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“Human diversity is already at home in our cities, 
urgently calling for appropriate spaces for living 

and for housing.”

– Larisa Tsvetkva & Michael LaFond 
(LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017)
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Abstract

Access to affordable, quality housing is a necessity that has 
become unattainable for many New Zealanders. Land values, 
property prices and rents continue to increase at rates higher 
than income growth. As urban populations continue to rise, 
existing housing strategies are not ensuring that housing supply 
keeps up with increasing demand and continuously changing 
demographics. Not only this, but increasing housing inequality 
has resulted in both spatial and social exclusion. This thesis 
argues for a more inclusive, socially adaptable, needs-oriented 
delivery of housing.

The thesis proposes testing mixed-use collective housing as 
an integrated approach for housing delivery in NZ. Collective 
housing has the potential to facilitate community and social 
cohesion; reduce social isolation; encourage diversity and 
inclusion; and reduce spatial inequality. This also enhances the 
urban context and creates opportunities for sustained prosperity 
for a wide range of occupants. It can create socially stable and 
sustainable long-term communities. 

The thesis argues that through the a mix of tenures, a mix of 
housing typologies and spatial adaptability, collective housing 
has the potential to increase housing stability, reflect changing 
urban identities and promote social cohesion. Exemplar mixed-
use developments are designed, with particular emphasis 
on inclusive planning principles and the implementation of 
‘third places’, as a response to increased social isolation in 
contemporary society.

It demonstrates that mixed tenure, mixed use, collective housing 
developments can together offer an alternative to traditional 
forms of housing that are more inclusive.
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- Samuel Mockbee quoted in Proceed and be 
Bold: Rural Studio after Samuel Mockbee 

(Dean, 2007, p. 7)

 “Everyone, rich or poor, deserves a 
shelter for the soul”

The underlying motivation for this thesis emerged following 
a visit to Auburn University’s Rural Studio in 2017. It was 
here I experienced first-hand the potential social impact that 
architecture can have on a community. Here, architecture was 
greater than just architecture. There was an affection for people 
and place. It addressed social complacency and challenged the 
status quo. 

I left rural Alabama with an understanding that architects carry 
a social responsibility. It is this responsibility that has been a 
driver for this research.

Preface
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sustainable, needs oriented, socially adaptable delivery of 
housing that reflects urban identities, culture and lifestyle 
(LaFond & Honeck, 2012). 

The cohousing, or collective housing, model has potential 
to contribute to a solution to the housing problem and 
the challenges faced in NZ. Defined from the outset as a 
contemporary form of intentional community, it includes a 
range of housing typologies “emphasising self-organisation 
and a community orientation”, involving a mixture of 
private dwellings, shared spaces and communal facilities 
(LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 199). It values “social relations 
over the financial qualities of individual property” and 
can promote cultural, economic and social sustainability 
within a neighbourhood (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 17). 
Effectively, it can not only provide affordable housing, but 
it can also cultivate connected, sustainable, and socially 
diverse communities that use diversity as a resource for 
spatial planning and design. 

The relevance of this research is highlighted by the fact 
that mostly privately-owned, middle-class projects remain 
the extent of collective housing in NZ, and although they 
are characterised by sustainability and community, they 
are less concerned with the realisation of diversity or social 
inclusion. Market limitations in NZ have necessarily meant 
that people of limited income or other disadvantaged 
population groups remain excluded from these projects. 

Quality, affordable housing is not only a necessity, but 
a human right. It forms the foundation of cohesive 
communities, yet in New Zealand, many cannot attain 
affordable housing. Accelerated urbanisation has forced 
the problem, due to housing and land speculation, as well 
as urban population growth. Land values, property prices 
and rents continue to increase at a rate not matched by 
incomes, and profit-driven developments shape the housing 
market. This, in turn, has created a new urban crisis as the 
gap between the rich and poor has increased. Not only this, 
but rising urban populations and a continuously changing 
demographic has meant that social cohesion has become 
a necessity rather than simply an “overarching socio-
political objective” (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017). Housing 
must therefore not only become more affordable, but more 
inclusive.

Needs groups are the first to be excluded from the “right 
to self-determined housing”; this includes people with 
financial difficulties, homeless people, people with 
disabilities and refugees (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 
116). An ‘intermediate housing market’ has also emerged 
of people too wealthy to access social (state) housing, yet 
unable to afford to purchase a home. Existing housing and 
strategies for new housing development in NZ are not 
keeping up with increasing demand and the diversity of 
urban populations. Instead of profit-driven production of 
standardised housing, a shift must be seen towards a more 

Introduction1
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How can NZ housing 
be more inclusive?

Research Question, Aims and Objectives

The potential impact of collective housing within the 
context of mixed use developments in NZ remains 
unknown. To work to address this, this research 
investigates the question, “How can NZ housing be more 
inclusive?” The principal aims of this design-led research 
are to investigate and test approaches to collective urban 
housing that can facilitate community and social cohesion, 
and encourage diversity and inclusion. It explores ways 
to reduce social isolation and spatial inequality, and in 
turn create opportunities for the emergence of sustained 
prosperity for residents. The principal objectives of the 
research are to develop design ideas that critically explore 
ways in which collective urban housing can facilitate 
inclusive communities. It will identify and explore the 
opportunities for collective urban housing in mixed-
income areas, and identify the potential for mixed-use 
developments to impact social cohesion. 
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Design Methods and Processes

Dynamics such as social inclusion and community 
development can only begin to be fully understood in 
a design context. Architecture, specifically collective 
housing, has the potential to influence these dynamics. 
This thesis uses research through design to understand 
the implications of spatial organisation and planning, 
and provision of amenity and communal spaces, on the 
development of community. This methodology is therefore 
based around the testing of these design implications.

This thesis breaks the design phase down into three scales: 
the individual; the common; and the public realm. Design 
elements were therefore iterated and evaluated at these 
scales. Each design test is critically analysed to inform a 
cohesive design outcome. Emphasis is placed on how 
design tactics at each scale can link together to inform the 
overall scheme.

Firstly, key texts and case studies are analysed in order 
to situate this design-led research. An initial proposal, 
Multiplicity and Diversity, is developed based on initial 
findings, and analysed with regard to the “Ingredients for 
Inclusion” from Cohousing Inclusive (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 
2017, p. 209). Following this, it is through design research 
at three different scales (the individual, the common and 
the public realm) that an architecture of inclusivity starts 
to emerge. The private dwelling is critically analysed at the 
scale of the individual in order to determine how these 
spaces may encourage social connectivity whilst still acting 
as a private refuge. The potential for spatial adaptability is 
also analysed at this scale to allow for design longevity. 
The scale then shifts to the common. Here design 
elements such as circulation and threshold are tested and 
implemented in the design of a co-living building. Another 
scale shift then occurs to the public realm. Key planning 
tactics to facilitate inclusion are tested and implemented, 
including the provision for third places. Research at all 
scales provides design solutions to facilitate more diverse 
and inclusive communities.

Key methods identified throughout the research include 
scale shifts and both analogue and digital drawing and 
modelling. This research through different media followed 
by critical reflection at each scale, inform the final design 
outcome. The implementation of collective housing in a 
wider NZ context is discussed, as well as the systems and 
processes that would be required. 

Motivation

Initial Research
- Collective Urban Housing
- Inclusivity in Cities

The Missing Middle

Focused Research
- Social Cohesion
- Collective Housing 

Case Studies
- Mehr Als Wohnen
- Nightingale 
- Vrijburcht
- Spreefeld

Key Texts
- Cohousing Inclusive
- Cohousing Cultures
- Self Made City

Preliminary Design: Multiplicity and Diversity

The Individual

Design Proposal: The Urban Village

Key Texts
- The Death and Life of 
   Great American Cities
- Life Between Buildings
- Occupying Architecture

Focused Research
- Site Analysis
- Housing Typologies

Key Texts
- The Housing 
   Design Handbook
- A Pattern Language
- Flexible Housing
- A House in the CIty

Focused Research
- Adaptable Housing
- Tectonics of the 
   Private Realm
- Privacy Gradients

The Common

Key Texts
- The Concept 
   of Dwelling
- Cohousing Inclusive

Focused Research
- Threshold 
- Circulation

- Co-living 

The Public

Key Texts
- Life Between 
   Buildings
- The Great 
   Good Place

Focused Research
- Third Places
- Macro Planning 
   Impact on 
   Social Interaction

Focused Research
- Spatial organisation
- Site programming
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[Scale Breakdown] 

Figure 1.1 Methodology Diagram
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Chapter one - Introduction

Chapter two - The Missing Middle addresses the issues 
surrounding inclusive housing in NZ. The problem is 
contextualised and design opportunities are highlighted. A 
case study analysis is also undertaken.

Chapter three - Multiplicity and Diversity uses findings 
from these case studies to extract key design tactics and 
develop an initial proposal for a mixed-use, mixed-tenure, 
collective housing development in Mt Cook, NZ. 

Chapter four - The Individual sees a scale shift to the 
individual dwelling. This is then analysed regarding privacy 
gradients, potential for social interaction, and adaptability.

Chapter five - The Common looks critically at circulation 
and threshold. A design proposal for a co-living building 
is also developed.

Chapter six - The Public analyses the mixed-use nature of 
the research, in particular regards to Third Places. It also 
critically analyses planning tactics and methods to enable 
inclusion of the wider community.

Chapter seven - The Village documents the final proposal.

Chapter eight - Conclusions summarises and provides 
a critical review of the research. The potential 
implementation of the findings in a wider NZ context is 
also discussed. 

Thesis Structure Scope of the Design Research

It is proposed that a more inclusive housing type can 
be achieved through the implementation of collective 
housing as part of a mixed-use development on Hopper 
St, Wellington. This is due to the capacity of the model 
to provide affordable housing, address social exclusion, 
and foster a sustainable community. As the potential for 
diversity and inclusion is difficult to measure, the scope of 
this research is focused on the relationship between the 
social and the spatial, and the balance between private, 
public and common spaces. There are no specific target 
demographics in this design research. It aims to cater to 
the diversity present in modern, urban New Zealand. 
Although the research is focused within the Te Aro context, 
key findings can enable design strategies to be utilised to 
allow for the implementation of collective housing in a 
wider NZ context.

eat
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“The scale of the problem in New Zealand has gone 
far beyond a housing crisis – it’s a human rights 

crisis”

– Leilani Farha - UN special rapporteur
(Roy, 2020)

11  

The Missing Middle

NZ has one of the most unaffordable housing markets in 
the world (Cox & Pavletich, 2020, p. 2). Cities are becoming 
more socially stratified and many people are unable to 
access affordable housing. Homelessness has increased to 
more than 40,000 individuals over the past decade (Roy, 
2020).  The current provision for state housing targets 
those with urgent housing needs; however, there is still 
a significant number of lower-middle income people 
who are unable to access adequate housing. This chapter 
analyses how collective housing models may provide a 
solution to this problem.

2
The Missing Middle
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The following key terms have been defined in order to 
ensure clarity of this research:

COHOUSING -  The development of an intentional 
community that integrates private dwellings with 
communal facilities and spaces.

There are a significant number of cohousing models. These 
vary, however they generally share the following principles 
of delivery: 

• Resident participation in the design,    
 management and operation of the community
• Non-hierarchical management and decision-  
 making structures
• Common spaces and facilities
• Intentional neighbourhood design
• Social sustainability
• Environmental sustainability
• Typically residents maintain their financial   
 autonomy and responsibility

(James & Saville-Smith, 2017, p. 3)

COLLECTIVE URBAN HOUSING - Similar to cohousing 
in the sense that there is a focus on shared, communal 
spaces and facilities. However residences are not all 
privately owned and community interest is emphasised 
over individual ownership and individual gains. In the 
case of this research, a mixture of tenures is implemented 
including cooperative housing.

SPATIAL INEQUALITY – Occurs where social and 
economic differences, such as imbalances of income and 
access to education, health, sanitation, and infrastructure, 
are reflected in space.

INCLUSION - Inclusion – Inclusion is a complex term, so 
for the purpose of this research, it is defined as both: 
• the interaction between social relationships and  
 participation in the wider community; and
• the accessibility of resources to each and all   
 individuals

It must be made clear that inclusion is not something that 
can be achieved or not achieved, instead this research aims 
to provide outcomes that move towards a MORE inclusive 
form of housing.

SOCIAL COHESION -  A way to approach unity, diversity 
and connectedness among groups in society. It is the 
creation of social balance in communities where people 
have the opportunity to form relationships and live 
together with all their differences, avoiding social fractures 
(Fonseca et al., 2019).

“Social cohesion involves building shared values and 
communities of interpretation, reducing disparities in wealth 
and income, and generally enabling people to have a sense 
that they are engaged in a common enterprise, facing shared 
challenges, and that they are members of the same community.” 

(Maxwell 1996)

SOCIAL CONNECTIVITY – This research is interested 
in social connectivity with regards to the design of the 
built environment. It is therefore defined as the potential 
for space to accommodate social networks that allow the 
potential for social encounters.
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Figure 2.1 Existing state housing on Arlington Terrace

Due to population growth, Wellington will need up to 
30,000 new homes by 2043 (Wellington City Council, 
2019). Many people are mis-housed or ill-housed because 
of insufficient access to, or supply of, suitable housing types. 
On a recent trip to New Zealand, UN special rapporteur, 
Leilani Farha, observed “rampant housing discrimination 
against Māori, Pasifika and those with disabilities” (Roy, 
2020). The housing crisis has a disproportionate effect on 
these people. An ‘intermediate housing market’ has also 
emerged in NZ, consisting of people too wealthy to access 
social housing, yet unable to afford to purchase a home. 
Although interest rates have fallen, this intermediate 
housing market has grown 152% in the last 27 years to 
approximately 210,000 households (Mitchell, 2019, p. 4). 
House prices drive this growth, as they continue to increase 
at a rate faster than household incomes (Mitchell, 2019, p. 
4). Furthermore, spatial inequality is becoming evident as 
“social patchworks” form as a result of increasing housing 
inequality.

Social Cohesion and Housing Tensions

“There is a demand however, for 
integration, although the rooted 
antagonisms of rich and poor, 
inclusion and exclusion, cause a 
continuing polarisation of society”

 (LaFond & Tsvetkova, CoHousing Inclusive, 2017, p. 200).

Housing access isn’t the only issue. Public attention is often 
given to where we house people, but now more than ever, 
consideration must be given as to how we house people. 
New housing forms are required to reflect the increasing 
diversity of urban identities and lifestyles (LaFond & 
Honeck, 2012, p. 21). Diversity and inclusion can be 
considered as significant opportunities with regard to 
new housing developments. In today’s society, houses are 
“separated, individualised, demarcated, private property 
realms” (Southcombe, 2020). Social alienation and issues 
of loneliness are increasing. Family structures are also 
becoming increasingly diversified, and due to migration, 
populations are more diverse than ever (LaFond & Honeck, 
2012, p. 21). This in turn means that the demands we have 
on housing are changing. New models must be adopted, as 
traditional housing forms are no longer sufficient to meet 
evolving societal needs.

Consequently, social cohesion is essential in present 
society due to growing levels of inequality and increasing 
levels of ethnic diversity (Meares & Gilbertson, 2013, p. 
i). A socially cohesive society, as defined by social theorist 
Jane Jenson, is where everyone has a sense of “belonging, 
participation, inclusion, recognition and legitimacy” 
(Jenson, 1998, p. 15). Housing models, through which a 
socially cohesive society can develop, should be adopted 
in order to accommodate diversity. International collective 
housing models that strive for social cohesion have already 
been established and incorporate strategies for inclusion. 
This research is therefore concerned with how collective 
housing can accommodate diversity, and the spatial 
implications associated with socially cohesion.
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The overwhelming issue surrounding housing in NZ is 
that it is seen as capital investment. Integrated housing 
investment and home provision is not only exclusive but 
is resulting in increasing financial inequality. “It’s not 
exclusion of some from access to housing as investment 
that’s the problem, its exclusion from access to housing as a 
secure, permanent affordable home that we need to tackle” 
(Southcombe, 2020).

Towards the Decommodification of 
Housing

Figure 2.2 Towards the Decommodification of Housing

17  

The Missing Middle

“Architecture has become a tool of capital, 
complicit in a financial purpose antithetical to its 

social mission” 

– Reinier De Graaff (Graaf, 2015)
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A Mixed-Tenure Opportunity

Collective housing provides many advantages with respect 
to the challenges of increasing diversity and inequality 
in urban societies. In order to offer these advantages to a 
diverse range of people and shift towards more socially-
cohesive communities, measures should be taken to ensure 
urban solidarity, often meaning a mix of tenures (LaFond & 
Tsvetkova, CoHousing Inclusive, 2017, p. 172). 

Mixed-tenure is a key component in more inclusive 
housing due to what Mark Granovetter, an American 
sociologist, called ‘the strength of weak ties’ (Granovetter, 
1983). This essentially means that “we tend to learn more 
new information from people who are outside our group 
of close friends and colleagues than we do from those who 
already know the same kinds of things we know, or would 
like to know” (Howden-Chapman, 2015, p. 36). Mixed-
tenure communities have advantages such as creating new 
social networks and connections that in turn may increase 
access to a wider range of jobs. These communities also 
tend to require less outside intervention than mono-tenure 
areas with high concentrations of low income households 
(Simonsen & Cairncross, 2016). Fundamentally, it is 
important to have mixed communities for social, political 
and economic reasons. 

The term ‘mixed-tenure housing’ usually refers to a 
development or area with a range of tenure options, such 
as social and affordable housing, alongside market rate 
housing (Auckland Council, n.d.). It not only contributes 
to increasing the desirability of neighbourhoods, but 
also promotes a range of choices and opportunities for 
residents to achieve their housing aspirations within the 
same community. Effectively, it allows for stability and 
builds more socially cohesive neighbourhoods, as people 
can stay longer in the same community and therefore have 
sustained connections (Simonsen & Cairncross, 2016).

New Zealand however, is behind many parts of the world 
in the development of new forms of housing ownership 
models (Howden-Chapman, 2015, p. 36). Lessons can 
be learned from many international community-housing 
models including cooperative ownerships, rent-to-buy 
schemes, or the implementation of long-term leases. 
Providing different tenure options is crucial in diverse 
communities. The implementation of mixed tenure in 
housing developments allows private ownership and 
rentals to be integrated in areas where a high concentration 
of social housing or low-income housing has existed. It also 
allows replacement social housing to be included as part of 
a redevelopment (Simonsen & Cairncross, 2016).

There are some examples in NZ, where Housing New 
Zealand Corporation (HNZC) has developed tenure-
blind housing. This effectively means that social housing 
is not able to be distinguished from those that are privately 
owned or rented. This is essential in the development 
of cohesive neighbourhoods as it assists better social 
integration without affecting property prices, through 
placing emphasis on the similarities between residents, 
instead of the differences (Simonsen & Cairncross, 2016).

A mixed-tenure housing model could mean that a 
percentage of new homes are sold on the open market, 
some at market rate and some at an affordable price. Those 
affordable dwellings could be made available to first-home 
buyers or housing cooperatives. The remaining dwellings 
would be retained by HNZC as social housing stock. This 
would not only enable a diverse range of residents, but 
also an integrated community through a ‘pepper-potting’ 
approach in which affordable and social housing is located 
amongst market rate housing. 

“Mixed tenure communities 
reduces spatial inequality and 
bring about wider benefits such 
as de-stigmatisation of an area, 
social cohesion and better health 
outcomes. These have positive 
multiplier effects that help enhance 
the sense of belonging, induce 
positive, participatory actions, 
improve access and connectivity and 
create opportunities for sustained 
prosperity” 

Organisations are already working towards a more 
integrated, mixed-tenure housing provision, as outlined in 
HNZC’s Simple Guide to Urban Design & Development. 
HNZC are working to ensure that “development proposals 
are ‘inclusive’ and seamlessly integrated into their 
surrounding neighbourhood” through providing “a variety 
of dwelling typologies for an appropriate range of living 
choices, tenures and occupancies” (Housing New Zealand, 
2015, p. 22). 

(Auckland Council, n.d.)

[ Block by block ]

[ Building by building ]

[ Floor by floor ]

[ Unit by unit ]Figure 2.3 Approaches to mixed-tenure housing
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• Shared spaces

• Diversity of housing typologies, lifestyles and society

• Flexibility for changing lifestyles and inclusivity

• Participation in spatial production for increasing    
 identification with environment

• Interplay between private/public and individual/community

• Accessibility of spaces

• Interaction and social mix

• Sustainable inclusion in the long-term

Elements of Collective Housing 

Figure 2.4 Sketch of courtyard common space

Collective Housing and its Societal 
Significance

Mixed-tenure, collective housing has the potential 
to contribute to this goal of social cohesion. At the 
fundamental level, socially cohesive communities are about 
sharing - sharing space, amenities, and a public realm. This 
approach to sharing must also extend to architecture. This 
thesis argues that collective urban housing can facilitate 
community, enhance diversity, reduce spatial inequality, 
and create opportunities for sustained prosperity. Wider 
benefits (such as inducing positive, participatory actions, 
an enhanced sense of belonging, and better health 
outcomes) are also potential outcomes of design.

It is proposed that this can be achieved through the 
implementation of collective housing as part of a mixed-
tenure development. This is due to the capacity of the 
model to provide affordable housing, address social 
exclusion and foster a sustainable community. This is 
realised through the provision for shared resources and 
community spaces, access to employment and services, 
and the development of housing that is environmentally 
sustainable, affordable and socially inclusive which in turn 
will positively impact the urban environment. Collective 
housing has the potential to deal with changing societies 
and urban contexts and “develop innovative solutions for a 
sustainable, intergenerational and inclusive coexistence in 
mixed neighbourhoods” (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 17).

Although still emerging in NZ, minority and low-income 
groups tend to be excluded from international cohousing 
communities due to lack of affordability (Garciano, 2011). 
Housing organisations and local authorities therefore 
potentially have a substantial role in the adoption of 
collective housing models to facilitate diverse communities 
in NZ. Lessons can be taken from established procurement 
processes surrounding projects in Northern Europe 
(often state-financed or facilitated in partnership with 
groups) and can be adapted and facilitated for the NZ 
context (Ruiu, 2015). In 2015, the Geneva UN Charter 
on Sustainable Housing highlighted the importance of 
increasing provisions for inclusive, participatory housing. 
Collective housing has the potential to provide alternatives 
to refugee centres, supported living or retirement homes, 
or even apartment buildings of tiny dwellings for single 
person households (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 12). 

This thesis therefore identifies and explores the barriers to 
and opportunities for collective urban housing in diverse 
communities, as well as the type of internal and external 
supports required to plan, develop and sustain a mixed-
tenure collective urban housing project in NZ.
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The Collective Housing Landscape

Cohousing, or collective housing, and its associated 
research emphasises cooperative social architectures 
(LaFond & Honeck, 2012, p. 17). In 1988, Kathryn 
McCamant and Charles Durrett coined the term 
“cohousing” for a Danish concept they had studied in 
Denmark. For this reason it seems only appropriate to 
reference them in this research. Although “CoHousing” 
has some qualities similar to collective urban housing 
(such as participatory processes, common facilities, and 
designs that facilitate community interactions), there are 
also significant differences that are important to highlight. 
The most noteworthy distinction is that residences are 
generally privately owned, thus fundamentally limiting 
the potential for cohousing communities to accommodate 
a diverse range of people, and therefore be inclusive. 
Nonetheless, lessons can be taken from the potential for 
CoHousing projects to “facilitate the maximum possibility 
of social interaction between neighbours” (McCamant & 
Durrett Architects, n.d.).

In their books, Creating Cohousing: Building Sustainable 
Communities and Cohousing: A Contemporary Approach 
to Housing Ourselves, McCamant and Durrett highlight 
the changing housing needs of contemporary society as 
the demands on households increase as a result of flexible, 

mobile lifestyles and the collapse of neighbourhood 
connections (Durrett & McCamant, 2011, p. 4). Cohousing 
has been offered here as a housing solution that deals with 
issues of community fragmentation caused by suburban 
sprawl, whilst still accommodating individual needs within 
the wider neighbourhood context (Durrett & McCamant, 
2011, p. 4).

In contrast, Cohousing Inclusive, by Michael LaFond and 
Larisa Tsvetkova has been selected as a key text due to the 
emphasis placed on inclusion as a guiding principle that 
should be utilised in the provision of housing (LaFond 
& Tsvetkova, 2017). Motivated by the socioeconomic 
forces of exclusion and inclusion with regards to housing 
stock, this book is informed by European case studies 
and interviews with a series of experts. Diversity is used 
as a resource for inclusion in many of the case studies 
presented, which is particularly relevant given the principal 
aims of this research. LaFond presents several research 
questions in Cohousing Inclusive that are significant to 
the development of an inclusive collective urban housing 
model in NZ. These are:

• What is the meaning of inclusive housing? –  
 How can people cooperatively live together:  
 individuals with more or less money, with and  
 without refugee experience, with and   
 without disabilities? 
• In what ways can CoHousing encourage  
 communication, and exchange and interaction  
 within housing projects and beyond their 
 borders?
• Where are the opportunities and limits for   
 inclusion, and how is a balance found between   
 openness and privacy, homogeneity    
 and heterogeneity, in self-organised, 
 community-based housing? 
• What is the significance of architecture and   
 design regarding inside and outside    
 spaces, in terms of supporting inclusion and   
 strengthening community and identification   
 with the project? 

(LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 17)

Another text by Michael LaFond (with Thomas Honeck), 
Cohousing Cultures, also highlights inclusionary collective 
housing projects. Several case studies have been selected 

from both Cohousing Inclusive and Cohousing Cultures 
for further analysis, as they are innovative examples of 
collaborative, integrative housing approaches, which 
enable social interaction. Many of the projects deal 
with issues also applicable to NZ housing, such as 
neighbourhood development and affordability, and all have 
an emphasis place on inclusion. These examples emphasise 
not only the possibilities of collective urban housing but 
also highlight the potential challenges. In contrast with 
cohousing examples from the previous texts by Durrett and 
McCamant, these examples have ownership models that 
“work against speculation and help secure affordability 
over time” (LaFond & Honeck, 2012, p. 17).

Selfmade City by Kristien Ring, draws attention to the 
bottom-up, collaborative approach to collective housing 
projects. The potential to determine the environment in 
which one lives is highlighted as a valuable resource in 
urban development (Ring, 2013, p. 14). The architectural 
diversity of the Berlin-based projects in this book serve 
as an exemplar of self-determined housing. Although 
the possibility for self-determined, participatory urban 
development is an important aspect of collective housing, 
it is something that falls outside the scope of this research.
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COHOUSING INCLUSIVE

Ingredients for inclusion in cohousing

The “Ingredients for Inclusion in Cohousing” from key 
text, Cohousing Inclusive ((LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 209), 
were utilised as a methodological framework in order to 
inform the spatial arrangement, architectural form and 
programmatic requirements of this reseach. They are 
listed as follows:

25  
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• SHARING INSTEAD OF OWNING as a basis for community-led housing

• DIVERSITY as a potential with respect to lifestyles, housing styles and  
 urban society

• PROCESS-ORIENTATION and flexibility instead of rigid structures, for  
 an ongoing development in the direction of inclusion

• CREATIVITY and conviviality through participation and community   
 space production for increasing identification with, and enjoyment in one’s  
 own residential environment

• FOCUS ON THE COMMON GOOD and non-profit orientation of housing  
 and land policy

• COMPLEXITY through dialogue among private and public, individual  
 and community, as well as the interplay between heterogeneity and   
 homogeneity

• ACCESSIBILITY of spaces, information and participatory processes for  
 an equal involvement of everyone

• SOCIAL MIX and possibilities for interaction through relationships   
 between living, working, culture and education

• ECOLOGY in terms of a just resource distribution as well as an inclusion  
 of nature and edible green

• COOPERATION and exchange among housing initiatives, social agencies  
 and cities

• LONG-TERM PLANNING for sustainable inclusion instead of short-term  
 problem solving

• LEARNING from experimental, self-organised cohousing projects for   
 more innovation

(LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p. 209)
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Case Studies

The following Australian and European case studies are 
analysed to determine how the architecture of collective 
housing can facilitate inclusion.  Given that social 
exclusion often goes hand-in-hand with housing problems, 
emphasis has been place on Inclusionary housing projects. 
All case studies selected contribute design solutions that 
help address the research objectives outlined previously. 

Figure 2.5 Collective housing case studies

This content is unavailable. Please consult 
figure list for further details.
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Vrijburcht

Long-term leases and collective custom build

Location: Amsterdam
Architects: CASA Architechten
Project Development and Implementation: -2007
Legal form and Ownership: Collective Private 
Commissioning (privately owned homes), ‘homeowners’ 
association’ responsible for the maintenance of the 
building fabric and shared spaces, ‘Vrijburcht Foundation’ 
responsible for managing the theatre and common rooms.
Residents: 151 people

Social housing comprises about 50% of the total housing 
stock in Amsterdam, furthermore, the city owns 
approximately 80% of the land. It is in this context that 
alternative housing projects like Vrijburcht can emerge 
(Vrijburcht, n.d.).

This multigenerational, mixed-use project includes 52 
owner-occupied dwellings over three floors. It not only 
provides social amenities for the residents, but also the 
wider community in the form of retail spaces, a cafe, a 
community theatre, a crèche, and access to the waterfront. 
This contributes, both in a cultural and social sense, to the 
residential quality of the wider area. Residents also have 
access to guest accommodation, a workshop and hobby 
space, work spaces, cycle storage and a greenhouse that 
doubles as a communal dining space (Vrijburcht, n.d.). 
Important to the project are also the assisted living units. 
These are managed and funded by the De Key social 
housing association (‘Vrijburcht co-housing scheme’, 2017).

The dwellings have been designed around a central garden 
with the intention that this will provide opportunities for 
interaction. Entrances to each dwelling are within the 
courtyard. Exterior walkways connect the apartments, 
providing visual connectivity in circulation spaces. The 
success of the development can be attributed not only to 
the architectural design that facilitates this engagement, 
but also to the safety and support achieved through the 
development of intentional community (‘Vrijburcht co-
housing scheme’, 2017).

Figure 2.6 Vrijburcht

[ amenities on street to ensure 
access to wider community ]

[ central garden provides semi-private 
outdoor space for resident interaction ]

[ spacious exterior walkways 
surround central courtyard ]

[ communal amenities spread over three levels ]

Figure 2.7 Vrijburcht sketch analysis

This content is unavailable. Please consult 
figure list for further details.
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Mehr Als Wohnen

An ambitious new model for co-op housing developments

Location: Zurich
Architects: Futurafrosch, Duplex Architekten, Müller 
Sigrist, Miroslav Šik, Pool Architekten, Müller Illien 
Landscape Architects
Project Development and Implementation: 2007-2015
Legal form and Ownership: Cooperative, Heritable 
building rights contract with City of Zurich
Residents: 1200 (+150 employees)
85.7% Residential; 12.5% Commercial; 1.8% Community

Mehr Als Wohnen which translates to ‘More than 
Housing’, is a large housing cooperative designed to 
accommodate residents throughout their lives. Built 
with the acknowledgement that households change over 
a lifetime, the development aims to anticipate the future 
needs of its community. Buildings have therefore been 
designed to allow for different ways of living that meet these 
future needs (More than Housing, 2016). A collaboration 
between fifty cooperatives, it is “one of the largest and most 
ambitious cooperative housing programmes in Europe” 
(Baugenossenschaft mehr als wohnen, n.d.).

370 environmentally-friendly housing units make up 
13 buildings, offering dwellings for a diverse range of 
households. Also included in these are shared common 
spaces (designed to be relevant to a range of households 
and demographics), 35 retail units, and amenities such 
as day-care centres. A deliberate policy to promote social 
diversity means it is supported in all aspects of the project, 
particularly through the architectural design and allocation 
of tenancies (Baugenossenschaft mehr als wohnen, n.d.). 
“Ten per cent of all apartments are reserved for charities 
and non-profit foundations that work with people with 
disabilities, families with immigrant backgrounds and 
restricted budgets or children in care” (More than Housing, 
2016). Rents are also 20-30% below market levels and 20% 
of all apartments are additionally subsidised by public 
authorities (More than Housing, 2016). This enables Mehr 
Als Wohnen to be a diverse community of people of various 
income levels and backgrounds. 

A variety of collective housing types are included in the 
design. House A came about following the exploration of 
new approaches to residential planning in order to cater 
to the housing needs of the future. This is essentially a 
modern interpretation of communal living, achieved by 
arranging smaller, self-contained private units around 
generously sized common spaces. This provides residents 
with “varying degrees of privacy and autonomy” and the 
potential for socialisation or retreat (McMaster, n.d.).

The masterplan has resulted in an exceptionally 
public-oriented design. Buildings are linked through a 
sophisticated network of green space, walkways and public 
areas. Surrounding these shared spaces are ground floor 
tenancies such as retail shops, workspaces and community 
rooms that enhance community life and create a lively 
public realm (McMaster, n.d.).

Figure 2.8 Mehr Als Wohnen

31  

The Missing Middle

[ private apartments situated 
around common space ] 

[ public and common 
amenity at ground floor ] 

[ activated street edge and public realm ] 

[ each building has a 
different identity ] 

[ interior circulation provides visual 
connectivity between floors ] 

[ voids allow for light-filled 
circulation and common spaces ] 

Figure 2.9 Mehr Als Wohnen sketch analysis

This content is unavailable. Please consult 
figure list for further details.



32  

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  

The Nightingale Model

Sustainable, affordable and socially inclusive multi-
residential housing

Location: Melbourne, Australia
Architects: Breathe Architecture
Project Development and Implementation: 2007-2013
Legal form and Ownership: Owner occupied through a 
zero-profit-on-cost financial model
Residents: 24 units

The Nightingale Model is a set of systems and processes 
that exist to support, promote and advocate for housing 
that is ecologically, socially and financially sustainable 
(Rennie, 2018). Although revolutionary in Australia, it is 
inspired by the community-focused, European housing 
exemplars of the last century. The location of Nightingale 
Projects is key to their success. Within walking distance 
to a range of public amenities including transport and car 
sharing facilities, projects are located in culturally-diverse, 
thriving, urban neighbourhoods (Is the Nightingale 
Housing model the architecture of the future?, n.d.).

The Commons was the building that inspired the 
Nightingale model. It was effectively used as a prototype for 
ideas intrinsic to the model, including the social impacts 
of shared facilities and material reductionism. Shared 
facilities are a key component due to their potential to 
strengthen community ties. In the Commons, this includes 
rooftop communal outdoor space, and community gardens 
(Is the Nightingale Housing model the architecture of 
the future?, n.d.). Sustainability and affordability are 
approached via reduction. For example, there are no 
cars, air-conditioning, second bathrooms or individual 
laundries. Material reductionism also means that there 
are no plasterboard ceilings, chrome, tiles, toxic finishes or 
and imported timbers (The Commons – a Benchmark of 
Sustainable Development by Breathe Architecture, 2017).

A generosity to the wider community is evident through 
the treatment of the ground floor of the Commons. In order 
to widen a narrow bike path, the Commons is set back off 
the street, and green spaces, such as the rear courtyard and 
the light court, are accessible to the public (The Commons 
– a Benchmark of Sustainable Development by Breathe 
Architecture, 2017). A zero-profit-on-cost financing model, 
and no money spent on marketing or real estate agents, 
has enabled apartments to be accessible to a wider socio-
economic range than others in the area (Is the Nightingale 
Housing model the architecture of the future?, n.d.).

Effectively, Nightingale projects provide a sustainable, 
contemporary approach to housing provision that reduces 
urban sprawl. “Its architecture serves as a catalyst to unite 
a group of similar values and build a community” (Is the 
Nightingale Housing model the architecture of the future?, 
n.d.).

Figure 2.10 Nightingale 1
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[ entire ground floor is 
accessible to the public ] 

[ rooftop communal outdoor 
space maximises outdoor areas ] 

[ private terraces are included 
to ensure outdoor spaces of 

varying levels of privacy ] 

Figure 2.11 Nightingale sketch analysis

This content is unavailable. Please consult 
figure list for further details.
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Spreefeld Genossenschaft

A socially just, economically stable, and environmentally 
responsible urban building block

Location: Berlin
Architects: Carpaneto, Fatkoehl and BAR
Project Development and Implementation: 2007-2014
Legal form and Ownership: Cooperative with ownership 
option
Residents: 95 adults, 45 children
72.7% Residential; 13% Commercial; 14.3% Community

The inclusive approach to this project came about as 
response to the increasing privatisation of public space 
along the Spreefeld waterfront (Spreefeld Berlin, n.d.). 
The project aim was “to harness its location’s unique 
potential to create a socially just, economically stable, and 
environmentally responsible urban building block” (Coop 
Housing at River Spreefeld / Carpaneto Architekten + 
Fatkoehl Architekten + BARarchitekten, 2015). The result 
is an inclusive, sustainable, participatory housing project 
that gives valuable space back to the city.

A key design tactic in the development of this project was 
to keep the riverfront accessible to the community. The 
design therefore does not operate like a traditional urban 
block. Instead, three buildings sit on the site that gives 
the public access to the river. The ground floor of each 
building is also primarily open to the public, a reflection 
on the development’s inclusive approach to urban space. 
The mixed program is made up of shared workspaces, a 
day-care, studios, a carpentry workshop and commercial 
kitchen. Unprogrammed, uncompleted spaces are available 
for both residents and the public for community, cultural 
or social projects. These ‘Option Rooms’ contribute to the 
project’s inclusive approach to urban development. Due 
to the accessibility of space to the public, the private and 
communal terraces compensate for the “loss” of green 
space at ground level. Throughout the project, emphasis 
has been placed on economy of space and communal living. 
This is reflected through design tactics such as limiting the 
number of elevators in each building in order to facilitate 
larger communal spaces (Carpaneto Architekten et al., 
2015). Laundries, guest accommodation, fitness rooms, 
and a youth room, are all shared amongst residents.

Spreefeld accommodates different forms of living 
in order to cater to the residential population that is 
“multigenerational and multicultural, made possible 
by people both with and without money” (Carpaneto 
Architekten et al., 2015). The cooperative’s inclusive 
approach to space has enabled residents to share living and 
work spaces. Six cluster apartments allow groups of 4 to 21 
people to live communally, and several community spaces 
have been later transformed into apartments for refugee 
families (Spreefeld Berlin, n.d.). An inclusive approach 
to housing people has not only fostered community 
solidarity, but allowed residents, who could not otherwise 
afford to live in the city centre, to do so through long-term 
affordable rents (Carpaneto Architekten et al., 2015).

Figure 2.12 Spreefeld Genossenschaft

[ public pathways 
along riverfront] [ single units within 

cluster apartments - 
small in area ] 

[ shared living, kitchen, 
bathroom and communal 
terrace in cluster apartments ] 

[ commercial units and option 
space occupy the ground floor] 

[ individual and communal terraces 
compensate for public ground floor 
open space ]

Figure 2.13 Spreefeld sketch analysis

This content is unavailable. Please consult 
figure list for further details.



37  36  

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  The Missing Middle

�� � � ��� � �� ���� � �� � � ������ � ��� � ���� � 
	� ��� � � �

����������

���������������������

���������������������

��������������������

��������������������


����������������

���	�������

��������	�����

�����������


������������


���������������

���������������

��	�������
�

��������

���	�


�������������

���������������


��

������

�����

���������


�����������������

����������������

����������������

�������������


Vrijburcht Mehr Als Wohnen Nightingale SpreefeldVrijburcht Mehr Als Wohnen Nightingale Spreefeld

Comparative Programmatic Analysis

Figure 2.14 Comparative programmatic analysis of case studies

Cohousing Spatial Arrangements

Spatial analysis of the case studies has been extracted to 
inform planning and vertical organisation. Cohousing specific 
spatial arrangements highlight the potential for communal 
spaces throughout the building to provide easy access to 
shared amenities. For example, cluster apartments can 
provide a successful communal living structure. Shared 
terraces can also compensate for lack of private open spaces. 
Furthermore, there is the potential for communal space to act 
as a buffer between the ground floor and residential units on 
upper floors, allowing a privacy gradient and appropriately 
separating public and private programs, whilst still allowing 
for interaction and inclusion.

[ private apartments located on upper 
floors for increased privacy ]

[ communal terraces can compensate 
for lack of private open spaces ]

[ cluster apartments can provide a 
communal living structure ]

[ communal spaces throughout the 
building provides easy access to shared 
amenities ]

[ ground floor activates the immediate 
urban environment by being largely 
open to the public ]

[ communal terraces can compensate 
for lack of private open spaces ]

[ communal spaces on the first floor 
provide a buffer zone - enabling 
increased privacy for residential units  ]

[ ground floor activates the immediate 
urban environment by being largely 
open to the public ]

- residential

- office

- common

- public

Figure 2.15 Cohousing spatial arrangement diagrams
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Mixed-Use

The built environment must continue to adapt to become 
more flexible and efficient, in order to accommodate the 
changing ways in which people within society live and work. 
Mixed-use can be defined as buildings and developments 
that combine commercial, retail and residential spaces 
within the same site or area. The concept is effective 
as it not only provides, living, working and recreation 
opportunities within a community, but also allow building 
uses to be adapted over time. Mixed-use developments 
offer opportunities for increased density, as well as a greater 
housing variety. City services can be successfully integrated 
into the development, building a stronger neighbourhood 
identity and a quality public realm for both residents and 
the wider community. By reducing the distance between 
public amenities and residential buildings, it also supports 
a pedestrian and cyclist friendly environment (Auckland 
Council, n.d.). Mixed use is therefore a useful design tactic 
for the selected site in order to reduce urban sprawl, meet 
increased demand for accommodation close to services 
and amenities, reduce transport and commute distances 
and costs, increase the activity and vibrancy of streets and 
potential for social encounters, and contribute to a safer 
environment by combining different uses used at different 
times of the day.

By providing opportunities for social interaction, the 
built environment has the potential to deal with social 
alienation issues facing society today (Alvarez, 2017). In 
mixed-use developments, residents can  establish frequent 
contact with other residents, giving them the opportunity 
for  a more engaged social life and long-term relationships 
with others. 

It is often public perception that mixing residential and 
commercial uses on the same site results in problems 
for residents. However, due to the significant benefits of 
mixed-use schemes, architects and urban planners must 
work to mitigate these. Good design and arrangement 
of compatible uses are crucial in order to ensure 
reverse sensitivity is prevented. Issues such as hours 
of operation, privacy and noise, need to be considered 
when programming mixed-use developments. Mutually 
compatible uses should be located together to benefit each 
other and the surrounding area. For example, public and 
common spaces can usually be placed in close proximity 

without resulting in reverse sensitivity issues, while 
incompatible uses can be separated through spatial design 
elements such as courtyards or through physical means 
such as buffers (Auckland Council, n.d.).

In mixed use developments where spatial separation is 
difficult, tactics such as double glazing or well-insulated 
walls can help minimise transmission of noise, whil- 
landscaping is both a useful buffer and effective at shielding 
residential areas from street noise. A level of office space 
between lower public uses and upper residential levels 
also can act as an effective buffer. Other elements such 
as the orientation of residential dwellings should also be 
considered to minimise both noise and privacy issues 
(Auckland Council, n.d.).

“Now that most regeneration 
schemes involve increasing 
densities, and faced with the 
need to intensify the use of urban 
land and reduce the amount of 
private-car use, architects have 
successfully demonstrated their 
ability to ‘think outside the box’, 
providing various combinations 
of living, working, trading and 
leisure activities on the same 
sites. They have also been able to 
show how the housing component 
can benefit financially from these 

combinations” 

(Levitt, 2012, p. 18)

Mixed-use developments combine two or more uses within a 
building or site. They can be spatially organised vertically or 
horizontally:

Vertical – where private apartments are located on upper floors to 
enable increased privacy and reduce reverse sensitivity issues, while 
lower levels of the development are reserved for public and common 
uses in order to activate the immediate urban environment and 
involve the wider community. 

Horizontal – where buildings of different uses are spatially-
separated horizontally. This could include buildings set back from 
the street, buildings of different uses situated around a courtyard, 
or physically separated by green space or streets (‘Mixed-use 
buildings’, 2018).

Mixed-Use Spatial Arrangements

[ communal spaces acts as a buffer between 
ground floor commercial and residential on 

upper floors ]

[ activation of public realm by locating 
commercial on street frontages ]

[ corner developments define street corner and 
reinforce adjacent public space / street ]

[ increased density in low density areas can be 
obtained through staggering building heights ]

[ landscape buffer protects rear residential 
units from unneccesary disturbance ]

[ courtyards provide buffering between 
commercial and residential as well as provision 

of functional outdoor spaces ]

- residential

- common

- public

Figure 2.16 Mixed-use  spatial arrangement diagrams
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In order to determine how successful, international 
approaches to collective urban housing might be adapted 
to a NZ context, lessons from the above case studies will be 
applied to a preliminary design. 

Both programmatic and spatial arrangement are key 
factors in cultivating a connected, inclusive community 
that is both needs-oriented and socially adaptable. Both 
the site plan and vertical arrangement of the preliminary 
design test will be informed by spatial analysis of the above 
case studies. This enables the separation of public and 
private programs, while still allowing for interaction and 
inclusion. 

Case study analysis also highlighted architectural features 
used to encourage interaction, flexibility, and diversity. 
This gave way to a set of design requirements to be 
adapted and implemented into this preliminary design 
test. They include: public and common spaces at ground 
floor; spacious access ways; flexible common spaces; and 
provision for private outdoor space.  Case study analysis 
also highlighted the need for multiple typologies in order 
to house people of different backgrounds, family sizes, 
and lifestyles, thus shifting towards a more inclusive 
community.

Application to a NZ Context

FLEXIBLE COMMON SPACES [ INDOOR / OUTDOOR] PUBLIC / COMMUNAL SPACES AT GROUND FLOOR

SPACIOUS ACCESSWAYS

MIX OF TYPOLOGIES

PRIVATE OUTDOOR SPACE

Figure 2.17 Key design requirement diagrams

Figure 2.18 Concepts identified in case studies that facilitate diversity and inclusion
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“We will be one step further, when inclusion 
appears in everyday life, and when we are living 
and working with a diversity of people on a daily 
basis. This is possible with the engagement of civil 

society.”

– Harry Sachs (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 2017, p.174)

In this chapter, a preliminary design test is undertaken in 
order to determine how collective urban housing might 
be applied to a NZ context. Mt Cook, Wellington has been 
selected as a site for this research. Key design requirements 
determined from previous case study analysis are 
implemented. The design outcome is then tested against 
the criteria “Ingredients for Inclusion in Cohousing” 
from key text Cohousing Inclusive, in order to determine 
whether this design has the potential to provide a more 
inclusive form of housing.

3
Multiplicity and Diversity
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Figure 3.1 George Porter Tower stands empty on Arlington Terrace 
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Initially, it was proposed that this research would be located 
in Cannons Creek, Porirua. However, it became apparent 
that a location in central Wellington would provide more 
opportunity to test for inclusivity due to increased diversity 
of the population in that area. A site on Hopper St in Mt 
Cook, Wellington (also known as Arlington site 1), has 
been selected as the site for this research due to its urban 
context, and social and economic environment. 

The Hopper St site was previously the largest social housing 
site in Wellington, and is appropriate for examining 
issues surrounding facilitation of diverse communities 
(Wellington City Council, 2019). This is due to the 
potential for urban development to “weaken socio-spatial 
boundaries and offer a framework for heterogeneity and 
diversity” (LaFond & Honeck, 2012). It is centrally located, 
close to public amenities and already situated in a diverse 
community, meaning there is a lower risk of displacement 
and gentrification. 30% of all Mt Cook households in 2013 
contained only 1 person, meaning the need for social 
interaction is significant. Only 18% of households were 
purchasing or fully owned their home, whereas 50% were 
renting privately, and 17% were in social housing. The 
previous population of the selected site was 225 people 
(Wellington City Council, 2013).

Wellington City Council is currently considering entering 
an agreement with HNZC for the redevelopment of social 
and affordable housing on Arlington sites 1 and 3. The 
majority of homes on the site are below modern living 
standards and therefore were deemed unfit for purpose. It 
is proposed that HNZC would hold a 125-year lease of two 
sites, and develop at least 230 modern social and affordable 
homes. Additionally, there would be up to 40 assisted 
living units included in the redevelopment “for the city’s 
most vulnerable residents”. The redevelopment would be 
financed, maintained and managed by the Crown (through 
HNZC) (Wellington City Council, 2019).

It is essential that the existing HNZC stock be replaced 
with both social and affordable housing. Implementing a 
mixed tenure community may be effective in improving 
external perceptions of the site, reducing spatial inequality 
and the stigmatisation associated with mono-tenure areas. 
It is therefore intended that this research will result in a 
mixed-tenure proposal with provision for both social and 
affordable homes on Arlington site 1 (site 3 is beyond 
the scope of this research). The design explorations will 
respond to specific site conditions, and it is intended that 
research through design will test a set of systems and 
processes for the provision of mixed-use collective housing 
in the broader NZ context. 

Figure 3.2 Aerial view of the site in Mt Cook



Figure 3.3 Site in the Wellington context
Figure 3.4 Immediate site context
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Site Context

Situated in Mt Cook, the site is a 5-minute walk to Cuba St 
a 15-minute walk to a supermarket, and a 20-minute walk 
to the waterfront or Lambton Quay. This close proximity 
to public amenities and public transport means it is an 
appropriate location for the delivery of a mixed-use, mixed-
tenure, collective urban housing development. It will not 
only encourage reduced private car dependency, but the 
design of a quality public realm will allow increased social 
interaction between residents and the wider community. 

The land use and activity of the area varies, with finer grain 
residential dwellings towards the top of Hopper St, while 
the lower part of Hopper St and Torrens Terrace consist 
of larger apartment blocks and commercial uses. The built 
forms of the surrounding buildings necessarily reflect 
these varied uses. 105 social housing units have previously 
been developed on the Arlington 2 site (across the road) 
(Wellington City Council, 2019).

1

 Community & Education

 Commercial

1 - Arlington 2

2 - Wellington Night Shelter

3 - Lifepoint Church

4 - Preston’s Master Butchers

5 - Yan’s Supermarket

6 - Coffee Supreme Roastery

7 - Wellington High School

8 - Community Education Centre

9 - College of Creative Arts, Massey 
University

10 - Dominion Museum Building

11  - National War Memorial

12 - Victoria University of Wellington 
Faculty of Architecture and Design 

13 - Wellington Women’s Refuge

14 - Thistle Hall 

15 - Mt Cook School

16 - Te Aro School

17 - Aro Valley Community Centre

2

3

4
5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

17

16

15



Figure 3.5 Photos of existing site area
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Figure 3.6 Site slope analysis
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Existing Site Conditions

The topography, which involves a 24m level change over 
the length of the site, holds the most significant challenge 
in the redevelopment of new medium density housing. 
The design of dwellings, movement networks and outdoor 
spaces must be integrated into the landscape and work 
with the existing slope. For example, retaining elements 
should be integrated into the design of buildings in order to 
reduce the visibility of these elements. Building placement 
must also be considered, as views, sunlight access, and 
privacy will all be impacted by the site’s topography. There 
is also the potential to use terracing in order to improve the 
quality of outdoor spaces. 

Local connections and movement networks can be 
improved through macro planning of the site. By creating 
links through the site with the surrounding street network, 
the wider community can be integrated, enhancing the 
experience of place. Connections to the green space on the 
corner of Arlington St and Torrens Terrace are critical to 
increase public use of the space. Arlington St in particular, 
will require the implementation of active edge design, to 
further enhance the quality of the street. 

Pedestrians and cyclists will be prioritised over vehicles 
in the design proposal, due to the location of the site. The 
programme will respond to local services and support 
residents’ needs.

1:800

1:12

1:7

1:6

1:8

1:10



Figure 3.7 Preliminary phase design tactics

Figure 3.8 Preliminary site plan
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Design Tactics

[ Exterior Circulation ] [ Common/Public Amenity 
at Ground Floor ]

[ Courtyard Typology ][ Public / Semi Public 
Outdoor Greenspace  ]

[ Multiple Dwelling Typologies ]

[ Mixture of Private and 
Common Terraces ]

Design tactics have been identified through analysis of key 
texts and case studies in order to develop an architecture 
that can begin to facilitate inclusion. It is apparent that 
both programmatic and spatial arrangement are key to 
cultivating a connected, inclusive community that is both 
needs-oriented and socially adaptable. These have been 
implemented in the preliminary design as a response to 
the design requirements and site. 



Figure 3.9 Isometric showing housing types
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ARLINGTON STREET

HOPPER STREET

CLUSTERTERRACED GRIDAPARTMENT

An urban courtyard created by four different housing 
types has been designed in the preliminary phase. These 
are terraced apartments, cluster apartments, cohousing 
apartments and grid apartments. Case study analysis 
highlighted the need for multiple typologies in order to 
house people of different backgrounds, family sizes, and 
lifestyles, thus shifting towards a more diverse community.

Housing Types



Figure 3.10 Preliminary design programme diagram
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COMMUNAL SPACE

COMMERCIAL SPACE

WORKSPACE

HORIZONTAL CIRCULATION

VERTICAL CIRCULATION

COMMUNAL TERRACE

PRIVATE TERRACE

1 - guests
2 - �ex community rooms
3 - laundry
4 - workshop
5 - library
6 - common area

7 - �tness
8 - medical centre
9 - cafe
10 - retail

11 - management o�ce
12 - social agency o�ce
13 - cowork spaces

1

2

2

2

3

3
4

5

3

6

6

6

6

7

8

9

10

12

11
13

13

13

13

FIRST FLOOR

GROUND FLOOR

SECOND FLOOR

THIRD FLOOR

A mixed-use programme was developed following case 
study analysis and the criteria for inclusion that was 
distilled and adopted. Case studies were influential, 
however program mix was developed from analysis of the 
context. For example, the criteria for diversity, accessibility, 
social mix and focus on the common good, could be better 
achieved if there is an office for a social agency on site that 
could provide better support systems to a wider range of 
residents. The inclusion of commercial functions ensures 
the building is accessible to both residents and the wider 
community. This further provides a link between living 
and working. 

Common spaces are spread throughout the project for 
both public and semi-private uses. These include flexible 
community rooms, laundries, a workshop and library 
on the ground floor, as well as the common space in the 
cluster apartments and a guest apartment. These spaces are 
supplemented by a roof garden accessible to residents, and 
central courtyard, primarily for residents but accessible to 
the wider public. Common and public facilities at ground 
floor help provide opportunities for chance encounters 
between residents and activate the public and semi-public 
realm.

Programme



Figure 3.11 Preliminary design first floor plan

Figure 3.12 Breakdown of spaces within Grid apartment

Figure 3.13 Grid apartment example
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[ DIVERSITY / HOUSING TYPOLOGIES ]
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A grid apartment type has 
been included which includes 
standardised rooms in different 
configurations to cater for 
different groups of people and 
diversity of families.



Figure 3.14 Cluster apartment exploded isometric
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 ▷ [ COMPLEXITY ]

 ▷ [ SOCIAL MIX ]

 ▷ [ SHARING INSTEAD OF OWNING ]

Cluster apartments have been designed to provide a 
communal living structure. They involve small individual 
apartments located within common areas for shared 
living, cooking and dining. The apartments themselves are 
smaller than typical apartments because they have ready 
access to shared common space.

This housing type provides the potential for increased 
interaction with neighbours while still maintaining 
private space. The designed threshold between private 
and common is important to maintain this privacy when 
required.

Cluster Apartments

RESIDENTIAL LEVEL 1

RESIDENTIAL LEVEL 2

[1] private residential apartment 
[2] communal living / kitchen
[3]  communal terrace
[4]  core
[5] void

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[2]

[2]

[3]

[3]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[5]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[4]

[2]

[2]

[3]

[3]

[3]
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 ▷ SOCIAL MIX

 ▷ ACCESSIBILITY

 ▷ COMPLEXITY

 ▷ ECOLOGY

A central courtyard not only provides public/semi-public 
outdoor space but also addresses the public/private 
threshold. It provides potential for interaction not only at 
ground level but also between the courtyard and apartment 
terraces. It allows for accessibility of spaces and has the 
potential to contribute to the ecology of the site. Exterior 
circulation along the edges of the courtyard is spacious, 
facilitating interaction between residents and providing 
visual connectivity within the courtyard. Upper levels of 
the development have only residential and communal uses. 
These levels are concerned with the relationship between 
public outdoor spaces and the private terrace as well as 
communal living spaces. This is important as spaces are 
designed to facilitate potential social interaction through 
everyday use, while still enabling the home to be a private 
refuge.

This initial design phase does not occupy the entire site, 
instead the focus has been on testing the effectiveness of 
several design tactics on a smaller scale.

Figure 3.15 Courtyard concept perspective section



67  66  

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  Multiplicity and Diversity

Figure 3.16 Exterior circulation for visual connectivity and social interaction Figure 3.17 Multiple housing types for diverse needs
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The concept when tested against the requirements 
for inclusion highlighted several criteria that could be 
developed. The first of these is creativity and complexity, 
which relate to the individual dwelling as well as the design 
of the public/private threshold. The dialogue between the 
individual and community is complex, and something on 
which architecture can have a significant impact. More 
emphasis can be placed on designing spaces that facilitate 
this interaction, as well as spaces for the individual 
to retreat. The idea of place-making and increasing 
identification with one’s environment is something that 
has not yet been addressed significantly. How can this 
space adapt its architectural character to be a “home” for 
all?

The criteria of process-orientation and long-term 
planning can also be further developed. Parts of this 
design successfully provide the potential for inclusion 
however this is still quite static. A key consideration must 
be how architecture can allow continued progression 
in the direction of inclusion both now and in the future. 
Longevity is critical to the success of this design.

Programmatic decisions started to deal with criteria of 
diversity, cooperation, social mix and learning, however 
more critical analysis of programme is required to 
determine what is relevant to the future of the site. 
For example, the flexibility and mobility of the future 
workplace is something that could be reflected in this 
architecture. 

Multiple housing typologies, spacious, spacious access 
ways, and the inclusion of both private and public outdoor 
space, were the most successful design characteristics. 
These effectively dealt with criteria of diversity, sharing 
instead of owning and accessibility.

Analysis

 ▷ DENSITY ISSUES

 ▷ DESIGN OF THE PUBLIC/PRIVATE THRESHOLD

 ▷ PLACEMAKING

 ▷ INCREASING IDENTIFICATION WITH ENVIRONMENT  ▷ PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY SPACE PRODUCTION

 ▷ DIALOGUE BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY

How can architecture allow continued progression in the direction of inclusion?

When tested against the criteria for inclusion, the following has not sufficiently been dealt with:

Figure 3.18 Preliminary design analysis
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Figure 3.19 A mix of private and communal outdoor spaces

The following design-based research investigations will 
include social and spatial analysis on a finer grain. One 
quality of community housing is “the striving to allow for 
both closeness as well as distance”. Therefore, a closer look 
at the public/private threshold and related complex social 
patterns will give rise to further architectural and planning 
opportunities (LaFond & Tsvetkova, CoHousing Inclusive, 
2017, p. 137). There will be further consideration of formal 
design decisions that affect the relationship between 
spaces, for example different floor heights and the design 
of circulation space.

The exterior circulation and the individual and communal 
terraces are a distinguishing feature of this initial proposal. 
They offer interesting buffer zones between public and 
private spaces, providing a privacy gradient that has the 
potential to increase social interaction amongst residents 
while still ensuring the home can function as a refuge. This 
dialogue between the public, the private, and the common 
is something that should be explored on a finer grain in 
order to create a well-functioning community. 

The concept of inclusivity has started to be dealt with on 
the horizontal plane using planning techniques however 
this can be explored further in the vertical plane. There 
currently is a tension between the clear architectural 
language of the built form, and inclusion. The potential for 
people to adapt spaces to their needs is therefore important 
moving forward.

Reflection

A significant issue that arose though this design outcome 
was how diversity is identified and addressed in this 
context. Further design explorations will explore both 
the barriers to diversity and what can facilitate inclusion. 
This will include analysis of case studies to determine 
whether diversity can be identified as a characteristic 
in other projects. Although a mix of housing typologies 
begins to address issues surrounding diversity, in reality, 
architecture needs to provide much more than that. People 
adapt housing to their needs, so more emphasis must be 
placed on flexibility and adaptability in order to enable 
culturally-mixed housing (rather than housing that caters 
just to fairly conventional household types). The long-term 
perspectives for housing should be considered to allow 
more options for those with limited housing possibilities. 
This not only means that consideration should be taken in 
regard to household size, but an analysis into the potential 
for larger, divisible units should be undertaken in order to 
accommodate larger families or groups.

Continued interaction with the public may lead to more 
local integration and could strengthen this collective 
housing project as a gathering point for people of different 
backgrounds and neighbourhoods. For this reason, 
emphasis should be placed on the design of the common 
spaces to allow for flexible uses and be available to both 
residents as well as the neighbourhood. Further options at 
a planning level other than just the courtyard shape should 
be investigated.
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– Christian Norberg-Schulz
(Norberg-Schulz, 1984, p. 13)

“The stage where private dwelling takes place is 
the house or home, which may be characterized as 
a “refuge” where man gathers and expresses those 

memories which make up his personal world.” 

In order to better understand the dialogue and relationship 
between the public, the private, and the common (in terms of 
facilitating inclusion), this research is broken down into these 
three scales. The first scale, ‘The Individual’, looks at the act 
of dwelling and the importance of a private refuge within a 
wider community.

One associates notions of comfort and refuge with private 
domestic space. However, this space however, also reflects 
the social relationships that occur within it. For example, 
both anticipated human behaviours and design intent are 
reflected in the architectural plan of an individual dwelling. 
This chapter examines the individual dwelling, with particular 
interest in the spatial arrangement of private and common 
spaces within a house in order to facilitate interaction while 
also providing privacy. Norwegian architectural theorist, 
Christian Norberg-Schulz, highlights the importance of 
a private dwelling within a communal context stating, 
“Dwelling therefore also comprises that withdrawal which is 
necessary to define and develop one’s own identity. We may 
call this mode private dwelling, intending those actions which 
are secluded from the intrusion of others” (Norberg-Schulz, 
1984, p. 13). Importance should therefore be placed not only 
on the formal separation of private, common and public 
spaces, but also on providing a social and psychological 
separation.

This chapter will analyse how sightlines, boundaries, 
adaptability, and spatial organisation within private dwellings 
can allow for both privacy and security, whilst still facilitating 
social interaction.

4
The Individual
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Figure 4.1    House NA / Sou Fujimoto Architects          1:250

[ sections ]

[ sections ]

[ roof ][ ground ] [ first ] [ second ]

These case studies have been selected and analysed with 
regard to the spatial arrangement and relationship between, 
communal and private space. A variety of projects have 
been selected from small single-family dwellings, to larger 
intergenerational dwellings. Analysis of these case studies 
consider how the spatial configurations of an individual 
dwelling influence the way we use, occupy, and interact 
in the space. Key findings include the benefits of using of 
internal courtyards, as they separate areas within dwellings 
while still providing visual connections and outdoor space 
that can be occupied. Split-levels are also used to create 
dynamic thresholds between spaces. In many of these 
case studies, priority has been given to the common areas, 
whilst private spaces are made smaller and confined to one 
area of the house.

Private Scale: Spatial relationships and 
tectonics

1:250          Figure 4.2    House CB005 / GAAGA

common private

[ section ]

[ ground ]

[ first/first + ]

[ second/second + ]

[ third/third + ]
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Figure 4.3    2 En 1 : Intergenerational House / TICA Architecture          1:250

[ first ]

[ ground ]

1:250          Figure 4.4    Binh House / VTN Architects

[ ground ]

[ section ]
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Figure 4.5    Casco Loft : Interiors for Interaction / FABRICations        1:250

[ section ]

[ second ]

[ first ]

1:500          Figure 4.6    San Vincente935 Housing / Lorcan O’Herlihy Architects

[ ground ]

[ elevation ]
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Figure 4.7    Songpa Micro Housing / SsD          1:250

[ third ][ gallery ]

[ first ] [ second ]

1:250          Figure 4.8    Songpa Micro Housing / SsD Section

[ section ]
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Tectonics of the Private Realm

[ visual connectivity ] [ spatial relationships ] [ privacy gradients ]

Analysis of case studies of individual dwellings has 
highlighted design elements that are important for the 
provision of social interactions beyond the individual. These 
design elements can be summarised into three key areas. 
Visual Connectivity relates to the potential for spaces to be 
linked in a way that allow occupants in different spaces to 
interact. This is achieved through design elements such as 
open plan spaces or split-levels. Spatial Relationships are 
essential in the design of a well-functioning house. Spaces 
with similar uses should be located in close proximity 
(e.g. kitchen, living, dining) whilst spaces with different 

requirements, such as a home office, may be separated. The 
design of this separation could vary, for example through 
the use of voids, split levels, internal courtyards etc. This 
also includes how an internal space is located with regard 
to the external context. Linked to this is Privacy Gradients, 
which relate to the organisation of common and private 
uses. It essentially means that transitions between these 
different uses are gradual, in order to ensure privacy and 
comfort, as well to maximise the potential of the space 
through well-designed thresholds.

Figure 4.9 Key design concepts for interaction within the private dwelling

[ sketches investigate threshold, visual 
connectivity and transitional spaces ]

Figure 4.10 Charcoal sketches investigate threshold
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[ section ] [ section ]

[ ground/ground + ]

[ first ]

[ ground/ground + ]

[ first ]

Figure 4.11 Individual dwelling concepts

The Individual Dwelling

These individual dwelling tests apply concepts from 
previous case studies. Split-levels have been tested to 
enable visual connections. Privacy gradients have also been 
implemented as a method of organising public and private 
spaces. These are critical in allowing for refuge within a 
dwelling. The opportunity that became evident from this 
series of design tests was to design spaces that facilitate a 
range of uses and encourage interaction between residents. 
In several of these tests, the house is organised around 
landing stairs that connect the split-levels and build up a 
sequence of spaces that often increase in privacy as you 
ascend. This results in a range of visually connected spaces.[ section ]

[ section ]

[ ground/ground + ]

[ first/first + ]

[ ground ]
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These dwelling tests used watercolour to highlight where 
private refuge or communal space may occur within an 
individual dwelling. This was done in order to determine 
how an individual dwelling might be more inclusive. It 
can be achieved through creating visually connected, 
communal spaces that allow for greater interaction 
between residents.

Through these tests, privacy gradients were identified 
where space may shift from communal to private or vice 
versa. Circulation spaces (usually stairs) operated as 
good buffer zones between private and common spaces, 
allowing for gradients of privacy. In the case of concept 
one, split-level floors allow visual connections between the 
mezzanine bedroom, living area, and kitchen and dining, 
whilst the separation of spaces still enables each area to 
function as intended.

In all examples, emphasis was placed on larger common 
spaces, and smaller bedrooms. Using circulation spaces to 
increase visual connectivity enables more social interaction 
to occur in spaces generally used as thoroughfares. The 
more successful concepts incorporated all communal 
spaces on the lower levels and the private bedrooms on 
upper floors. The inclusion of split-levels was a successful 
tactic in allowing for the separation of spaces for different 
uses (e.g. play spaces for children, separated from the 
kitchen), while still maintaining visual connections and 
the potential to interact.

Analysis

A studio concept was tested in order to determine how 
these privacy gradients could be designed for in a small 
space. This was difficult and although the sleeping area was 
raised slightly, this separation of spaces wasn’t adequately 
achieved.

Less successful concepts did not include sufficient 
threshold space between private and common areas 
(such as in Concept 2). Landing areas are a useful way to 
accommodate this transition, particularly if they are large 
enough to allow for different uses such as a study area or 
storage space. 

The implication of these tests moving forward is the 
importance of threshold within the individual dwelling. 
The incorporation of elements such as atria and split floors, 
as well as emphasis on well-considered circulation will be 
important in future designs to enable separation of spaces 
yet still allow for social interactions. 

This stage of the design testing was primarily geared 
towards conventional household types, which still tends 
to result in similar demographics occupying them, and 
therefore exclusivity. More spatial flexibility is required to 
accommodate a wider range of households. There is also 
the potential to explore a dialogue between the fixed and 
the flexible at various scales throughout the project.

page 89  
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- Tatjana Schneider & Jeremy Till 
(Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 35)

“Housing is volatile, subject to a whole range of 
cyclic, non cyclic and trend changes, and if it is not 
able to respond to these changes it becomes at best 
unsatisfactory, at worst obsolescent. Yet despite 
the fact that dwelling is inevitably dynamic, it is 
too often framed intellectually and physically as a 

fixity.” 

Adaptable Space

It has become clear through this research that the concept of 
temporality is important in the design of inclusive space. To 
allow for social adaptability means the acknowledgement 
of time within a design. Housing shouldn’t be static. 
It should be fluid, and capable of adapting to dynamic 
lifestyle changes. The potential for space to be adapted in 
order to adjust to changing needs and patterns is essential 
in that it can respond to the volatility of dwelling. Steven 
Groák defines adaptability as ‘capable of different social 
uses’ (Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 4). Architects cannot 
control how demographics or lifestyles will change, the 
case of adaptable housing is therefore “a straightforward 
matter of common sense” (Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 35).

It is essential that this research gives rise to an architecture 
that is considerate of changing societal conditions. It is 
intended that this design project is sufficiently adaptable so 
that changes to the requirement of individuals or families 
can be accommodated.

“Should the aspirations of conventional architectural 
practice not be enlarged to encompass a wider vision of 
human habitation?” (Dalziel & Qureshi-Cortale, 2012, p. 
9)
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In their  book, Flexible Housing, Jeremy Till and Tatjana 
Schneider highlight design tactics for adaptability in 
housing. Some of these have been explored in this thesis. 
They include: excess space; slack space; vertical additions; 
expanding within; joining together and dividing; expanding 
circulation spaces; shared rooms; clear spans; and vertical 
distribution of services. Further tactics, such as regularity of 
the building façade, have been identified in the book A House 
in the City by Robert Dalziel and Sheila Qureshi Cortale and 
have also been tested in this section.

The adaptability tactics selected for analysis are what Till 
calls ‘soft’ measures. These design tactics allow the occupant 
the potential to adapt the space to their needs. This is 
opposed to ‘hard’ measures such as moveable furniture 
or partitions which are predetermined by the architect to 
achieve a specific outcome (Dalziel & Qureshi-Cortale, 2012, 
p. 29). As Stewart Brand states, “all buildings are predictions; 
all predictions are wrong” (Brand, 1995, p. 178). This further 
highlights the need to implement soft measures in order to 
allow further user control and therefore design longevity. “To 
design a building with the specific intent for it to be changed 
in any way is to accept that the building is in the first place in 
some way incomplete or even imperfect” (Schneider & Till, 
2007, p. 8). Architecture should therefore act as a “shock 
absorber, there to soak up the dynamics of living” (Schneider 
& Till, 2007, p. 6).

Adaptability Tactics

[ clear span ]

[ horizontal addition ]

[ slack space ]

[ additional / shared room ]

Clear Span: Clear spans across the width of an individual 
unit is probably the most important construction principle 
to achieve flexibility (Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 195). This 
provides potential for the adaption of internal space in the 
future as internal partition walls are non-loadbearing.

Regularity of the building façade: In order for adaptable 
floor plans to accommodate maximum flexibility, windows 
should be placed at intervals that allow for the internal 
division of spaces. Windows should also be large enough to 
let enough light in for any use (Dalziel & Qureshi-Cortale, 
2012, p. 29).

Slack Space: Slack space is space outside the current 
occupied dwelling that is “suggestive of potential 
occupation”. It therefore allows increased flexibility as 
residents can appropriate spaces over time. Examples 
of slack space include flat roofs, courtyards that can be 
filled in, or circulation spaces that have the potential to be 
occupied e.g. a desk on a landing (Schneider & Till, 2007, 
p. 185).

Vertical Addition / Double Height Space: Vertical expansion 
can be achieved by building into double-heighted or roof 
spaces, or building additional storeys (Schneider & Till, 
2007, p. 184).

Additional / Shared room: By designing unprogrammed 
spaces that attach to multiple dwellings, it allows the 
potential for dwellings to expand and contract as lifestyles 
require (Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 189).

Joining together / dividing up: The potential for a larger 
dwelling to be split into two self-contained units or 
vice versa allows housing to be more accommodating 
over a person’s lifetime as their circumstances change. 
Furthermore, this addresses the demand for multiple 
generations of one family to live together, or for demands 
that occur in some cultural contexts, such as separation 
of sexes to be addressed. The potential to join together 
or divide up dwellings provides a variety of rental 
opportunities and is beneficial for housing providers such 
as HNZC, where household sizes are constantly changing.

Expanding circulation spaces: By expanding circulation 
spaces, they can begin to accommodate other functions 
such as play areas or home offices, offering adaptability for 
different family configurations over different periods of 
time  (Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 187).  

[ vertical addition ]

[ expanding circulation spaces ]

[ stacked services ]

[ joining together / dividing up ]
Figure 4.12 Diagrams of adaptability tactics. Authors adaptation from 
Flexible Housing, by T. Schneider and J. Till, 2007, Architectural Press.
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Figure 4.13 Adaptability concept one - plans

Concept 1: Clear Span, Regular building façade, 
Vertical Addition/Double height space

This concept incorporates an excess in vertical space above 
the kitchen and lounge which enables further bedrooms 
to be built in over time. The roof design also has provision 
for an outdoor terrace should this excess vertical space 
be built into. The location and form of the staircase has 
been considered so that it easily can extend into new 
accommodation.

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  flex space
[7]  entry

7

3 4
1

[ section ]

1:100

Figure 4.14 Adaptability concept one - section
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Figure 4.15 Adaptability concept one - plans (adapted)

Concept 1 (adapted): Clear Span, Regular 
building façade, Vertical Addition/Double height 
space

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  flex space
[7]  entry
[8]  void
[9]  roof terrace
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Figure 4.16 Adaptability concept one - section (adapted)
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Figure 4.17 Adaptability concept two - plans

Concept 2: Clear Span, Regular building 
façade, Vertical Addition/Double height space, 
expanding circulation spaces

By designing a void above the kitchen/lounge space, this 
offers the potential for a further room to be built into this 
space. An expanded circulation space upstairs could also 
operate as a reading nook or play space.

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  void

4 321
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Figure 4.18 Adaptability concept two - section
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Figure 4.19 Adaptability concept two - plans (adapted)

Concept 2 (adapted): Clear Span, Regular 
building façade, Vertical Addition/Double height 
space, expanding circulation spaces

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  void
[7]  flex space

4 321
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Figure 4.20 Adaptability concept two - section (adapted)
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Figure 4.21 Adaptability concept three - plans

Concept 3: Clear Span, Regular building façade, 
Slack Space, Vertical Addition/Double height 
space

By designing a void above the lounge space, this offers the 
potential for a further room to be built into this space. This 
concept could therefore accommodate anything from a 
1-bedroom dwelling with ground floor office or retail, to a 
4-bedroom dwelling. Slack space has also been incorporated 
to allow outdoor balcony spaces to be enclosed to provide 
larger dining or lounge areas. In order to allow for circulation 
to extend into new accommodation spaces, the location and 
form of the staircase has been considered.

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  void
[7]  slack space
[8]  parking
[9]  entry

89

4

7

3

1

6

1:100

Figure 4.22 Adaptability concept three - section
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Figure 4.23 Adaptability concept three - plans (adapted)

Concept 3 (adapted): Clear Span, Regular 
building façade, Slack Space, Vertical Addition/
Double height space

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  void
[7]  entry
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Figure 4.24 Adaptability concept three - section (adapted)
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[ option A ]
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Figure 4.25 Adaptability concept four - plan

Concept 4: Clear Span, Additional/Shared Room

By designing to allow clear spans and the potential for an 
additional room, each apartment unit could accommodate 
1- 3 bedrooms (3 with the inclusion of the shared room). 
This additional room could also be used as a lounge or 
office space. The location of this room has been considered 
so that it can facilitate a multitude of uses.

[ option B ]

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  storage
[6]  entry
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Figure 4.26 Adaptability concept four - plan (adapted)
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Concept 4: Clear Span, Additional/Shared Room

[1] bedroom
[2]  bathroom
[3]  living
[4]  kitchen / dining
[5]  office
[6]  entry
[7]  common space
[8] commercial space
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Figure 4.27 Adaptability concept four - section

These adaptable housing tests utilise adaptability tactics 
from Flexible Housing in order to determine how individual 
dwellings may be adapted to different cultural, social and 
societal conditions. It is clear through the design outcomes 
that certain adaptability tactics facilitate easier, or more 
effective adaption of space, than others. 

Using a clear span has emerged as a successful adaptability 
tactic as it allows for maximum flexibility in the 
reconfiguration of internal spaces, particularly if services 
and circulation are well-considered. By having a sufficiently 
sized clear span, a regular building facade will allow a room 
along the facade to be divided in half, or vice versa. The size 
of these rooms and the placement of windows are therefore 
essential considerations moving forward.

The incorporation of double height spaces with the potential 
for vertical additions is a useful tactic, provided that prior 
consideration for vertical additions are undertaken (e.g. 
the inclusion of beams, window placement). This is also a 
successful design method as spaces still operate extremely 
well in either state.

Adaptable Housing Analysis

Incorporating additional or shared rooms emerged as a less 
successful tactic. Although it allows a dwelling to expand or 
contract slightly, management issues emerged. 

The inclusion of slack space is also a more difficult 
adaptability tactic to implement. Enclosing exterior spaces 
so that they become part of the interior space requires 
significant construction work, particularly with regard to the 
building envelope.

Although the above tests result in dwellings that are more 
adaptable and therefore more inclusive than conventional 
social housing in NZ, they are generally only adaptable in the 
context of lifestyles (e.g. working from home) or household 
types (a 1-bedroom house may be adapted to become a 
4-bedroom house). Cultural or religious adaptation has 
not been specifically considered, although it is hoped that 
the potential for adaptability in these dwellings may enable 
different cultures to further adapt these for their specific 
needs. For example, interior renovations can be more easily 
undertaken when the adaptability tactic of a 5m clear span is 
utilised in initial designs.
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[1] standard bedroom
[2]  accessible bedroom
[3]  accessible bathroom
[4]  accessible living
[5]  accessible kitchen / dining
[6]  parking
[7]  common terrace
[8]  alternative exit
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Figure 4.28 Accessible concept - plan

Buildings can be restrictive. Houses can provide physical 
barriers, making a person unable to live there. In order to 
shift towards a more inclusive type of housing, houses should 
recognise human diversity and work to meet the needs of all 
people over their lifetimes through periods such as childhood, 
old age, disability, injury and pregnancy (Bulleyment, 2001, 
p. 5). Andrew Sexton’s Windy Point House is an example 
of how clever planning and sophisticated joinery can 
accommodate the owner’s needs of being fully wheelchair 
accessible (Sexton, 2013)

In order to meet goals of inclusivity, it is therefore important 
that universal design principles are applied in this research.
An accessible unit has been designed in accordance with 
the BRANZ ‘Homes Without Barriers’ guidelines. It is 
not intended to suit all people with disabilities, however 
consideration has been given to accessibility issues.. For 
example, bedrooms, kitchens and bathrooms all allow 
for wheelchair users to function independently through 
appropriate circulation spaces and functional room layouts.

Accessible Dwellings - Universal Design
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Figure 4.29 Perspective sections showing adaption of terraced house, 
ground floor accessible unit and basement commercial workspace

Figure 4.30 Isometric drawing of terraced 
houses above commercial ground floor units

Adaptable dwellings have been combined with accessible 
units to create a series of interconnected terraced houses. 
The ground level consists of workspaces that open out onto 
the courtyard. The first floor is comprised of two accessible 
dwellings, with a common, north facing terrace and vehicle 
access from a rear laneway. Above these are 4 adaptable 
terraced houses implemented from previous research. An 
example of this adaption is shown in the perspective section, 
where an additional bedroom can be built into excess vertical 
space.
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The individual dwelling plays a significant role in progressing 
towards a more inclusive housing. This chapter has 
highlighted the need for effective adaptability measures to 
be included in designs. Consideration of thresholds, privacy 
gradients and organisation of the common in relation to the 
private, are essential to develop socially-connected spaces 
that can be adapted to changing needs and patterns over 
time.

It is important moving forward that these design tactics 
be implemented at other scales throughout the proposal. 
For example, adaptability tactics can be used to develop 
community spaces that can be utilised for a variety of 
purposes across the broader community. Analysis of 
threshold and circulation in the design of the individual 
dwelling should also be explored further so that these spaces 
can function effectively and facilitate inclusion at both a 
common and public scale. The placement and relationship of 
individual dwellings to each other will also be an important 
consideration moving forward as the scale shifts from the 
individual to the wider common scale.

Boundaries within each dwelling must continue to be 
reconsidered regarding the definition of internal spaces. 
When boundaries become more fluid and spaces more 
flexible, then spaces need not be defined as a 1-bedroom or 
a 2-bedroom apartment, but may offer the opportunity to 
be either. 

The Individual - Reflection
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– Jeremy Till in Architecture of the Impure 
Community  (Till, 1998, p. 68)

“The community is manifested in the production 
of its space and architecture contributes a part 
(but not the whole) to the production. [...] What an 
architecture of the impure community demands 
is a discussion which starts at the political 
and encompasses, amongst other aspects, the 
territories of gender, the relationship between 
domestic and work, the form of sustainability or 
the spatiality of social demarcation. Only thus can 
architecture be aware of the tensions within the 

social construction of the impure community...” 5
Embedded into architecture is the potential for social 
interaction and human relationships. Following analysis 
of the conditions of the individual dwelling, this research 
investigates how the relationship of each dwelling can 
be linked through common space. ‘The common’ is 
significantly important in the development of inclusive 
space. It operates as an interface area that links individual 
dwellings together, thereby providing a space for 
communication and social encounter. Norberg-Schultz 
highlighted that common space can facilitate ‘collective 
dwelling’, where people can interact, and ideas can be 
exchanged. By analysing spatial relationships between the 
individual and the common, this research seeks to redefine 
the importance of common space and in turn the address 
the potential impact that collective housing can have on 
social relationships.The Common
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Jane Jacobs explains in her book, The Death and Life of 
Great American Cities, that the architectural environment 
can influence casual interaction between neighbours (Jacobs, 
1993). Circulation networks are particularly important in 
that they are what connect all programmatic spaces. These 
networks not only facilitate connection between individual 
dwellings and the wider public realm but also have the 
potential to facilitate social connections between residents.  

By designing circulation spaces that can have a multitude of 
uses, there is an increased opportunity for chance encounters 
and therefore increased potential for social interaction. By 
increasing the size of circulation spaces, they can function 
as additional communal spaces, which can remove pressure 
from smaller individual dwellings. “For example, generous 
external circulation can provide spaces for eating or 
sitting, increasing the sociability of the scheme as a whole” 
(Schneider & Till, 2007, p. 185). The potential for circulation 
spaces to facilitate this casual interaction has therefore been 
explored through digital and physical modelling.

The concept of temporary transition spaces becoming social 
spaces that people occupy for longer periods of time has been 
tested through modelling. Design tactics have been tested 
such as increasing circulation area, split levels, creating 
visual connections, provision for natural lighting, and the 
incorporation of areas to sit and stay. The implementation 
of these tactics allows for circulation spaces to not be 
limited to their function as a thoroughfare. Rather, they 
are able to operate as spaces that allow for communication 
exchanges and building of social relationships. Occupation of 
transitional spaces also increases the amount of functional 
common space in an urban development. 

Circulation

Figure 5.1 Circulation testing screens, split levels, and the incorporation of seating



123  122  

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  The Common

Figure 5.2 Spacious exterior circulation

[ spacious exterior circulation ] 
[ visual connectivity ]
[ areas to sit / stay ] 
[ connection through central courtyard ]

Figure 5.3 Visual connectivity between levels and through to courtyard 
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Figure 5.4  Testing circulation through physical modelling [ spacious areas to sit / stay ] 
[ connection through central courtyard ]

Figure 5.5 Places to occupy within transitional space
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Figure 5.6 Level changes between exterior 
circulation and entry thresholds

Figure 5.7 Analysis of circulation concept models
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Figure 5.8 Charcoal analysis of threshold 

The threshold also becomes an important architectural 
element in instances where community development and 
social interaction is considered. The dialogue between the 
individual and community is complex, and something on 
which architecture can have a significant impact, so more 
emphasis needs to be placed on designing spaces that 
can both facilitate and limit this interaction. One quality 
of community housing is “the striving to allow for both 
closeness as well as distance”, therefore, a closer look at the 
public/private threshold and related privacy gradients with 
regard to social patterns is necessary (LaFond & Tsvetkova, 
CoHousing Inclusive, 2017, p. 137).

The threshold is particularly important as it allows for a 
distinction between places of refuge and places of social 
interaction. Physical models have been made (see next 
page) in order to explore the potential of the threshold to 
provide a separation of space as well as a transition from 
the public or common realm, to the private. Tactics such 
as level changes and privacy screens have been tested as 
solutions for managing architectural boundaries, as well as 
the relationship with the surrounding context. Using the 
threshold as a means to extend private and public spaces 
into transition space has also been tested.

Threshold
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Figure 5.9 Physical models testing 
circulation and threshold

Figure 5.10 Analysis of threshold concept models
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[ central stairwell / atrium for visual connectivity ]

[ flexible common spaces ]

[ split levels ] 

Figure 5.11 Section of co-living concept highlighting common spaces

Common circulation, privacy gradients and buffer zones 
between the semi-public and private are all applied in the 
co-living housing concept. Co-living is a concept that is grow-
ing in popularity around the world. It is based on the ideas 
of affordability, social connection, and participation in an in-
creasingly shared economy (Overstreet, 2018). It is a reflec-
tion of a changing society, and therefore changing demands 
on living space. There are also design advantages such as 
the potential to use the southern spaces of a building for 
storage or offices.

The co-living concept has been included as an additional 
housing type due to the potential for the concept to be a 
catalyst for social interactions. By sharing living spaces, it is 
not only a more economical way of living, but it also allows 
residents to know their neighbours.

One Shared House 2030, a global online survey by IKEA’s 
research Lab SPACE10, informed the design of the co-living 
building. The survey determined not only how people would 
like to live together, but also what they would be willing to 
share. Results highlighted that most people would prefer to 
live in a community of no more than 4-10 people. The most 
popular members to participate would be couples without 
children and single women. The biggest concern identified 
was lack of privacy. This co-living concept has been designed 
to house 5-10 people, with 4 bedrooms provided for singles 
or couples. The survey also highlighted the importance of 
people having their own bathroom so ensuites have been 
provided. 

Key design moves implemented are a central stairwell and 
atrium, flexible common spaces, and split-levels for increased 
privacy yet visual connectivity between these spaces. Many 
of these design moves were identified as beneficial for inclu-
sivity and social interaction in the analysis of the individual 
dwelling. 

These co-living dwellings also have the potential to be used 
as supported living units. For example, for homeless people 
transitioning to social housing, or organisations supporting 
foster children. The ground level can be adapted to suit the 
needs of the organization.

Co-living
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1 Entry
2   Garage
3  Bike storage
4  Bathroom
5  Private bedroom
6  Ensuite
7  Lounge
8  Work area
9  Kitchen and dining
10  Breakout common space
11  Roof terrace
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Figure 5.12 Co-living plans

Flexible Common Spaces

Common spaces are designed outside of each private room 
surrounding the central atrium. These can facilitate multiple 
potential uses so can vary with needs. They provide living 
spaces that are visually connected, yet still separated by 
split-levels. This allows for scalable levels of privacy as a shift 
can be seen from the common areas on level one, to the more 
secluded flex spaces, and then to the private bedrooms.

By limiting private living areas and extending these spaces 
into common thoroughfare, it reduces social isolation and 
inspires residents to occupy and adapt these spaces. These 
areas will create a sense of belonging and become expressions 
of the needs and desires of the co-living residents.

By allowing these flex spaces to connect the private rooms to 
other common spaces, they not only reinforce a gradient of 
privacy within the design but also function as a threshold to 
reduce privacy concerns of potential residents.

1:100

[ open here ]

[ second / second + ]

Figure 5.13 Co-living plan highlighting breakout common space Figure 5.14 Co-living private bedroom concept
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Figure 5.14 Co-living perspective section

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  

Figure 5.15 Co-living common living space and atrium
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Analysis

Circulation spaces, thresholds and concepts of co-living have 
been explored in this chapter in order to determine how the 
design of the common realm may be used to encourage in-
clusivity. This has been tested through physical modelling of 
thresholds and circulation spaces on a smaller scale and the 
design of a co-living building.

Physical modelling of thresholds and circulation was effec-
tive in understanding how slight tectonic shifts can impact 
spatial relationships, which in turn can impact social relation-
ships. Changes in levels were important in the definition of 
spaces whilst still maintaining a spatial connectivity. Tactics 
such as perforated screens have been explored in order to 
create boundaries, whilst still ensuring spaces are visually 
connected. This was an effective way to define space.

On a larger scale, co-living apartments have been explored 
to test concepts of collective housing. The co-living design 
highlighted the importance of thresholds to reinforce priva-
cy gradients. The adaptability of common spaces was also 
explored although could be pushed further, particularly in 
larger common spaces.

Moving forward, the mixed-use programming of the co-liv-
ing building could be developed to activate the ground plane 
more successfully. Different scales of co-living and co-hous-
ing buildings could also be explored in order to increase 
housing options.

Reflection

Ideas of temporality and flexibility hold significant potential 
for further design development in relation to common 
spaces and inclusivity. Not only can some spaces be shared, 
but their uses can change over a period of time. If space 
can be constructed to have multiple potential functions and 
reconfigurations for multiple time frames it not only provides 
longevity, but also inherently becomes more inclusive.

Designing different types of dwellings has allowed different 
dialogues to be explored relating to gradients of privacy. 
For example the private rooms within the co-living building 
have a more open and connected dynamic with the breakout 
common space on each level. This idea could be pushed 
further as more shared spaces are integrated into the design 
and privacy gradients are further explored.

Furthermore, the relationship and connections between the 
public, private and common are critical to the functioning 
of the project. Questions will be asked moving forward how 
these common areas relate to the wider public realm. This 
dialogue between common and public should be developed 
in to give way to a more inclusive environment but also 
enable privacy to be maintained. The application of what has 
been learnt through the physical modelling of threshold and 
circulation spaces is critical moving forward.  
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– Michael Larice & Elizabeth Macdonald
(Larice & Macdonald, 2013, p. 285).

“Because of their accessibility and inclusiveness, 
third places promote social equality and are 
considered social levelers, places where little 
distinction is made on the basis of demographic, 
economic, social or cultural differences. These 
places tend to allow people of different backgrounds 
to get to know one another in setting that are 

socially expansive and non-threatening.” 6

Previous chapters in this research have focused on 
providing an inclusive environment for residents on an 
individual and common scale. It is important now to 
note how inclusivity can be encouraged at a wider public 
scale. This chapter analyses how the design of a mixed-use 
development might impact and promote inclusivity in the 
wider community. The public realm is analysed in relation 
to Jan Gehl planning principles. These are then used to 
develop a masterplan for the Hopper St site. 

Issues of place in modern society have become important 
because of declines in both design quality and resulting 
activity levels in urban space (Larice & Macdonald, 
2013, p. 285).  A quality public realm is essential for the 
development of community. Public spaces and buildings 
accommodate a diverse range of activities and interactions 
and provide a location for common values to be shared. 
This in turn forms the basis of society.  For this reason, 
theory by Ray Oldenburg has been applied as “although 
he focuses primarily on programmatic land use elements, 
urban designers can take inspiration in Oldenburg’s 
valorisation of the public realm as a locus for social 
life” (Larice & Macdonald, 2013, p. 285). The potential 
for a more inclusive environment has therefore been 
investigated in this chapter through the implementation of 
planning tactics and the provision for third places.The Public Realm
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Public Space and Social Interaction

People have a “need for contact” and the built environment 
plays a role in allowing for this. Opportunities to participate 
in activities or simply stay in the public realm enables 
one to experience and interact with others in various 
circumstances (Gehl, 2011, p. 15). This research deals with 
the potential for the built environment to allow for social 
interaction and progress towards a more inclusive society.

If a public space is inviting and easily accessible, certain 
activities that once occurred in the private realm are able 
to be shifted to the public environment (Gehl, 2011, p. 113). 
Occupying the public realm offers the potential to interact 
with other people in an undemanding way (Gehl, 2011, p. 
17). It is this potential for public space to act as a social 
leveller that enforces the importance of a successful public 
realm. In contrast to cities of high-rise where functions are 
separated and there is extensive reliance on cars, a low-
rise, mixed-use development can provide further potential 
for social encounters. This is through low-rise buildings, 
prioritisation of the pedestrian, and the ability to occupy 
areas around buildings for substantial periods of time. 
Spaces inside buildings should also be supplemented with 
well-functioning outdoor spaces (Gehl, 2011, p. 31). 

“If life between buildings is given 
favourable conditions through 
sensible planning of cities and 
housing areas alike, many costly 
and often stilted and strained 
attempts to make buildings 
“interesting” and rich by using 
dramatic architectural effects can 

be spared” 

- Jan Gehl (Gehl, 2011, p. 22).

The scope of interactions in public space can be influenced 
by the built environment (Gehl, 2011, p. 39). Although, 
“more than architecture is needed for these interactions to 
develop” (Gehl, 2011, p. 53). Gehl developed the theory of 
human centred urbanism, which highlights certain urban 
design principles that are conducive to such interactions 
and therefore crucial to the development of an inclusive 
community. 

The success of public spaces is linked to the potential 
for stationary activity and pedestrian movement, 
which prompted social encounters. The placement and 
relationship between public and private spaces, as well as 
the transition between these, is crucial in the development 
of a quality public realm. Gehl also identified several 
physical factors that can be influential in the scope of social 
interaction:

Buildings are preferably limited to 3 floors:
By limiting building heights to 3 floors, contact with 
ground level events is able to be maintained. Above this 
however, “a marked decrease in the ability to have contact 
with the ground level can be observed” (Gehl, 2011, p. 98). 
It is therefore intended that the majority of buildings in the 
proposed mixed use development will be a maximum of 3 
floors.

Easy transition and movement between public and private:
In order to allow for seamless transitions between public 
and private spaces, the plan of the private dwelling should 
be considered with regard to its connection with the 
exterior environment. For example, connections should 
be established between living areas and outdoor spaces 
on the more public side of the dwelling. Additional doors, 
corridors and level changes between outdoor public space 
and private dwellings should be avoided. The transition 
between public and private, essentially the entrance, 
should be design to ensure ease of movement through 
theses realms, both psychologically and functionally (Gehl, 
2011, p. 187).

Soft edges - Spaces to stay in the public realm to create 
lively communities:
“For the scope and character of life between buildings, the 
conditions offered for long-lasting outdoor activities play 
the decisive role” (Gehl, 2011, p. 183).
When there are short distances between destinations, and 
the edges of buildings provide spaces to sit or rest and are 
directly associated to the interior, people are more likely 
to occupy public space for extended periods of time (Gehl, 
2011, p. 183). “Soft edges” will therefore be implemented 
into the mixed-use development proposal with provision 
for places to linger along the borders of parks and public 
areas, with particular orientation towards pedestrian flows.

Removing vehicles from urban spaces though the 
implementation of pedestrian streets:
Urban centres around the world are vehicle-dominated. 
Benefits have been highlighted in the removal of cars 
from city streets, and the implementation of pedestrian-
only spaces. In cities such as Copenhagen, for example, 
pedestrian streets have been implemented since 1962. 
Between 1975 and 1995, social and recreational activities 
quadrupled in downtown areas. Activity in the public 
realm has “grown in scope, in creativity, and in ingenuity”, 
and an inclusive, social public realm has developed (Gehl, 
2011, p. 50).

Privacy gradients for fluid transition between public and 
private:
Modern apartment buildings tend to have sharp thresholds 
that makes moving into the public realm difficult. For 
example, apartments are generally extremely private and 
there is a sharp transition from these spaces to more public 
areas such as corridors, stairs, elevators, or the adjoining 
street. It is in situations like these, that flexible boundaries 
in the form of transitional spaces are required. These 
spaces should be semi-public or semi-private, making 
both the psychological and physical transition between the 
private and public easier which should therefore result in a 
livelier public realm (Gehl, 2011, p. 113). 

The interface between public spaces, social interaction 
and the shift towards a more inclusive society, must 
also be considered with regard to several factors. These 
include the needs, and varied interests, of different people 
that reside in the same area, as well as the preconditions 
that exist in certain neighbourhoods (Gehl, 2011, p. 53). 
It can however be concluded that the built environment 
can influence social situations to a greater or lesser extent 
(Gehl, 2011, p. 54).

“Living cities, therefore, ones 
in which people can interact 
with one another, are always 
stimulating because they are rich 

in experiences”  

- Jan Gehl (Gehl, 2011, p. 21).
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Privacy Gradients

As highlighted by Gehl, it is essential to provide spaces 
of varying degrees of privacy within a development. This 
privacy gradient ranges from private dwellings with private 
terraces, through to public amenities along the internal 
street front at ground level. By implementing a courtyard 
typology however, it adds further degrees of privacy. The 
green space within a courtyard is publicly accessible, 
however due to the enclosed nature of the space and the 
relationship to a limited number of adjoining residents, it 
is of a semi-public nature. 

As discussed previously, the threshold between public and 
private should not be abrupt as is often the case in modern 
apartment buildings or single-family houses in suburbia 
(Gehl, 2011, p. 58). In these instances, there is no transition 
space between private and public in which one may pass 
through semi-private or semi-public spaces, making the 
transition both functionally and psychologically difficult.

This transition can be aided through the establishment of 
a physical structure, which gives way to a corresponding 
social structure. By implementing communal space at 
various scales, it allows one to move from interacting with 
small groups to larger ones, and from more private to more 
public spaces. This is psychologically beneficial, as it gives 
residents a greater sense of security as well as a greater 
sense of belonging within more public spaces.

“The area that the individual 
perceives as belonging to the dwelling, 
the residential environment, can 
extend well beyond the actual 
dwelling. This in itself may result in 

greater use of public spaces”

 - Jan Gehl (Gehl, 2011, p. 59).

By designing a graduation from private, to semi-private, to 
semi-public, and finally to public spaces, it allows residents 
to get to know their neighbours, as outdoor spaces are 
considered to be an extension of residential areas. This 
enables for collective responsibility and surveillance of 
these spaces (Gehl, 2011, p. 59).

Scales of privacy should be clearly indicated in spaces, 
however smooth transitions through different levels of 
public and private allows for residents to have increased 
contact with people in the common or public realm (Gehl, 
2011, p. 61). For example, this can be achieved through 
creating good visual connections.

Figure 6.1 Sketch section through courtyard

Social Structure and a Sense of Belonging

These different scales of public and private spaces discussed 
above, also create a physical structure in the residential 
context. This structure supports the desired social structure, 
and therefore influences social groupings and interactions. 
A hierarchy of interaction is reflected in various scales of 
common space (Gehl, 2011, p. 54): the apartment has a 
living room; apartments in a cluster apartment are situated 
around larger communal living space; cluster apartments 
are organised around the courtyard; and finally, the 
development as a whole is arranged around a pedestrian 
street along which community amenities are also situated. 
Residents of a single dwelling meet in living spaces, cluster 
apartment residents meet in the common space, residents 
of dwellings surrounding the immediate courtyard meet in 
the central green space, laundries, or community rooms, 
and residents of the development meet on public green 
spaces or at ground floor amenities along the main street 
such as the café or community centre.

Fundamentally, the urban development design should 
encourage various levels of interpersonal relationships, 
through physically and functionally supporting the desired 
social structure (Gehl, 2011, p. 54). This social structure 
is expressed physically through the arrangement of 
dwellings around central common spaces or courtyards. 
It is reinforced functionally through the establishment of 
privacy gradients and common spaces of different scales 
and “at the various levels in the hierarchical structure” 
(Gehl, 2011, p. 54).
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Urban Development Tactics

[ Soft Edges & Provision for private / 
semi-private outdoor space ]

[ Courtyard Typology ]

Urban development tactics have been derived from key 
texts as a response to the design requirements and site. In 
order to facilitate inclusion, the functional and physical 
structure of the development must support the desired 
social structure. For this reason, the design tactics include: 
implementation of a courtyard typology; active design; 
strengthened connectivity and movement networks; 
integrated access (pedestrian, bike and vehicle); buffers; 
soft edges; provision for private/semi private outdoor 
space; privacy gradients; and key community buildings 
forming a central point in the design. These tactics will not 
only strengthen the public realm but also foster a cohesive 
community, through creating a sense of belonging and 
enabling engagement with neighbours and the wider 
public.

[ Strengthened connectivity and 
movement networks ]

[ Buffers / Privacy Gradients ] [ Community Hub located at site centre ] [ Active Design ]

Figure 6.2 Diagrams of urban development tactics 
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Following analysis of the planning for the preliminary 
design concept, ‘Multiplicity and Diversity’, further 
concepts were tested in order to work out how to better 
engage the wider community whilst still utilising the 
courtyard to provide semi-private outdoor space.

The focus began with site layout, with specific consideration 
of the human scale and public life. This necessarily 
highlighted the importance of streets, courtyards, public 
and common ground floor programming and the dialogue 
between the public, private and communal. Key moves 
include the development of a pedestrian street, with ground 
floor tenancies along this street edge such as workspaces, 
retail and community rooms. Key public facilities are also 
located at the centre of the proposal. This encourages 
public life within the development and includes the wider 
community. Emphasis is placed on privacy gradients, and 
the provision of semi-public and semi-private spaces in 
order to provide potential for interaction in and around 
buildings. Places to remain within the public realm have 
been an important design consideration.

Planning principles derived from the earlier study of Jan 
Gehl continue to be implemented such as the provision for 
soft edges and the design of courtyards with dimensions 
that allow for ease of communication and visibility. A 
limit of 4 stories was important for social interaction and 
communication as highlighted by Christopher Alexander in 
A Pattern Language: “In the ideal community, architecture 
should be human-scaled, not high-rise so all buildings are 
maximum about four stories” (Alexander et al., 1977).

Design has been considered at both micro and macro 
scales in order to facilitate community. The relationship 
of the individual apartment to the building is considered 
in order to create opportunities for people to know their 
neighbours. This building then forms part of a perimeter 
block where the potential for a shared community is 
established. This perimeter block then forms a part of the 
large masterplan where neighbourhood qualities can begin 
to emerge in the form of a variety of public spaces such as 
pedestrian streets with activated edges and thresholds. 

Macro Planning

[ concept one ]

[ concept two ]
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[ concept three ]

[ concept four ] [ concept six ] - selected

[ concept five ]

Figure 6.3 Masterplan concepts
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terraced cluster coliving �lexible communityterraced cluster coliving �lexible community Figure 6.4 Typology massing study
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Figure 6.5 Terraced green space within courtyard

The courtyard has an important role in establishing 
a shared community. The majority of entrances to 
private dwellings are situated within the courtyard, thus 
maximising the possibility for chance encounters with 
neighbours. It addresses the public/private threshold 
through the provision of semi-public outdoor space. The 
terraced nature of the courtyards is a result of the slope 
of the site, but works to provide a series of smaller green 
spaces to occupy within a larger outdoor area. Retaining 
elements are incorporated into buildings (particularly at 
ground floor) to ensure usable outdoor space. Stairs and 
ramps ensure accessibility for all.

Courtyard facing terraces and circulation spaces allow for 
interaction not just at ground level but also vertically. This 
provides a relationship between semi-public outdoor space 
and the private dwelling. The courtyard works to ensure 
a gradual transition from the public realm to the private 
dwelling, in many cases acting as a physical buffer to 
separate dwellings from the lively pedestrian street.

The Courtyard

Figure 6.6 Courtyard provides a series of smaller outdoor spaces
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Third Places

Memorable communities are defined by the vitality of 
their public (or common) forum.

Ray Oldenburg theorises ‘third places’ in The Great Good 
Place. He defines them as “informal public gathering 
spaces where people can come together on neutral ground, 
to develop friendships, enjoy conversation, voluntarily 
interact and enjoy being part of a larger spatial community” 
(Larice & Macdonald, 2013, p. 285). He argues that they 
are essential in the development of social cohesion and 
a sense of identity, as well as offer psychological support 
outside of the home and work (the first and second places) 
(Oldenburg, 1999, p. 16). They are therefore critical to a 
well-functioning society.

Third Places have the ability to act as social levellers as 
they are neutral territory. They are by nature, inclusive 
and accessible to all, and “places where little distinction 
is made on the basis of demographic, economic, social or 
cultural differences” (Larice & Macdonald, 2013, p. 285). 
These places tend to allow a variety of people of different 
cultures and backgrounds to interact in spaces that are 
socially expansive and non-threatening. “Third places 
counter the tendency to be restrictive in the enjoyment 
of others by being open to all and by laying emphasis on 

qualities not confined to status distinctions current in the 
society” (Oldenburg, 1999, p. 24).

As Jane Jacobs observes in The Death and Life of Great 
American Cities, there is a discrepancy between friendships 
and spaces present for them to develop. Friendships must 
not be limited to those that occur in the private realm. 
It this occurs, both the public realm and one’s social life 
become defunct (Jacobs, 1993). Therefore, in order for this 
design to be as socially inclusive as it is intended to be, there 
must be neutral territory where both the residents and 
wider public may gather. “If there is no neutral ground in 
the neighbourhoods where people live, association outside 
the home will be impoverished” (Oldenburg, 1999, p. 22). 
This will therefore provide space for informal interactions 
that would not be able to occur within a home.

Third Places also provide the flexibility desired in this 
research. They often have the ability to serve changing 
functions for different people over a period of time. For 
example, a cafe next to a park could be a great place for 
parents of young children in the morning, or could be a 
nice place for adults to go for a drink in the evening. This 
supports a broader mix of people to utilise and visit this 
place.

“Third places exist on neutral ground and serve to 
level their guests to a condition of social equality” 

- Ray Oldenburg (Oldenburg, 1999, p. 42). 
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Figure 6.7 Courtyard typology allows for semi-private outdoor space in contrast to public internal street
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Figure 6.8 Third place typologies
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– Ray Oldenburg in The Great Good Place  
(Oldenburg, 1999, p. 36)

“In cultures where mass advertising prevails and 
appearance is valued over substance, the third 
place is all the more likely not to impress the 

uninitiated”

Characteristics of Third Places

Research into the physical form of the third place suggests 
it is typically plain, and “unimpressive looking for the most 
part” (Oldenburg, 1999, p. 36). Most third places have a low 
profile, and though radically different from a private dwelling, 
“the third place is remarkably similar to a good home in 
the psychological comfort and support that it extends” 
(Oldenburg, 1999, p. 42).

It is therefore clear that how a third place functions is of 
greater importance than the visual or formal aesthetics of the 
place itself. The architecture must therefore allow for the key 
activity associated with third places to occur, conversation.

1:200

[ Partition panels on a roof track mean large open 
space can be divided in two when required ]Figure 6.9 Community Hub - ground level plan
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Analysis

The public realm is essential in the development of more 
inclusive communities. Through the implementation of ur-
ban design tactics that have been developed from Jan Gehl’s 
planning principles, (such as soft edges, and common and 
public amenities at the ground floor) there is the potential 
for the public realm to be more inclusive of the wider com-
munity. 

Macro planning sketch tests helped to determine what areas 
of the site would be better suited for different housing types. 
The more private areas of the site (such as the cul-de-sac 
end of Arlington Street, and the southern and western bor-
ders of the site) were deemed appropriate for more fami-
ly-oriented dwellings such as the Terrace type,  sites with 
street frontages were deemed more appropriate for mixed-
use buildings that could activate the street edge, and collec-
tive housing types such as cohousing, co-living, and cluster 
apartments. 

Massing was used to test scale and positioning due to the 
slope of the site. This ensured that the relationship of each 

building to surrounding green space was appropriate. Urban 
connections were established to encourage connectivity over 
the site.

The courtyard typology has been continued from project one 
‘Multiplicity and Diversity’, as through design tests it was 
established that this was the most successful planning tac-
tic to allow for semi-private outdoor space, and potential for 
social interaction.

The internal street is critical to the functioning of the site in 
terms of including the wider community. It strengthens the 
public realm through ground floor programming and active 
edges. By locating the main community hub at the centre of 
the site, this also activates the public realm and associated 
circulation networks.

The inclusion of third places ensures the site program is 
inclusive and adaptable to community needs. The nature of 
third places being social levellers enables this.

Reflection

The shift towards a more inclusive architecture has been 
considered in both the planning and programming of the 
site, however it is not yet sufficiently developed in the formal 
architectural expression. There is room to develop the design 
detail at a finer grain vertically in order to understand the 
limits and relationship between architectural form and 
inclusiveness.

Third places within the public realm have been identified as 
having the potential to be social levellers. The architectural 
expression and openness of these places must be explored in 
in order to determine whether form can impact on the ability 
of these places to be socially expansive. 

At the public scale, the inclusion of the wider public beyond 
the project scope is something that has been considered 
programmatically and on a horizontal plane, but needs 
to be dealt with formally. There are urban connections, 
linkages, and formal design decisions that make spaces more 
approachable and these must be explored in order for this 
project to reach further.



[ common / public 
amenity at ground level ]

[ internal pedestrian 
street for connectivity ]

[ courtyard typology -    
semi-public outdoor space ]

[ ‘active circulation’ - 
visible from the exterior ]

[ centrally placed community 
centre to draw people into the site ]

[ buildings oriented to 
activate Arlington Terrace ]
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Figure 6.10 Key planning moves
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 “The starting point is not a big, architectural 
urban idea—it’s about being a little human being, 
and how can you connect that human being to as 

many experiences as possible.”

- David Sim (Anzilotti, 2019)

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  The Urban Village

7
The final proposal is an urban village, comprised of a mix 
of private dwellings and public and common amenities 
that are inherently inclusive. Social relationships between 
individuals are both encouraged and accommodated 
through design decisions. The social and cultural diversity 
of Wellington Central is reflected through a mix of tenures 
and multiple housing types, adaptable to individual needs. 
There is an emphasis on community and engagement 
of both residents and the surrounding neighbourhood. 
Macro planning ensured site permeability and an activated 
ground plane in order to develop a quality public realm. 
The Urban Village intends to cultivate a connected, 
sustainable and socially diverse community as a response 
to spatial and social exclusion issues surrounding housing 
inequality in New Zealand.The Urban Village
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[ third places connect to public realm ] [ active / exterior circulation ]

[ outdoor spaces of varying levels of privacy ][ amenities connect to pedestrian street ]

Figure 7.1  Conceptualising key concepts

Inclusion by Design

[ dwellings situated around courtyards ]

The urban village incorporates findings from throughout 
this research, from analysis of case studies and key texts, to 
design research at three scales, the individual, the common 
and the public realm. The outcome necessarily includes the 
following elements:

• Private/Semi-Private outdoor space

• Public greenspace 

• Social Circulation

• Internal Street w/ active edges

• Incorporation of Third Places

• Courtyards

• Multiple Housing Typologies

• Adaptable Housing and Community Spaces

• Central Community Hub

[ open here ]
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The Urban Village

Figure 7.2 Urban Village isometric 

Proposal

The housing types included in the masterplan reflect an 
understanding of demographic demands highlighted in 
census data. House types in the area are predominantly 
3-bedroom, while 60% of households in Mt Cook are 
made up of one or two people (Wellington City Council, 
2013). Housing adaptability is crucial to achieving the 
goal of a shift towards  more stable, inclusive housing. 
Many dwellings in this proposal can contract or expand 
to accommodate between one and four bedrooms. Both 
private dwellings and flexible common spaces can be 
modified to meet needs relating to such things as culture,  
lifestyle, and demographics.

A quality public realm is activated by ground floor 
tenancies of common and public amenities such as cafes, 
restaurants, a library, community centre, and retail shops. 
The mixed-use nature of the proposal means that buildings 
facilitate a multitude of uses and therefore interactions. 
It also provides more jobs within the community and 
gives longevity to the project, as uses can change to suit 
resident and community requirements. There is provision 
for public, semi-public, semi-private and private outdoor 
space through courtyards, private terraces, and exterior 
circulation spaces. Exterior circulation spaces operate as a 
transitional buffer area between public and private. They 

don’t only operate as thoroughfares, but can be occupied 
for longer periods of time. 

Limited car parking has been provided for accessible units 
as well as car share. Residents will have excellent access to 
public transport (6 minute walk). The site location means 
that services and amenities can also be easily accessed 
through cycling or walking. There is the potential for 
residents to gain access to partial or fully subsidised public 
transport, as well as memberships to a car share scheme, 
as occurs in the Nightingale model (Sharam, 2015). This 
limited provision for parking ensures residents don’t have 
to pay more for car parks (particularly those who don’t 
have or want a car), when housing affordability is already 
a significant issue. By limiting parking, more space has 
been made available to public or common ground floor 
amenities where driveways would have been. This in turn 
allows for a more pedestrian-oriented public realm.

Shared laundries are also an element of the Nightingale 
model that has been included in this proposal (Auckland 
Council, 2017). This not only provides opportunity for 
chance encounters and interaction between neighbours, 
but also reduces apartment prices.
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Figure 7.3 Internal street elevation

The Urban Village
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1:1000

Figure 7.4 Original Urban Village proposal

Figure 7.5 Developed Urban Village proposal  
  - increased density

Density and Design Decisions

An interesting dialogue has emerged in this research 
between density and design for inclusion. High-density 
often inherently means high-rise, which conflicts with 
some of the design principles implemented in this 
research. Jan Gehl states that “meaningful contact with 
ground level events is possible only from the first few floors 
in a multi-story building. Between the third and forth floor, 
a marked decrease in the ability to have contact with the 
ground level can be observed. Another threshold exists 
between the fifth and sixth floors. Anything and anyone 
above the fifth floor is definitely out of touch with ground 
level events” (Gehl, 2011, p. 98). 

In high-rise buildings, people are separated from the wider 
community, particularly when most of the amenities they 
require can be found within the building. This separation 
from the ground plane reduces people’s participation in 
the public realm and therefore diminishes the potential 
for chance encounters. Not onlāy do high-rises limit the 
potential for social interaction but they have the opposite 
effect of third places in that they ensure that “people 
mostly interface with others of the same socioeconomic 
strata” that being people that can afford to live in the 
same apartment building, creating a physical, social and 
psychological separation (Khatri, n.d.). RMIT planning 
expert Michael Buxton states, “What high-rise does is 
separate large numbers of people from the street, so we 
end up with a city that is detached from street life, we 
end up with a city that is based on enclaves and gated 
communities.” (Perkins, 2012). This separation reduces 
the potential for chance encounters that are crucial in 
the creation of social capital as well as to the liveliness of 
the public realm (Khatri, n.d.). Robert Gifford highlights 
the various effects that high-rise buildings have on social 
isolation and social behaviour, mental health and crime, 
in his extensive literature review  (Gifford, 2007, p. 2). 
He states, “The literature suggests that high-rises are less 
satisfactory than other housing forms for most people, 
that they are not optimal for children, that social relations 
are more impersonal and helping behaviour is less than 
in other housing forms, that crime and fear of crime are 
greater, and that they may independently account for some 
suicides” (Gifford, 2007, p. 2).

Conversely, Kostas Mouratidis finds that “compact urban 
forms enable residents to maintain larger networks of close 
relationships, socialise more frequently with friends and 
family, receive stronger social support, and enjoy increased 
opportunities to make new acquaintances” (Mouratidis, 
2018, p. 7). Not only this, but an urban fabric of a finer grain 
facilitates small footprint shops and apartments, which in 
turn yield smaller profits for a greater number of people 
and community businesses. This creates a positive impact 
on more people. “Over centuries, this human scale urban 
fabric has proved to be adaptable to changing political and 
economic times, making the community resilient, and 
durable” (Lennard, n.d.). 

Issues emerged in the development of this final proposal 
regarding density. Initially the total yield was 116 dwellings, 
giving a density of 95 dwellings per hectare. As a result the 
design was developed further (left). 

As the focus of this research was inclusion, planning 
principles that best accommodated this (such as limiting 
building heights) were still considered when working to 
increase the density. The resulting proposal has a total 
yield of 175 dwellings and a density of 144dph. The density 
of this proposal could have been increased significantly if 
building heights were increased above 4 floors. Another 
factor that significantly affects the density of dwellings 
is the mixed-use nature of the development. The ground 
floor in most areas is given over to the public realm, and 
includes a multitude of common and public uses. If this was 
not that case, the density of the site would be significantly 
greater however the importance of having active edges and 
a quality public realm is crucial for social interaction and 
inclusion of the community beyond the boundaries of the 
site. 

Further research has the potential to determine how far this 
relationship between density and inclusion can be pushed 
before the liveliness of the public realm is impacted.
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1:1000

Figure 7.6 Site Plan

Figure 7.7 Urban Village overview
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1:500

Total Yield:       175

Site Coverage:       46%

Open Space (Courtyards):       25%

Gross Density:       145 dph

Net Density:        151 dph

(net density does not include community hub as has no residential 

dwellings within building)

As occurred in the development of Mehr Als Wohnen, Arlington Site 
3 has deliberately been left undeveloped in this research (Haller et al., 
2018, p. 17). It is intended that once the community’s housing needs 
are understood following the occupation, the surrounding area can be 
designed and programmed to accommodate current and future residents’ 
needs.
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The Urban Village

Figure 7.8 Site Section
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Accessible Unit

Cohousing

Active Circulation

Public / Common Amenity

Coliving

Cluster Apartment

Terraced Apartment

Typology Details

Four key dwelling types are included in this proposal. They 
are the cluster apartments (adapted from the preliminary 
design concept), terraced houses, co-living apartments 
and co-housing apartments. Accessible units have been 
implemented throughout. Public and common amenities 
such as flexible common spaces, a community centre, 
library and various retail and commercial units, have been 
included at ground level to activate the public realm and 
give privacy to residential units by raising them above the 
ground plane.

Accessible Unit

Cohousing

Active Circulation

Public / Common Amenity

Coliving

Cluster Apartment

Terraced Apartment

Figure 7.9 Typology diagram

Figure 7.10 Community Hub connects to pedestrian street
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A B

C

Figure 7.11 Courtyard breakdown

STO - storage
OFF - office
LDRY - laundry

       1:500

Figure 7.12 Courtyard A - Composite Ground Floor Plan
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     1:500

Figure 7.13 Courtyard B - Composite Ground Floor Plan

         1:500

Figure 7.14 Courtyard C - Composite Ground Floor Plan
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Figure 7.15 Tenure mix diagram

Ownership Model

In the 2013 census of Mt Cook, 18% of households were 
purchasing or fully owned their home, 50.4% were renting 
privately, and 17.0% were in social housing (Wellington 
City Council, 2013). As a response, affordable ownership, 
shared ownership, rent-to-buy, long-term affordable 
rental, and social (state) housing are included in the design 
in order to reflect demand and accommodate the high 
number of renters in the area as well as reflect the historic 
use of the site as social housing.

The proposal is for a mixed-tenure neighbourhood. 38% of 
dwellings are allocated as social (state) housing, 36% are 
affordable rental, and 26% are affordable purchase. 10% 
of all dwellings are reserved for non-profits or charities. 
The application of mixed-tenure housing to this site allows 
for the replacement of the social housing that previously 
existed here, while still creating a community that values 
inclusion and diversity. Market rate housing is not included 
in this proposal. Instead affordability can be achieved 
through economies of scale.

It is important that dwellings are accessible to housing 
cooperatives as they “have an inbuilt emphasis on 
democracy, equality and solidarity within a long term, 
stable community” (Lutz, 2019). By pooling the resources 
of a number of people into a non-profit company, more 
people are able to access appropriate housing. The use 
value of housing is therefore prioritised over its exchange 
value. 

A�ordable Purchase - First Home Buyers / Cooperatives  [26% overall]

A�ordable Rental     [36% overall]

Social (state) Housing - HNZC & other agencies   [38% overall]

Mix of tenures within building

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

A - cohousing - 

B - cohousing - 

C - cohousing - 

D - cohousing - 

E - cluster - 

F - cohousing - 

G - cohousing - 

H - cluster - 

I - cluster - 

J - cohousing - 

4 apartments [1 social - 1 a�ordable rental - 2 a�ordable purchase]

3 apartments [1 social - 2 a�ordable purchase]

3 apartments [2 social - 1 a�ordable purchase]

7 apartments [2 social - 5 a�ordable purchase]

30 apartments [20 social - 10 a�ordable rental]

8 apartments [3 social - 5 a�ordable purchase]

8 apartmetns [3 social - 1 a�ordable rental - 4 a�ordable purchase]

2 apartments [1 a�ordable rental - 1 a�ordable purchase]

4 apartments [2 social - 2 a�ordable purcahse]

6 apartments [4 social - 2 a�ordable purchase]

J

Security of tenure is particularly important in the New 
Zealand Housing climate. Cooperatives pragmatically 
combine concepts such as flexibility of rent and lower 
entry costs with the stability of home ownership. Security 
of tenure is achieved through acquiring shares in the 
cooperative, which is critical in the development of socially 
sustainable, cohesive communities. Community interest 
is emphasised over individual ownership and individual 
gains. Shares can be sold and paid back with interest 
however, “speculative profit cannot be individualised” 
(Lutz, 2019).

A key strategy for cooperatives is an emphasis on shared 
space. For this reason dwelling types such as the cluster 
apartments would be suitable for cooperative purchase as 
they effectively balance tensions between common and 
private use.

“In the current crisis of housing 
affordability, co-operatives show 
potential to square the circle of 
affordability and quality, combining 
low cost with high quality of living.”

- Manuel Lutz (Lutz, 2019).
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Figure 7.16 Co-living private terrace Figure 7.17 Co-living exterior
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It Takes a Village is a collection of investigations into a shift 
towards housing that values social relations over private 
assets and looks at ways to address the affordable housing 
crisis in New Zealand. In order to respond to spatial and 
social exclusion issues surrounding housing inequality, 
this research proposes design strategies that cultivate 
connected, sustainable and socially diverse communities. 
It suggests ways in which the diversity already present in 
our cities can be facilitated through a more inclusive form of 
housing. The process and methodology progressed at three 
scales, the individual, the common and the public realm. The 
Arlington Street site in Mt Cook, Wellington, was selected 
for this design-led research based on its proximity to public 
amenities and the diversity of the existing community. 

Research identified many opportunities for collective urban 
housing in mixed income areas. These became apparent 
through design tests at the public, private and common scales 
which resulted in valuable findings at each scale. Research 
also highlighted opportunities at the junction between scales, 
at thresholds and through movement patterns. 

The design outcome ‘The Urban Village’ is an exemplar for 
possible future housing developments that facilitates more 
inclusive, and socially cohesive communities that reflect the 
diversity of an urban population. This is achieved through 
the implementation of design strategies such as:

• the courtyard typology
• incorporation of a mix of uses 
• social circulation spaces/active circulation

Conclusions

• multiple dwelling types
• adaptable housing and communal spaces
• inclusion of third places
• provision for private, semi-private, semi-public and 
 public outdoor space
• public and common spaces at ground floor
• building height limits
• an internal street that provides a thoroughfare for 
 the wider community
• soft edges
• consideration of privacy gradients

The potential for these design strategies to foster inclusive 
communities is further reinforced by theory on public space 
by Jan Gehl, and analysis of inclusive cohousing case studies 
from the key texts by Michael LaFond, ‘Cohousing Inclusive’ 
and ‘Cohousing Cultures’.

Diversity and inclusion are encouraged through a mix of 
tenure, diversity and adaptability of housing types, and by 
developing a varied programme that is integrated into a 
quality public realm. The design outcome can support an 
inclusive environment accessible to both the residents and 
to the wider community surrounding the site. The design 
strategies utilised show how a shift towards a more inclusive 
housing structure can be achieved through design outcomes 
that facilitate social interaction. Collective housing has been 
used as a basis for housing types. A variety of housing 
types encourages and offers potential for a diverse range of 
residents. Cohousing, co-living and cluster apartments have 
all been included in the Urban Village in order to emphasise 
the benefits of the dwelling in commonality. The potential 

to reduce social isolation issues is realised through the 
implementation of accessible common space in the design 
outcome. It was important to define the relationship between 
private space and common space to allow for easy transitions 
between the two. Although potential for social interaction is 
important for an inclusive community, acknowledgement of 
privacy gradients, threshold, and transitional spaces in design 
outcomes is critical in still allowing for refuge in private 
dwellings. Circulation became an important consideration 
as it offered an opportunity where residents could engage 
with their neighbours in a neutral area. This potential for 
engagement also became a design driver in order to create 
circulation spaces that could be occupied for longer periods 
of time. Active circulation means it is visible throughout the 
development, and with the incorporation of social spaces, it 
is designed to support an inclusive environment. Adaptable 
housing emerged as an important facilitator of inclusive 
communities. In order to be more inclusive, housing must 
be able to adjust to changing needs and patterns, both 
social and technological. This necessarily gives the design 
proposal longevity, as it is flexible in that it can accommodate 
demographic and lifestyle changes.

Spatial inequality is reduced through enhancement of the 
urban context. The proposed masterplan is intended to 
encourage integration in a community sense. Macro planning 
and the proposed mixed-use programme, works to be 
inclusive of the community beyond the design development 
and create opportunities for sustained prosperity. 
Consideration of the needs of both residents and the wider 
community was necessary to develop design solutions that 
could support social cohesion. The inclusion of third places 

provides valuable public amenity and act as social levellers. 
They provide neutral ground for residents and the wider 
community to gather and interact, therefore reducing social 
isolation and supporting socially cohesive communities. Soft 
edges, the inclusion of an internal street and placing public 
and common amenities at ground level, are also tactics that 
work to blur boundaries within the site, allowing residents 
and the wider public to occupy the site. A courtyard typology 
allows for the creation of both public and semi-public outdoor 
space. Courtyard dimensions and building heights are based 
on theory by Jan Gehl, and are appropriate to still allow for 
interaction.

Mixed-tenure housing in particular has the potential to 
alleviate the social and spatial patchworks that have formed 
in urban centres, therefore reducing spatial inequality. Tenure 
mix is critical to the resident diversity of this development. 
By implementing a cooperative ownership structure with 
a mix of social housing and affordable rentals, this gives 
residents the potential for sustained access to affordable 
housing. The effects of property speculation are negated, as 
a dwelling’s increase in capital value is a controlled aspect 
of a more inclusive housing type. This allows for residents 
to live in the same neighbourhood for an extended time, 
resulting in stronger community ties and the potential for 
closer relationships with neighbours.

The needed housing affordability and security, as well as the 
development of more inclusive communities, can be achieved 
through the implementation of the above design strategies. 
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Driven by a desire to create architecture that can engage 
with social issues, this research investigates how inequality 
can be reduced through the design of collective housing. This 
is an important issue to resolve through design due to the 
implications that the built environment has on both social 
and spatial inequality.

Methodological shifts in both scale and media enabled 
a breadth of research to be undertaken. Shifts between 
analogue and digital design allowed for quick engagement 
with design options that could then be tested further digitally. 
Spatial consideration at all scales became an important tool 
for constant inquiry. These scale shifts helped to determine 
the potential for design to engage with inclusion and social 
cohesion issues. Physical modelling was exceptionally useful 
in considering spatial qualities, and is a technique that could 
be implemented in further research.

The extended investigations into the potential for social 
interaction, and adaptability within architecture, enabled 
tactics for socially inclusive design to be developed. These 
could then be utilised for integral design decisions and critique. 
Precedents highlighted the importance of programming and 
spatial organisation, and were crucial to gain understanding 
of successful European collective housing projects. These 
also prompted reflection as to how the NZ housing context 
differs, and what the design implications of this would be.

The methodology used challenged design ideas through 
application of an extensive body of research and case studies. 
The research is grounded in the aspiration for architecture 
to evoke a positive social response within communities. The 
final design proposal challenges the status quo and a social 
complacency.

Critical Reflection

The current housing crisis we are facing is significant. The 
magnitude of this issue, combined with the scale of the 
design proposal, and the vast range of issues this research 
deals with (from accessibility, adaptability and longevity, to 
spatial planning to support interaction), was an ambitious 
undertaking. Research into any one of these issues would 
be sufficient for a thesis. Initially the intention was to 
respond to the issue through a collective housing proposal. 
However, issues arose through the research that demanded 
solutions. 

Inclusivity and diversity are inherently difficult topics. 
Unfortunately, due to the already significant scope of the 
research, there is a lack of specific cultural input into 
the design. Although cultural diversity was addressed 
through the provision of varied and adaptable housing, 
incorporation of both Tangata Whenua input and 
influences from other cultures represented in central 
Wellington, would have strengthened the proposal’s 
acknowledgement and accommodation of specific cultural 
diversity. This level of specificity was unable to be achieved 
within the current scope however, although it provides an 
opportunity for further research.

This research is becoming increasingly important as our 
urban centres become more diverse, more people are living 
alone, and a large portion of the population continues to 
be unable to access affordable, quality housing. It provides 
an exemplar of an architectural resolution to a number 
of increasingly urgent issues. The strategies proposed in 
this research for the delivery of collective urban housing 
can above all else produce dynamism for affordability and 
integration.



194  

It Takes a Village: A Collective Approach to NZ Housing  

The design methodology and strategies used in this research 
have the potential to be applied to a wider NZ context. 
Although the design development was site specific, the 
methodology has the ability to be adapted to different sites 
for collective urban housing. The scale of the development 
could expand or contract, and changes could be made to the 
programming of public or common facilities based on each 
specific context. Findings concerning design for inclusion 
and interaction also have the potential to be applied in the 
design of schools or community centres, where inclusive 
design is a goal.

Upscaling of inclusive collective housing initiatives in NZ 
can occur if projects implement a mix of tenures to reach 
beyond the middle-class group they are currently oriented 
towards. Tenure mix can be altered based on demographic 
and community goals of specific sites. A shift in public 
perception of social and affordable housing and of mixed 
neighbourhoods however, needs to occur in order to develop 
more inclusive communities. “Not in My Backyard” is a 
phenomenon that can be minimised through the development 
of successful mixed tenure projects that act as exemplars 
for mixed communities. The Waimahia development in 
Auckland is a successful example of a mixed tenure Special 
Housing Area consisting of 300 dwellings of multiple types. 
It offers affordable rental and ownership pathways targeted 
at Maori and Pacific Island communities (Auckland Council, 
2018, p. 40). 

As Mark Southcombe states in his article, ‘Re-socialising 
Aotearoa Housing’, “Most Kiwis remain sceptical about 
any form of shared resources or living, and at present they 
struggle to understand alternative housing models and how 
they can even be relevant in our specific housing cultural 
context. They cannot see past what they know and through 
the necessary paradigm changes in thinking required to 
achieve equitable and inclusive long term affordable housing 
here” (Southcombe, 2020). In order to change this, the 
social value of collective housing models must be prioritised 

Further Application in the NZ Context

over the value of housing as an investment. This means 
society needs to become educated on the social benefits. 
Well-established in Europe, housing cooperatives provide 
affordable rentals for durable communities (Lutz, 2019). 
“Amid a widespread affordability crisis, the German federal 
government has recently declared housing co-operatives an 
indispensable partner in realizing affordable rents” (Lutz, 
2019). Extra support is required in New Zealand for new 
housing models such as cooperatives. Allocation of land 
and additional funding or loans must be made accessible to 
these new housing models. Furthermore, in order to allow 
continued progression in the direction of inclusion, planning 
requirements need to change. The Affordable Housing Act 
(rescinded in 2008) should be re-established, as it allowed 
for zoning requiring a certain percentage of affordable 
housing (Howden-Chapman, 2015, p. 88). This is a critical 
step to alleviating the currently increasing spatial and social 
inequality. Leilani Farha also emphasises the importance 
of introducing a framework for housing policy based on 
human-rights principles, as well as legislation to make self-
determined housing a human right (Roy, 2020). 

This research could be extended beyond the original scope to 
develop supporting and networking strategies that are publicly 
accessible, to aid in the delivery of collective housing. This 
could include information about cooperative establishment 
or methods for incorporating a mix of tenures, as well as 
the creation of support networks of project stakeholders. 
Civil society, government, banks, and foundations all have a 
role in increasing the potential to deliver collective housing 
projects, whether it be through the maintenance, financing or 
realisation of these projects. 

Rural Studio highlighted the potential for architecture 
to have a real social impact, reducing crime, and creating 
opportunities for sustained prosperity. It is intended that this 
research can inspire a more socially oriented approach to 
architecture with an affection for people and place. 
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All figures not attributed are author’s own.

Figure 2.5 

Collective housing case studies. See figures 2.6-2.12. 
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Clarke, P. (2017). Nightingale 1. [image]. Retrieved 7 
May 2019, from https://www.archdaily.com/912227/
nightingale-1-breathe-architecture

Figure 2.12 

Zscharnt, U. (2013). Spreefeld Genossenschaft. [image]. 
Retrieved 5 May 2019, from https://www.archdaily.
com/587590/coop-housing-project-at-the-river-
spreefeld-carpaneto-architekten-fatkoehl-architekten-
bararchitekten

Figure 3.2 

Author’s edit of aerial view of the site in Mt Cook. 
MapData Sciences. (2019). Google Maps. [map]. 
Retrieved 4 April 2019, from https://www.google.co.nz/
maps/
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Author’s edit. Sou Fujimoto Architects. (2012). House 
NA. [drawing]. Retrieved 22 May 2019, from http://www.
archdaily.com/230533/house-na-sou-fujimoto-architects/

Figure 4.2    

Author’s edit.  GAAGA. (2018). House CB005. [drawing]. 
Retrieved 22 May 2019, from https://www.archdaily.
com/905336/house-cb005-gaaga

Figure 4.3    

Author’s edit.   TICA architecture (2015). 2 En 1: 
Intergenerational House. [drawing]. Retrieved 22 May 
2019, from http://www.archdaily.com/583125/2-en-1-
intergenerational-house-tica-architecture/

Figure 4.4    

Author’s edit. VTN Architects. (2017). Binh House. 
[drawing]. Retrieved 22 May 2019, from https://www.
archdaily.com/868963/binh-house-vo-trong-nhia-
architects

Figure 4.5    

Author’s edit. FABRICations. (2019). Casco Loft: Interiors 
for Interaction. [drawing]. Retrieved 22 May 2019, from 
https://www.archdaily.com/913797/casco-loft-interiors-
for-interaction-fabrications

Figure 4.6    

Author’s edit. Lorcan O’Herlihy Architects (2019) San 
Vicente935 Housing. [drawing]. Retrieved 22 May 2019, 
from https://www.archdaily.com/918415/san-vicente935-
housing-lorcan-oherlihy-architects

Figure 4.7-4.8   

Author’s edit. SsD. (2019). Songpa Micro Housing. 
Retrieved 22 May 2019, from https://www.archdaily.
com/576302/songpa-micro-housing-ssd

Figure 4.12 
Author’s edit of adaptability tactic diagrams. Schneider, T., 
& Till, J. (2007). Flexible Housing. Architectural Press.
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