (tonnes/m)) 

Building Construction
Building Importance category Contains crowds/high-value contents
Number of storeys 8
Total height 27 m
Floor plan points (-11.37, -19.64), (5.495, -19.52), (5.469, -5.622), (-2.716, -5.495), (-2.779, 0.2527), 

(5.458, 0.1265), (5.558, 13.96), (-11.43, 13.77)
Floor plan properties Area: 517.7 m2; Perimeter length: 117.2 m; Centroid: (-3.346, -2.854) m; Bound lengths: 

(16.99, 33.6) m
Inter-storey height 3 m
Floor Weight type: medium, Dead load: 2.90 kPa, Live load: office (3.00 kPa)

Design Structure
aliashanto 

  2019-07-02
14:33 

RESIST(NZ) 4.0.0.2475 
2016-03-16

F:\Test Design Resist.rsx Page 1 of 5
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Interior wall Weight type: light, Dead load: 0.30 kPa (over floor area)
External wall Weight type: medium, Dead load: 1.26 kPa (over wall area)
Roof Weight type: medium, Weight type: medium, Height: 3 m, Dead load: 0.80 kPa (over floor 

area), Live load: 0.25 kPa (over floor area)
Structure in X direction Steel Moment Frame (x 6) Locations: (-2.842, -17.77), (-2.716, -11.69), (-2.779, -5.621), 

(-2.842, 0.3158), (-2.842, 5.937), (-2.842, 12.13)
Structure in Y direction Steel Moment Frame (x 3) Locations: (-9.876, -2.842), (4.128, -2.842), (-2.905, -2.716)

Wind and Terrain Information
Design code AS/NZS 1170.2:2002
Wind Region A7
Terrain category Suburban
Lee effect zone None
Site elevation 0 m

Regional 3 sec Gust Wind Speed

The regional 3 second gust speed (VR) depends on the wind region, building design working life, building importance, and 
the limit state under consideration. 
Limit State Ultimate Serviceability

(SLS1)

Recurrence interval (yrs) 1000 25
Regional 3s gust wind speed, VR (m/s) 46 37

Seismic Information
Design code: NZS 1170.5:2004
Hazard factor, Z: 0.05
Soil: Rock (A, B)
Recurrence interval years: 1000 (U) ; 25 (SLS1)
Return Period factor, R: 1.3 (U) ; 0.25 (SLS1)

Lateral Load Structure, X Direction
Type Steel Moment Frame
Design method Limit-state
Number of frames 6
Number of bays 2
Bay length 7m

Design Structure
aliashanto 

  2019-07-02
14:33 

RESIST(NZ) 4.0.0.2475 
2016-03-16

F:\Test Design Resist.rsx Page 2 of 5

Floor width supported by 
beam

3.5m

Column size Depth: 0.35m, Width: 0.35m
Beam size Depth: 0.399m, Width: 0.175m
Foundations Foundation beam: centre-line distance between pads: 14.00 m, square pad width: 1.70 m, 

pad depth: 0.35 m To anchor the lateral resisting component against tensile uplift, provide 
200 mm diameter tension resisting piles. These piles will probably have bulbs or bells at 
their bases to provide the tension resistance. 

Lateral Load Structure, Y Direction
Type Steel Moment Frame
Design method Limit-state
Number of frames 3
Number of bays 5
Bay length 6m
Floor width supported by 
beam

3m

Column size Depth: 0.35m, Width: 0.35m
Beam size Depth: 0.399m, Width: 0.175m
Foundations Foundation beam: centre-line distance between pads: 30.00 m, square pad width: 1.50 m, 

pad depth: 0.30 m To anchor the lateral resisting component against tensile uplift, the 
weight and strength of ground slabs and foundation beams may suffice. 

Design Structure
aliashanto 

  2019-07-02
14:33 

RESIST(NZ) 4.0.0.2475 
2016-03-16

F:\Test Design Resist.rsx Page 3 of 5
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connections are critical to the performance of the building, and are assumed by RESIST to be have sufficient strength 
to ensure the expected performance of the resisting elements. 
RESIST assumes the lateral structure to be uniform for the full height of the building. In practise section sizes will 
reduce with height, but this requires careful design by the Structural Engineer. 
The design of Steel Eccentric Braced Frames (EBF) requires careful design to ensure they behave as expected. RESIST 
only carries out an initial assessment of the design of the EBF; there are many other aspects to the design of EBF that 
will require design by the Structural Engineer. 
RESIST uses an elastic approach for evaluating torsion effects. Generally torsion effects should be evaluated by 
taking into account inelastic deformations. 
RESIST does not carry out a design of gravity load support system, e.g. columns and beams, floor system. 
The lateral resisting systems provided by RESIST are only representative of the possible choices currently available. 
New technologies such as buckling restrained braced frames, base isolation, and other systems may be a suitable 
choice for a building. The Structural Engineer will provide guidance. 
Fire protection of members is not accounted for by RESIST. If required this may require an increase in the overall size 
of the members. 
RESIST does not analyse hybrid resisting systems where different resisting systems are used in the same direction, 
e.g. walls and frames. 
RESIST allows only resisting systems aligned to X and Y axes. 
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RESIST Limitations
RESIST has been designed as an education tool, primarily for Architecture students, as a means for initial sizing of lateral 
resisting elements for wind and earthquake loading. 

RESIST may be used as a small part of the overall design process: 
1. Initial preliminary design. RESIST can be used as a way of initial sizing and testing options, providing a point of 

discussion between architects and engineers. 
2. Once a conceptual design has been formulated, the Structural Engineer will carry out another preliminary design, 

where ALL assumptions and initial sizes are re-evaluated for accuracy and appropriateness. RESIST cannot be used 
as a substitute for a complete preliminary design by a Structural Engineer. 

3. Final design will follow from the structural engineer's preliminary design, and the results from RESIST should have no 
influence on this stage of the structural design. 

RESIST does not analyse or design the following:
Floor diaphragms are not evaluated by RESIST. It is assumed that the floor diaphragms have sufficient rigidity and 
strength to transfer loads to all the resisting elements. They are assumed to be rigid. The floor plan editor allows 
non-rectangular floor diaphragms, which if highly irregular will require careful design by the Structural Engineer. 
Connections within the resisting elements and the rest of the building are not analysed or designed by RESIST. Such 
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THANK YOU




