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MAKING SPACE FOR COMMUNITY

Learning from Collective Living as a Basis for Designing Policy

'The Bay Area is the global center of the tech industry and one
of the richest regions globally. In the USA, 8 of the top 10 most
expensive cities are in the Bay Area. At the same time, we strug-
gle with a large unhoused population and a housing access crisis
both in the quantity of available units and cost. Two typologies
have emerged in the effort to address affordability—to reduce the
size of private units to hold onto the individual autonomy of space
(micro-units) and to reduce private space in exchange for shared
amenities (co-living). The latter promises to build community,
providing resilience and creating new social formations, etc. but
has been exploited by developers due to loose policy definitions.
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Typical Microunit New Coliving Typologies fall under “Group Housing” des-
ignation in the Planning Code. Shown here a recent project
that situated shared amenities in subterranean levels, while

only providing 8§-10% shared space within the building.
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A CONTEXT OF COMMUNAL EXPERIMENTATION

'The Bay Area also has a history of communal living experimenta-
tion. The rejection of commercialism and ideology of shared prop-
erty and labor in the 1960’s and 70’s resulted in a proliferation of
experiments that offered the ability to define a set of politics that
more precisely reflected residents’ shared values and lifestyles. To-
day, the number of communal living experiments resembles that of
the 1960s, yet, they have evolved and diversified into models such
as co-living, co-housing, cooperatives, and intentional commu-
nities, most of which emerged through bottom-up efforts. How

might new policy learn from these typologies to consider how
communities are formed and the domestic commons is actively

participated in?

Map of contemporary collective living typologies Map of contemporary collective living typologies
across California State (by Authors) across the Bay Area (by Authors)
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INFORMED ARCHITECTURAL RESEARCH

'The methodology applied in this research recognizes that long last-
ing domestic communities are not created through spatial organi-
zation alone, but rather rely on a range of evolving protocols that
direct the sharing of governance, finances, labor, and resources. As
any proliferation of the domestic commons is shaped by planning
departments and other civic institutions, a new territory emerges
for architectural research to learn from the lived experience of col-
lective living communities, and to translate these lessons so that
they can be applied to housing policy. Mediating between space
and protocols as well as institutions and communities provides a
new template for designing policy.

Institutions
Policy, Code
Spaces Protocols
Privacy, Flexibility, Allocation Governance, Finances, Labor
Communities
Lived Experience
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LEARNING FROM LIVED EXPERIENCE

Since 2017, the authors have worked directly with over forty col-
lective living communities to learn from their lived experience.
While policy is often formed without input from those impacted
by it, it is these lived experiences that we considered central to
policy reform.

Interactions with community groups involved measuring and doc-
umenting spaces, understanding how sharing manifests, and how
governance and labor are addressed. These aspects of lasting com-
munities were captured through a four-part methodology for case
study analysis. Hardware documents the architectural framework;
Software considers how spaces are used and shared; and Orgware
catalogs protocols for labor sharing and governance. In addition,
Environmental Context examines the relationship communities
have with each other and the surrounding neighborhood.

Community Workshop Meeting with the Embassy Collective (Photo by Authors)
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INTERFACING WITH INSTITUTIONS AND POLICY

At the same time, the authors have collaborated with the San
Francisco Planning Department to address the issues surrounding
collective living as they impact legislation for new group housing
typologies. The Planning Department was able to articulate con-
cerns from various communities in the city, how developers were
using/ exploiting current policies, legal ramifications of policy ad-
justments, and what policies might be most impactful to address.
While two critical policies were implemented from the author’s
report, the authors have listed a series of long range recommen-
dations for more equitable housing development in San Francisco
that are part of ongoing policy reformations.

Policy Reformations were presented to the SF Ongoing discussions with the Planning
Planning Commission in February 2022 Department resulted in a collaborative
grant provided by the Friends of City

Planning’ Organization

Institutions

Spaces Protocols

Communities
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HARDWARE

We use the term hardware to describe the physical arrangement
of collective living spaces. This includes their architectural frame-
works as they define spatial adjacencies and sequences with spe-
cific attention paid to the physical boundaries between the pub-
lic and private realm. The selection of examples in the whitepaper
foreground shared amenities at different scales, related to the di-
verse spectrum of relationships that residents participate within.
'The case studies also acknowledge that sharing space with others
is predicated on one’s ability to assert identity and lay claim over
private territory, direct careful attention to the form and spatial
footprint privacy takes in collective environments. Lastly, the pre-
sentation of ‘hardware’reveals the variety of building types —adapt-
ed and purpose-designed— that can host communal living spaces.

Zoomed in view of Embassy Community

(Drawing by Authors)
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Private

Semi-Private

Luxuries

SOFTWARE

Software as a second analytical lens sheds light on the social groups
that inhabit the spaces in the case studies, their familial arrange-
ments, communal endeavors, forms of reappropriation, and scales
of sharing resources. In literature, the use of the term soffware var-
ies from programmed space, to the implementation of ideas and
knowledge, to meanings and interpretations (through use). Yet,
these different uses of the term share the understanding that the
physical form is read, understood, and shaped through activities
taking place in it. In the context of this study, careful attention is
directed to how many residents share a particular spatial resource
as a way of documenting how proximity and negotiation of space
in daily life may further the formation of particular subgroups
within a larger collective, and how many people can, in practice,
productively share certain domestic spaces. The documentation of
software in the whitepaper is based on direct observation of lived
experience and social interactions where possible, and drawing on
interviews and published documentations of use otherwise.

.

Multi-tiered sharing in the Embassy Community
(Drawing by Authors)
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ORGWARE

Orgware designates the sum of protocols that govern communal
life — communication practices, agreements for the use of space,
the structure and allocation of joint finances, the decision-mak-
ing processes around shared or conflicting interests, and the dis-
tribution of domestic labor. Orgware connects members of the
commune, distributes responsibility, and stakes out territories of
individual and collective decision-making. Information about the
case studies’ orgware has been collected through interviews and
surveys with community members.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT

Several collective living projects have existed ‘in the shadows—
often hidden enclaves of alternative ways of living. More recently,
however, we are witnessing an increased reciprocity between col-
lective living projects and their surrounding environment. These
relationships are both spatial and non-spatial. As projects form
relationships with their context, they have the ability to embrace
new forms of resource sharing and allocation. The specific meth-
odology employed involves drawing out the larger context to re-
veal how projects ‘situate’ themselves and might form and/or tap
into surrounding networks.

Three communities in close proximity in San Francisco’s
Haight District network to share additional resources

(Drawing by Authors)
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1.0 Goals of this Study

Inthe Bay Area and elsewhere, increased pressure on available land and existing housing
resources have brought forth new typologies for living collectively that require guidelines
for how to create successful communities. As California state law' mandates higher
density and a streamlined approval process, recent group housing proposals in San
Fi h of units as micro-units without offering meaningful
communal spaces that address the opportunities of living collectively. In this context, the
tise and variety of projects for collective living in California offers opportunities to learn
empirically from existing communities. Given the wealth of its past and present collective
living experiments, San Francisco and the Bay Area specifically hold the potential to
provide leadership for other cities with similar collective living projects on the rise. This
study closely examines Bay Area projects, and augments them with select national and
international case studies that offer additional models not yet common here.

This study of existing collective housing models analyzes case studies through both
Quantitative and qualitative parameters. This includes an examination of the spatial
structure and organization of shared households, the ways that sharing operates (what
is shared, how much is shared, and by whom), mechanisms of collective governance and
labor distribution, v ions, andalookat ther

between collective housing projects and their surrounding context. By closely observing
the relationship between the buit frameworks and the communities that occupy them,
this analysis offers valuable insights into the amount and quality of shared space in group
housing that benefits planners, designers, and future residents. Because San Francisco
is host to many intentional communities that live together in housing stock designed for
anuclear family or other purposes altogether, this study’s documentation of their spatial
and social is alsointended to make visibl successful bottom-up
models of ¢ toprotectresidents and their rights around group housing.

The case studies in this whitepaper also acknowledge the breadth of motivations that

ouching ic:

from seniors o single parents, economically precarious individuals, nomadic workers
on short-term contracts, and young people in search of meaningful social units beyond
the nuclear family. What, and how much of the domestic amenities should be shared,
varies with specific target populations, yet the lived and of such
households frequently resembles closely that of a family. As a consequence, this study
aims to revisit current planning definitions that govern collective housing projects, as
well as the definition of ‘Family that often legally distinguishes such projects from other
housing categories. By highlighting these definitions in the context of portraying different
forms of life in communal housing projects, this study aims to raise awareness of the need
for g definitions atai i nuclear family is no longer the norm,

and when lifestyles across different age groups and demographics involve the desire for
larger extended social units.

10
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3.0 Definitions

Typologies of collective living are culturally specific and vary greatly within San Francisco
and across the globe. In an effort to learn from these various models itis useful to revisit
the planning code definitions that govern collective housing across cities that have seen
increased interest in, and proposals for, this typology. Because collective living models
typically house unrelated individuals, most planning codes understand them as distinct
from housing designed for families even when they occupy housing stock designed
for the nuclear family with very similar patterns of sharing space and resources. As a
consequence, it is necessary to examine the definitions of the “family” or *household” in
parallel to that of “group housing". Presented here are select planning code excerpts from
Bay Area cities as well as those of US cities that are witnessing a significant number of
collective living projects. It should be noted that categorizations and nomenclatures vary
fromcitytocity, requiring nuanced methods of comparison. Far from beingcomprehensive,
this selection of definitions is intended to catalyze a discussion on possible alternatives to
current definitions in San Francisco.
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3.3 Definition of ‘Dwelling Unit’
31 Definition of ‘Group Housing’in the Bay Area and Elsewhere:
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“Group housing, boarding: Providing lodging or both meals and lodging,
without individual Cooking facilities, by prearrangement for a week or more
at a time and housing six or more persons in a space not defined by this
Code as a dwelling unit.” (209.3 SF Planning Code 1978)
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In housing typologies with dwelling units designed for larger groups, questions arise about
how many sleeping quarters can exist, and how they relate to other household amenities
like kitchens, bathrooms and living areas. Duration of stay and make-up of residents are
meaningful in order to establish distinctions from institutional forms of collective living, as
well as from rooming and boarding houses. This selection of cities represents a spectrum
of definitions that include Group Housing, Collective Households, Congregate Living,

Dwelling Groups, and Group Living Accommodations among others, some of which note
maximum household sizes.

3.4 Points of Consideration

3.2 Definition of ‘Family’ in the Bay Area and Elsewhere:

d family that reflect
reate more inclusive definitions of group housing an
+ Howcanwec

the current modes of iving?
“Family. A single and separate living unit, consisting of either one person,
or two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption or by legal

guardianship pursuant to court order, plus necessary domestic servants
and not more than three roomers or boarders; a group of not more than
five persons unrelated by blood, marriage or adoption, or such legal
guardianship unless the group has the attributes of a family in that it (a) has
control over its membership and composition; (b) purchases its food and
prepares and consumes its meals collectively; and (c) determines its own
rules or organization and utilization of the residential space it occupies. A
group occupying group housing or a hotel, motel, or any other building or
portion thereof other than a Dwelling, shall not be deemed to be a family.”
(San Francisco Planning Code, Section 102 Definitions)
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'The financial structure of various collective living typologies (from models of land tenure to internal organization)
are often complex as they tend to challenge the status quo of market transactions and include other forms of value.
These might include access to resources, support, knowledge or someone’s time. Finances are often linked to the
agency one has in making decisions on how to live together. Because of this, finances are both the source of many
internal tensions that a collective living project might face, as well as the key to its long-term sustainability. In
what follows, we identify a series of different collective living models and their various forms of transactions with

a focus on ownership of, and access to, space.
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Hardware

211.3 Hospitality & Residential Hotels

2.0 Case Studies

21Hardware

uipped with
Former hotels offer collective living communities multiple %ﬂva(e r?jofmSLamvggycgfr:\?::umn:l\rses:g:sqa‘gpady and
ften designed for
baths. The ground floor of this typology is of "
?rre‘\::\g\\i‘eer\(\y has commercial cooking facilities that can become collective kitchens.

T e

Tribe Red Victorian

211 Adaptive Reuse

2111 Industrial Buildings

The boom of live- L
e res‘dem‘a\‘vfn:vsorgoipd(‘:‘es in the 1990s has made factories and warehouses familiar sites of conversion
collective living, their open floor plans and clear spans offer large communal spac
e

of privacy. Due to their location and ated footprint, egress an
unarticula
i rticulated footprint, egress and

W Se @y

Convent Arts Collective  Langton Labs

as well as flexibility for the definition GranadaHotel The Negev

access tolight pose challenges for re:

Monument Sargfabrik

211.2 Single Family Homes

2114 Rural & Peri-Urban Sites

leave the city, the land itsel, its stewardship and poten(\a\ls ior‘seg;?:;f(\ecl\jeer;{‘:ré
i ildings onthe site caters
The distribution of existing agricultural buil o
that is common to communitie:
nd increased connection to the landscape
s\e land and varying landscape features offer ample room for the construction

rl;:;gdes Z'ee's!an‘dmg homes with multiple bedrooms, often on upper levels,
group living. More importantly, many of these b

2 uildings offe

not otherwise be affordable to most individuals and couples, i that o,

amenities. Their location on the ground level promotes o

throughthem when entering the buicing

ntional communities |
; are well set up for the privacy Once inter

ealth of living spaces that would
and that are now reinterpreted as communal
fal interaction as community members pass

S

Common

for less dense private quarters
appropriating such sites. Availal
of additional private space

Blackbear Ranch Bus Patch Radio Eden

House f
for Seven People Essex St. Collective Kaliflower
Podsh:
are: San Francisco  Roam Starcity: South Park Starcity: Mission

Blackbear Ranch

'The Hardware analysis cataloged building typologies across adaptive reuse and new construction, and illustrated
the relative amount, location and type of collective vs. private space and their interfaces.

Hardware

Hardware
Hardware

sarsatound ) 3 P
= g prvateSpace [] oace Wl

shareaSpace Il
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CASE STUDIES
Multi-Tiered Sharing GASESTUDIES
Software

Software

Single-Tiered Sharing

£
H
o
Q
E
13
0

Luxuries

Luxuries

‘Through photographs, line drawings, and exploded axonometrics, the Software section documented how space
is used and appropriated. Special focus is placed on how residents share space. We differentiate between sin-

gle-tiered and multi-tiered sharing, the latter term applied to communities in which sub-groups share certain

amenities while the full community shares others.

Canopy
SanFrancisca, California

Software Type
Multi-Tiered Sharing

Photo by Open Door

The Canop,
V'S residents are q
educators, f IVerse—including arti
e sors, techies, writers, journalists, ang yerr . S 2ctsts, scientists, lawyers,

hileallother.

Kitchen,
use creaiive apmpe o lhing rooms and i
e AZQ‘:" an be used for events ang Work:hgnmmspaceﬁ e
ents come together over meals, artfame. gy 9 PrOIECts
] 'movie nights,
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2.3 Orgware
2.31 Governance

The following four cas: I
) € studies of Bay Area
e ol communes and co-livi
as - ke?/lligr: tr;ipr?tocols for organizing labor—material Jmnl\;vtr;g”;o;zu?tles e
ey tha;)forfnns tﬁf (b:ommomng and an indicator for the expaﬁs;ve tg;ntesm-
out the tetal merors he a'5|sf Zf peer governance. For each community, a diag:‘aor{ o
ours of domestic lab: i | buton
outih J s or per month and i i
ponsibilities. Different rings in the diagram sort labor into d\gi;av:/lzezi\tyhe dvsm‘butron
¢ g , ,monthly, a
distribution is not the only indicator ofa commyung‘:

se study i i
of governance. Because of the clo: Y 1o aiso reflective of a speific political model

i Sovernan E se relationship of governance, lab i
y ngs in this section address points of consideration DOSIte;;W?ei:gOT;mZ
n4.2an;

550f Part A,

and di of labor
Photo by Urban Works Agency

Orgware

nuclear family. Inaddition to our recommendation to revisit the definition of family, models
such as the Baugruppen reveal ways that banks can offer a larger breadth of lending
options for collective living.

While long-term sustainability is critical toa community, we recognize the need for group
housing for transient individuals that are attracted to flexible leases or membership
models. It is even more important in these cases that communities have a strong
community ethos to enable a rotation of members. In this regard we advocate that
flexible leases are employed in membership based communities, wherein the community
has multiple locations. The membership model has the potential to scale up — wherein
different collective living projects/ communities bond together into a larger community
of members. This allows local finances to be determined at the scale of an intimate
community while also pooling resources and finances to a larger collective. Networks
such as those in the Embassy project and Haight Street Commons offer insights on how
governance and finances can work locally and as a network. The pooling of resources
and finances in the networks offers the ability to scale up and diversify initiatives as
agreed upon by the residents.

We recognize that the scale of decision making and the empowerment it offers might be
at odds with larger communities. Itis for this reason we recommend that Group Housing
projects are scaled to catalyze active participation of its residents. Members of various
communities that were surveyed and interviewed commented on the complexity of
decision making at the scale of 25 members or more. Itis for this reason that scale needs
to be considered in tandem with decision making. For larger projects, nested or tiered
forms of governance are recommended, wherein a larger community is parsed into sub-
communities that have more agency but are in conversation with the whole. This tiered
governance could be calibrated with notions of tiered sharing (See Section 2.2,PartB).

A sharing network
between various
collective living
projects

Drawing by

Urban Works Agency

204

The Orgware section focuses on th iz i
e protocols for organizing labor—material, i i ic—
AR the prox ° g g . , 1mglater1a1, and domestic—as a
p nmoning and an indicator for the expansive territory of negotiation that forms the basis of
peer governance. While domestic labor distribution is not the only indicator of a community’s decision-making
structure, the sample case studies in this section are also reflective of a specific political model of governance.

Orgware

Orgware
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Making Space for Community —

Accesstoland/space [

'l
Relationship between collective hvmg‘ O
projectandsurrounding contex

2.4 Environmental Context

2.4.1Neighborhood Fabric

Adaptive reuse case studies for collective living are rarely recognizable from the outside .

as the building type they occupy is embedded in neighborhoods that house similar Mehl' A]S\Vohnen-

structures. New construction, in turn, may take advantage of infill sites or put forward House A

their own spatial logic for larger developments. The following context diagrams illustrate

this relationship between these communities, their immediate site, and neighborhoods, Zurich, Switzerland

with focus on purpose-built projects, Type
New Buil

d
Planned Neighborhood

Idings that set
tively developed bui
Otzeroapen zpaces‘ and mostly pedestrian

his cluster-unit project is one o fourteen CO :
; giverse forms of collective iving shares

inked by small stree
neighborhood. Linke:
L\i/palli\;/]:\jvs lhig network of buildings designed for

amenities across the larger site.

This section examines sample case studies and their relationships to their immediate neighborhood. Here3 inter-
national purpose-built examples are also taken into account and studied for their applicability to the typical lot

and block sizes in various San Francisco neighborhoods. A final table studies the resulting lot coverage.

Environmental Context
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ronmental Context South of Market
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CASE STUDIES
Quantitative Analysis

Red Victorian

San Francisco, California

it e B2
ogan Dsvrote T ————

Residents

LR U R B H U TR

Stay

hge

Network  Haight Street Commons, The Embassy Network

Years Aetive 2014 - 2019

The Red Vic self-governs through a ‘do-ocracy’ model. Alternating with its main purpose
as an intentional community, the Red Vic functions as a community-run non-profit
collective, renting out all 22 rooms for shorter term stays. The proceeds benefit nearby

intentional communities and local community projects.

Carehaus. A Common
Canopy @ starcity: The Mission

&

Starcity: South Park

@ Essex Street Collective

@
®

Monument @ The Embassy

Chaortica ® Trine

@
8%

A IBeB

SF

A Dragon Court Vilage

Q

Agora Wohnen

V9

Gap House A WitMa 19

LEARNING FROM COLLECTIVELIVING 242

b @

@ | Radio Eden

CASE STUDIES
Quantitative Analysis
® Run °

®  Podshare °

R

@ | The Convent Arts Collective

® | Kaliflower Commune

@ | The Negey

®  Chateau Upuntu L]

®

A Mehr Als Wohnen: House A A Seed-Up

& 8
&
3

A House for Seven Peopl A

3

O sargfabrik

The quantitative analysis of each case study involves parsing their program into four categories — private units,
semi-private spaces, luxuries, and circulation/service space. Comparing these breakdowns across case studies re-
veals patterns—ratios of shared to non-shared space, ratios of particular amenity spaces to the number of users,
etc. Calculations from these patterns were employed in producing recommendations for new, and more humane,

conditions within group housing projects.

Percentage of Communal to Private Space -

Percentage of Kitchen to Communal Space

Quantitative Analysis
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Making Space for Community

Qualitative Analysis

2,61 Survey & Resident Feedback

2.6 Qualitative Analysis

Arguably, qualitative considerations are equally important for the design and development
of collective living spaces. Lived experiences of residents situated with collective living
communities is invaluable in this regard. Working often empirically through trial and error,
communities experiment with a range of ways of living to create a closer fit between their
lifestyle and the spaces that might support this. A series of surveys conducted between
May and November 2021 that was crowd sourced to a series of Bay Area collective
living communities are presented, which highlight questions around scale, access and
configuration of spaces. The responses are presented in unmediated form, with only
removing names of residents / communities for privacy.

Lasting kinship that goes beyond the buiding
Flexivilty, adaptabilty
Soldary, care
zt;?ggh X number of resources (interne, tities, food, vehicles, money)

ousing combines economies of scale with the benefi
kitchensfor its members then yourmight fincinan apartment. |~ - 2S¢/ 2ommOn space and
It gets easier over time as residents figure out
- interdependence

Markers -
ers - effective open coms, everyone having a clear perspective on what the point of living together

IS, €g. @ mission that is outward, personal
s pe development, skill sets etc. Being able to articulate a clear

acommitment o each other to work
arise related to that sense of purpose.
Shared values

Cocreating something together

how to be a cohesive group, and knows how to participate

through and communicate through challenges and obstacles that

.
(objects, events, afeel
* Awaytocommunicate asa group el snentonmen
* Wearehere for some kind of rea;
) ison, working together for some kind of

. RcOmrmmny has members, a building has residents® nctca
* Require some reasonable portion of residents to b
*  Havingamission oreenteiease
: gurp!usfunﬂ pent/allocated by

fesidents/members decide new residents/members (not landlor)

(not resident only)

What would tell asNOT an |

Advertising, marketing

Gookie cutter appiication process (vs talking to real pec
Landlord decides on new residents, not residents
Someone outside of the house making decisions about the house

ple getting to know people in the community)

2 wha( kﬁnds of architecture would you like to see e
residents ratios of people to ki

ncouraged for community living that supports
)

Separating toilets and showers h 3

manforhapiness Wi sty ok on s envaananes ™ 74P 109 onebatheomis e
Common space needs to be alibrated by community size

Places for people to gather. s well as private space (M of spaces)

Require some reasonabe portion of residents to be on th leace,

Make sure that each leaseholder individual

E\Iowmg more unusual buildings to be approved

00SeN Up Zoning requirements to allow most com;

mercial s

Eas tlaeen hafpemng illegally for decades; time to make it ‘eg;aces 1o peleasly sed for s Tris

imit any coliving space to an average of
St any ol e of 2 adults per bedroom, unless the bedroomis above a standard
*  Separatingtoilets and showers helf

Ips increase density usage.
max for happiness. With ideally folks on different scheydulesg o efounduposionansbattroomis the

More common space than private space.
Max 3 people per bathroom

Don'tuse locks on bedroom doors
Aspace arge enough for the whole community to congregate

The demarcation of territories and
reappropriation of space
Drawing by Urban Works Agency

Qualitative considerations derived from lived experiences are invaluable in informing the design and development
of collective living spaces. Working often empirically through trial and error, communities experiment with a
range of ways of living to create a closer fit between their lifestyle and the spaces that might support this. A series
of surveys conducted between May and November 2021 that was crowd sourced to a series of Bay Area collective
living communities are presented, which highlight questions around scale, access and configuration of spaces. The
responses are presented in unmediated form, with only removing names of residents / communities for privacy.
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DOMESTIC AFFAIRS #5

DOMESTICITY === == .
AL, | SRR ¢
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Calficenia Callege of the Arte.
1111 Bth 5t 5an Eranclsse, CA 4107

BELONGING ===

Workshops and exhibitions through an ex-
tended collaboration with San Francisco Plan-
ning and Urban Research, California College
of the Arts, and other Bay Area Non-Profits
advanced these conversations in public forums.
These events were designed to bridge between
experts and rightsholders, and between com-
munities and institutions, in a common effort
to shape new policies around group housing.
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Making Space for Community

ACCESSIBLE POLICY

While policy is often abstract and hidden within bureaucratic doc-
uments, the intention was to bring the research to life and engage
a wider audience. Exhibitions in the Venice Biennale and Seoul
Biennale created a dialogue between residents and institutions in
a range of settings. Through physical models and virtual reality,
spaces were brought to life and made accessible — diversifying
and enriching the conversation around group housing.
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