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If we have the habit of freedom and the courage to write exactly what we 
think; if we escape a little from the common sitting-room and see human 
beings not always in relation to each other but in relation to common reality; 
and the sky too, and the trees or whatever it may be in themselves...if we 
face the fact, for it is a fact, that there is no arm to cling to, but that we go 
alone and that our relationship is to the world of reality and not to the world 
of men and women, then the opportunity will come and the dead poet who 
was Shakespeare's sister will put on the body she has so often laid down. 
Drawing her life from the lives of the unknown who were her forerunners, as 
her brother did before her, she will be born. 
-Virginia Woolf, A Room of One's Own 
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INTRODUCTION 

The American Dream of the ideal suburban house is becoming less attainable and less 
practical, especially for single parents and the elderly, which are primarily female. This 
thesis seeks to explore ways in which architecture can better suit the needs of women. 
Architecture, through the vehicle of cohousing, can demonstrate empowerment and the 
means for empowerment by 1.) accomodating diverse household types, and by 2.) 
encouraging mutual support networks amongst the residents. Diverse household types 
can be accomodated by designing a variety of dwelling units including small, affordable 
dwellings for the elderly and single parents. This is beneficial since it not only provides 
access to homeownership, but also because a diverse population of residents can 
result in mutually beneficial relationships or mutual support networks. This allows 
residents to share or trade resources so that everyone can benefit. Examples include 
communal meal preparation, formalized daycare or informal monitoring of children, 
connectivity to public transit, and a greater sense of securtiy amongst the residents. 
Cohousing is a logical model since it offers degrees of choices between being actively 
engaged in a community and having a private, autonomous lifestyle. 
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Project Overview: 

Client: Women-headed households, or households with at least one adult female 

Proposal: Cohousing development: a typology with a focus on neighborhood and 
community. Residents have community facilities in addition to autonomous private 
dwellings. The tenure is Limited Equity Housing Cooperative (LEHC): an ownership 
structure that keeps residences affordable despite lifecycle appreciation. 

Location: Uptown Dallas, State Thomas Neighborhood: A historic neighborhood that 
has recently been redeveloped and that is in close proximity to prime locations. 

Purpose: Provide dwelling alternatives that better meet the needs of women, with the 
ultimate goal of contributing to the advancement of women in society. 
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SUMMARY OF PREDESIGN 

The anticipated clients for this project are a diverse group of women with varying 
family or household structures and that have low to moderate socio-economic status. 
Current housing is not designed with this group in mind, and housing is often hard for 
them to attain in general. 

A feminist strategy for housing promotes homeownership, acceptance of diverse 
household types, access to varying degrees of public space and social support, a 
rethinking of family life, flexible spaces, a heightened awareness of the body in space, 
and consequently an architecture that is about experiencing space with all senses. 

The proposed site is less than one mile from downtown Dallas in a newly 
revitalized urban neighborhood. Townhouses and multifamily apartments accommodate 
professionals and their families -which generally do not include children or the elderly. 
Opportunities include privacy in the city afforded by the adjacency of the specific site to 
historic graveyards, and the opportunity to establish a pleasant connection to public 
transportation (light rail, bus, and trolley). 

Cohousing, short for Collaborative Housing, presents itself as a viable option. 
This form of housing allows residents to participate in the process of designing their 
community. Autonomous private dwellings are supplemented by common facilities, 
such as communal kitchen and dining space, and communal outdoor space. The 
private dwellings are generally small compared to today's standards, but are 
compensated by the community facilities. Designing with community in mind allows 
for mutual support networks, such as childcare and meal preparation services, to occur 
Case studies include various cohousing developments or similar forms of collective 
housing in Denmark, Holland, and North America. The Beguinage development is 
noteworthy since it is cooperative specifically for women. The Grow Home is the 
only case study that is not a form of collective housing. It is noteworthy for 
innovative flexible and affordable dwellings, and is the recipient of the United Nations 
World Habitat Award for 1999. 

Issues for design include: 

Flexibility Economy 
Interaction Identity 
Security Convenience 
Privacy Client Self-Actualization 
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CLIENT PROFILE 

The clients consist of women-headed households, or households with at least 
one adult female. They will be predominately women, however, some women might 
have male partners, sons, or might be caring for an elderly father The clients fall 
into these general categories: 

Children 
Teenagers 
Single Adults 
Elderly Single Adults 
Single Adults with children 
Couples 
Elderly Couples 
Couples with children 

These households are in continuous change, as for example, when women 
marry or divorce, give birth to a child, as their children mature and leave the household, 
as in the death of a spouse or family member, and as aging itself creates new 
challenges. 

It is likely that these clients will share values similar to those of other cohousing 
residents, such as: 

-low to moderate socioeconomic status 
-high levels of education 
-desire to seek a community 
-environmentally conscious values 
-desire for their children to interact with positive role models 

CLIENT PROFILE 
PREDESIGN 



THEORETICAL INFLUENCE 

Quotations below (in bold) provide snap shots of feminist architecture. Scene One 
sets up the problem to be solved. Scene Two suggests prescriptions. The setting is 
America. 

SCENE ONE: The Problem to be Solved 

We have not merely a housing shortage, but a broader set of unmet needs caused 
by the efforts of the entire society to fit itself into a housing pattern that reflects 
the dreams of the mid-nineteenth century better than the realities of the twenty-
first certtury.^ 

Housing design and policies are based upon the specious argument that all 
women will inevitably marry, have children, and spend most of their lives as 
non-wage-earning homemakers in shelter their husbands will pay for. But this 
assumption is wrong. Later marriage, smaller families, rising divorce and 
remarriage rates, longer life spans, and changing economic conditions have 
all driven women out of the home and into the paid work force. The housing 
and neighborhoods we live in today are filing to meet the needs of the majority 
of American women and their families, for whom they were never intended.^ 

Space is political and ideological. It is a product literally filled with ideologies.' 

-Therefore- homeownership is linked with status, power, and control* 

The very nature of dignity requires each of us to have a place of our own where 
we can rest and renew ourselves. Women have not often or easily found such 
places. Their lower incomes, greater poverty, and dependence on social assistance. 

' Hayden, Dolores, Redesigning the American Dream: The Future of Housing. Work, and Family Life. Revised 

and Expanded ed. (New York and London: W. W. Norton & Company, 2002), 31. 
2 Kanes Weisman, Leslie, Discrimination bv Design: A Feminist Critique of the Man-IVIade Environment (Urbana 
and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1994), 125. 
' Henri Lefebvre THEORETICAL ENCL 
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The very nature of dignity requires each of us to have a place of our own 
where we can rest and renew ourselves. Women have not often or easily found 
such places. Their lower incomes, greater poverty, and dependence on social 
assistance, responsibility for childbearing, and inferior and dependent social 
status have collectively contributed to the housing inequities they live with 
every day simply because they are women.^ 

.shelter is crucial and women do not have equal access to it' 

SCENE TWO: Prescriptions 

The inadequacies of dream-house architecture can no longer be ignored. To 
renew democratic, self-sufficient traditions and survive as an urbanized, modern 
society, Americans must search for an adequate way to organize and pay for 
the spaces we live in, a way more compatible with the human life cycle... We 
need to reconstruct the social, economic, and spatial bases of our beliefs about 
individual happiness, solid family life, and decent neighborhoods.^ 

As long as homeownership is linked with status, power, and control, women 
have to be able to own their own home -whether we agree with the ultimate 
wisdom of this system of enfranchisement or not' 

...we must rid ourselves of both the female homemaker stereotype and our 
idea of the "typical" family... Second, our housing will have to become spatially 
flexible, changeable over time according to household size and composition.' 

^ Kanes Weisman. 
^ Kanes Weisman. 
'Hayden. 77. 
^ Kanes Weisman. 
' Kanes Weisman. 

119. 
116. 

119. 
125. THEORETICAL INFLUENCE 
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For private space to become a home, it must be joined to a range of semiprivate, 
semipublic, and public spaces, and linked to appropriate social and economic 
institutions assuring the continuity of human activity in these spaces^'. 

Any feminist proposal for housing must be a holistic one whose goal is not the 
equality of women in the existing work force, but utter transformation of work 
and family life." 

One of the first changes we must incorporate in socially responsible housing 
is spatial flexibility. Our domestic architecture should be a stage set for various 
human dramas. It must be demountable, reusable, multifunctional, and 
changeable over time. No specific arrangement should be typical.^' 

Situated within this long-standing opposition between vision and the other 
senses, an architecture that required that it be experienced by senses other 
than vision in order to be understood could be claimed as a strategically feminist 
architecture. It would merit this designation if it fostered an awareness of and 
posited a value to the experience of the concrete, sensual, the bodily -if it 
used the body as a necessary instrument in absorbing the content of the 
experience.^' 

'"Hayden. 170. 
•" Kanes Weisman. 119. 
'^ Kanes Weisman. 149. 
'̂  Fausch, Deborah, "The Knovirledge of the Body and the Presence of History -Toward a Feminist 
Architecture," in Architecture and Feminism, ed. Debra Coleman et al. (New York: Princeton Architectural 
Press, 1996), 38-59: 41-42. 

THEORETICAL INFLUENCE 
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CONTEXT AND SITE 

The site is in the southern portion of uptown Dallas -less than one mile from 
downtown in a neighborhood called State Thomas. It is a pleasant, historically rich, 
newly revitalized area with tree-lined streets, townhouses, walk-up apartments, and 
mid-rise condos. Professionals rent and own property here. The specific site, however, 
is somewhat isolated. It lies between 1-75, two busy streets, and a catholic, Jewish, 
and protestant graveyard. The site has the potential to create a potential link between 
State Thomas and the upcoming West Village development anchored by the light rail 
stop at City Place. In addition to the light rail, a historic trolley line still operates in this 
area, and is available free of charge. Nearby McKlnney Avenue is lined with shopping, 
fashionable restaurants, and pubs. Trolleys stop every 15 minutes, and carry residents 
and tourist alike. People like to "be seen" here 

Historically, this is where some of the first people settled and began their 
ranches. In fact, streets such as State and Thomas carry the names of these original 
settlers. When Dallas began the process of industrialization, the wealthy moved away, 
and a Freedman's town took over, preserving historic Victorian houses and buildings 
that are standing today. 

Currently, many professional singles and young couples reside in the area. 
Most of the new developments are multi-family courtyard apartments that are only 
available to rent. The courtyards are stunning, but are small and underutilized; they do 
not contribute to a sense of community, and people consider renting as a temporary. 
Children and elderly persons generally do not live in these apartments. Housing for 
sale consist primarily of row housing in the form of mews. They generally lack backyards, 
since this area is given over to car storage, although many have roof decks. Unless the 
row housing is located next to a park, there are not many places for children to play. 

Figure 2-6 State Thomas neighborhood near historic 
3ŝ  

Figure 2-7 State Thomas neighborhood: typical row 
houses 

Figure 2-8 Courtyard 
typical of perimeter 
block multifamily CONTEXi & SITE 
apartments PREDESTGN 10 



= Site 
1. Downtown Dallas 
2.1-75 "Central Expressway) 
3. City Place Tower/ Light Rail Stop 
4. Light Rail Entry Access and location of upcoming West 
Village Expansion 
5. Graveyards 
6. Briggs Park 
7. McKinney Avenue 

Figure 2-11 Magnefied aerial photo locating site 

CONTEXT & SITE 
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Figure 2-12 Masterplan of the State Thomas neighborhood. The area today CONTEXT & SITE 
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Figure 2-12 b. Magnified masterplan showing specific site (True North is 45 
degrees east of plan North) 

Figure 2-14 West Village Masterplan: A transit oriented development featuring retail, 
business, and residential uses 

CONTEXT & SITE 
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S.W.O.T ANALYSIS 

(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Jhreats) 

Strengths: 

1. Proximity to downtown 
Site is less than 1 mile from the downtown economic center of Dallas. There is 
easy automobile access to downtown and major roadways. 
2. Proximity to transit 
Light rail, bus lines, and a free trolley are within walking distance. 
3. Pleasant neighborhood 
The area has been re/developed within the last 15 years, and is now a desirable 
location. It is a charming, walkable, and a safe urban area. 
4. Proximity to Brigg's Park 
Brigg's Park is a very successful park. It is almost always occupied and includes a 
Softball field, soccer field, basketball court, and playground. 
5. Sense of History 
The neighborhood is dotted with historic buildings and historical markers that tell 
about the founders of the area and the freedman's town that used to exist. A small 
memorial park honors the freedmen. Historic tours are given through the 
graveyards along the perimeter of the site. 
6. Proximity to shopping, businesses, and entertainment 
Grocery shopping, retail shopping, and entertainment are available all along 
McKinney Avenue. The West Village is a successful mixed- use shopping center 
complete with a movie theater The West Village is currently expanding towards 
the site, and will create more offices, housing, and retail venues. 
7. Interesting Site 
The site alone offers some allure. The graveyard creates a beautiful backdrop, 
and the bends in Thomas Street keep you in suspense about what is around the 
corner 
8. Views of Dallas Skyline 
Dallas has a dramatic skyline that is highly visible from this location. 

Figure 2-15 View from North edge 
of site, looking south to downtovm 

Figure 2-16 State Thomas 
neighborhood: pleasant urban feel 

Figure 2-17 Street parking and 
tree-lined streets 

CONTEXT & SITE 
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Weaknesses: 

1. Proximity to 1-75 
The site borders a sunken expressway, which leads to brisk traffic on arterial 
streets surrounding the site, and unpleasant views and noise. 

2. Proximity to graveyard 
The graveyard is a place where homeless people might camp out and where 
undesirable characters might lurk, leading to both the perception of not being safe 
and to actual danger 

3. Proximity to undeveloped sites 
There is an uncertainty as to what will be built on these sites, and the fact that they 
are not being utilized might lead to the perception that they are at an undesirable 
location. 

Opportunities 

1. Connection to transit 
There is an opportunity to make a vehicular and pedestrian connection to the 
existing light rail station and the soon to be built West Village Expansion. 

2. Privacy in the city 
The graveyard and the isolated nature of the site can contribute to a degree of 
privacy. Especially along the perimeter of the graveyard, there is an opportunity to 
create beautiful quiet backs for the residences. 

Figure 2-19 Eastern edge of site borders a 
sunken expressway and frontage road 

Figure 2-20 View looking South from Duff 
Street; expansive graveyards line westem edge 
of site 

3. Connection to neighborhood 
The above-mentioned connection to transit can be more than a mere passage; it can 
link the neighborhood as a whole with beautiful pedestrian, cycling, and jogging trails 
that form a circuit around and possibly through the existing graveyards. 

CONTEXT & SITE 
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4. Graveyard as amenity 
The graveyard currently hosts historic tours and it is punctuated with historical 
markers. Most of the people buried in the graveyards have been deceased long 
enough that their graves are unvisited by their kin. As even more time goes by, 
the graveyard can shift its function to become a park-like gathering place with 
historical emphasis. Rather than be a barrier that isolates the site, it can 
contribute to connectivity through bike paths and other means of connectivity. 

Figure 2-22 
Duff Street 

Graveyard entry from 

Threats: 

1. Isolation 
If connections are not made through the site, it could lead to conditions of being 
isolated and lacking enough natural surveillance to feel or be safe. In addition, it 
will be difficult to walk to services such as the grocery store or transit (even 
thought they are in walking distance). 

2. Expressway 
Due to its proximity alone, the expressway may deter residents with children. 

3. Stigma associated with public housing residents 
The neighborhood is not likely to welcome reconnections to the east, and across 
the expressway -where a large public housing complex exists. If amenities such 
as bike paths are put into place and used by public housing residents, there is a 
chance that it will cause some friction with the State Thomas residents. 

Figure 2-24 View from Duff Street 
looking North 

Figure 2-25 Light rail bus and 
trolley are within walking distance 

CONTEXT & SITE 
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GLOSSARY OF COLLECTIVE HOUSING TERMS 

Collective Housing Terminology can be confusing. Provided below is a glossary of terms 
to be used for this thesis. They are ordered from general to specific. 

Collective Housing 
"Housing with more communal spaces or collectively organized facilities than In 
conventional housing."' 

Bofaellesskab(er) (Danish Model) 
"Typically low-rise housing that grew out of the movement to create a stronger sense of 
community, rather than, as in the Swedish case, from reducing the burden of 
housework.'^ This type of housing tends to attract married couples and the residents 
own their homes. The general form is row housing. 

Central Wonen/ Central Living (Dutch Model) 
Similar to Danish model, but viewed as a revolutionary way to reform society. "Dutch 
groups questioned not only the isolation of the one-family home but also the isolation 
brought about by the nuclear family structure."' Dutch models are mostly rentals, more 
urban, contain a variety of building types and more units than Danish models. They also 
operate on overiapping social levels; units are often subdivided Into clusters, and have 
common facilities particular to the clusters as well as the community as a whole. 

Kollektivhus (Swedish Model) 
Collective housing with a "central kitchen and other collectively organized facilities, 
usually connected by indoor communication to individual apartments." This model can 
include a hired staff to perform services such as cooking -sometimes known as service 
housing, or else residents may perform these tasks themselves -the self-work model. A 
hybrid of the two also exists; the focus is on housing that alleviates domestic work.* 

' Dick Urban Vestbro, "From Collective housing to Cohousing -A Summary of Research," Journal of Architectural 
and Planning Research 17, no.2 (Summer 2000): 165. 

^ Dick Urban Vestbro. 165. 
^ Fromm, Dorit. Collaborative Communities: Cohousing. Central Living, and Other New Forms of Housing with 
Shared Facilities (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1991), 48. 
" Dick Urban Vestbro. 165. 
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Collaborative Housing/Cohousing (American Model) 
"Common areas and facilities -with rooms for shared cooking and dining -
combined with private self-contained units (including private bathrooms and 
kitchens). Social and supportive services, such as child and elder care, may be 
included. An intergenerational mix of residents govern and maintain the 
housing, with an emphasis on community."* 

Shared Housing 
"Several people renting or buying housing together. Each person has a private room and 
shares the rest of the house. Shared housing is subleased or owned by a private or 
public agency; home sharing implies residential ownership or rental."^ 

Cooperative Housing 
"Private self-contained units with shared ownership of certain common elements, such 
as the site. Members do not own their units individually; instead they have one 
membership In the cooperative. A board of directors, made up of members, manages the 
cooperative. Generally membership is open, although there are cooperatives for specific 
groups, such as students."' 

Limited Equity Cooperative Housing 
This is similar to Cooperative Housing, with the exception that residents earn a limited 
amount of equity in their shares. This keeps the housing affordable and prevents 
gentrification throughout the lifecycle of the facility -shares can be resold at prices lower 
than market value. 

5 Fromm, Dorit. Collaborative Communities: Cohousing. Central Living, and Other New Forms of Housing with 
Shared Facilities (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1991), 269 
«Fromm, Dorit. 269. 
'Fromm, Dorit. 269. 

zPISTEMOLOG Y 
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History of Cohousing 

The term cohousing was coined in 1988 by McCamant and Durret. It was their 
translation of the Danish Bofaelleskaber (see glossary) into an American type. Their 
book Cohousing, first published in 1988 introduced many Americans for the first time to 
this sort of collective housing. They are credited with the growing trend of cohousing in 
the United States. 

McCamant and Durrett identify four characteristics for cohousing: participatory 
process, extensive common facilities, intentional neighborhood design, and complete 
resident management. Chris Hanson, another cohousing advocate extended this list 
with four additional criteria: optimum community size, purposeful separation of the car, 
shared evening meals, and a varied level of responsibility for the development process.^ 

'Research by Clare Cooper Marcus suggests that the physical design (site planning 
and building design) can affect the sense of community at cohousing developments. 
She has asserted 6 hypothesis when it comes to criteria for designing for community; 
they are listed in the order of how strongly she perceives them to be true: 

1. "shared outdoor space bounded in whole, or part..." 
2. enclosed "outdoor" spaces for cold climates -this might translate into screened 

spaces in the Dallas climate (mosquitos) 
3. parking on the periphery 
4. "choice between private outdoor space... and semipublic outdoor space" 
5. outdoor space that is not heavily intruded on by outsiders 
buildings that stand out from their surroundings^ 

Cohousing today focuses on community for the sake of community; residents 
enjoy mutual support networks that sometimes arise out of the community, but these 
networks are not seen as the primary goal -community is. Some residents of 
cohousing actually complain of having less time, and less time to spend with their 
families due to the chores of maintaining their community. Since this thesis seeks to 
empower women, it makes sense to take an approach that alleviates domestic tasks 
rather than adding to them. Community is an important aspect, but the support 
network is the reason for the community. This idea deviates from the Danish model 
that cohousing is based on, and incorporates Swedish ideas of relieving domestic 
chores. 

« Hanson, Chris, The Cohousing Handbook: Building a Place for Community. (Vancouver. 1996). 
«Clare Cooper Marcus, "Site Planning, Building Design and a Sense of Community: An Analysis of Six 
Cohousing Schemes in Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands " Journal of Architectural and Planning 
Research 17, no.2 (Summer 2000): 146-163. 

>TEMOLOGY 
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Jvstrup Savvaerket: 

Jystrup, Denmark 
21 units 
2.7 acres 
Completed 1984 
Architect: Vandkunsten 
Tenure: Cooperative 
Common House: 4,350 sq. ft. + 8,560 sq. ft. of covered interior street 

Overall Plan: The overall scheme forms an "L" shape, creating a sense of 
enclosure around the open space. Private dwellings are double loaded along a 
corridor, which is actually a glass-covered street -complete with picnic tables and 
sand boxes. The common house lies at the intersection of the two branches of the 
"L." One-story units line the open space and two story units line the perimeter 
Units face inward to the glass covered "street," and therefore turn their backs on 
the actual street. The aesthetic combines traditional Scandinavian materials with 
contemporary materials, resulting in the facility standing out from its neighbors, 
and being coolly tolerated by the neighborhood in general. 

Common Facilities: Kitchen, Dining, Sitting Room, 4 variety rooms -2 for 
childcare, 1 youth hang out, and 1 billiard room, library, workshops for metal, 
wood, and textiles, laundry room, auto repair shop and storage, and 2 
supplementary rooms or "S" rooms used as guest rooms, office space, or teen 
rooms 

Figure 2-35 Site Photo: Dvinllings are arranged in an 'L' shape 
around the common green 

Figure 2-36 View inside glass covered "streef 

Individual Units: The dwellings are extremely compact. (They are 10% less than 
the maximum size allowed for financing purposes; the 10% subtracted from 
private dwellings is given over to the common areas.) Units range from 1-3 
bedrooms at 680-1045 sq. ft. Each unit has a private outdoor area. Kitchens are 
equipped with two-burner stoves since most of the cooking is done at the common 
house. High ceilings make sleeping and storage lofts possible. 

Figure 2-37 West elevation fronting common green 

PREC -DENT 
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Users: Most of the residents are couples with children; couples without children 
and single parents are a minority. Teachers are hired to provide daycare on site. 
Residents make a priority to attend nightly common dinners. 

Remarks: Units are not very flexible -only one wall can be removed within the 
dwelling. Residents must trade units if they want to down size or up size. Units 
are not very affordable for a single income, and this may be why divorcees 
primarily contribute to the turnover rate. 

Features: Mailboxes adjacent to the common house encourage activity/ 
interaction at the common house throughout the day. 

The "S" rooms or Supplementary rooms consist of 200 sq. ft. that can be 
used as guest rooms, or that can be rented out for office space or bedrooms for 
teenagers. 

Figure 2-38 View Inside glass 
covered "streef 

Figure li-'iH Kitdh^h 

Figure 2-40 Kitchen/ Dining is 
separated from living area by 4 steps 
and a low wall 

PRECEDENT 
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1. Common dining room; 2. common kitchen 
3. covered street: 4. sandbox; 5. laundry: 6. sup 
plementairy room: 7. storage: 8. wood shop 
9. sewing and crafts room. 

lying footn 

pilvBte Mc^ >iivBte MC 

TT^ 
I—r^—I—r-*-i '9'*'" 

^Igure 2-42 section through glass covered "street" and two 
dwelling units 

Figure 2-43 Two Bedroom floor plan 

Figure 2-41 Overall plan of facility 

PRECEDENT 
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Hilversumse Meent: 

IHilversum, Holland 
50 Units 
4.5 Acres 
Completed 1977 
Architect: Leo de Jonge and Pieter Weeda 
Tenure: Rental 

Overall Plan: Two intersecting pedestrian streets form the overall scheme. 
Individual units face onto these streets, and have fenced private yards in the rear 
Parking is also in the rear, and is shared with the surrounding neighborhood. The 
private units are organized into clusters, so that 5 households each share a 
kitchen, laundry, meeting room, and garden area. Common facilities for the entire 
community are somewhat scattered, but are in close proximity to the intersection 
of the two pedestrian streets. (There is not a central common house.) Private 
residents have barrel-vaulted roofs, distinguishable from the flat-roof common 
areas. Bright red and yellow paint causes the facility to stand out from its 
neighbors, although its neighbors accept it. 

Common Facilities: 1 Kitchen, Dining, and Laundry for every 5 households in a 
cluster, 1 meeting room per cluster, common meeting room, hobby shop, sauna, 
bar, 3 guest rooms, garden 

Individual Units: Two to three story attached row houses with painted stucco 
facades. There are 16 different unit types. Kitchen and dining areas front the 
pedestrian street. 

Users: Households compositions are widely mixed; 65% are single or single 
parents. Many are professionals. 

Figure 2-44 Brightly colored dwelling with barrel vault roofs 

l o q i f ^ 
1 

^ 'g^<^ 
1. Public pedestrian walkway; 2. library; 3. meet
ing room; 4. bar-caf£; 5. sauna; 6. worltshop; 
7. studio (formerly teen room); 8. cluster Ititchen-
dinlng room; 9. cluster laundry and storage; 
10. common garden; 11. dwellings not sharing 
cluster kitchen; 12. private or cluster garden. 

Figure 2-45 Site plan: Dwellings (hatched) are clustered around 
two pedestrian streets 
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Remarks: Common areas such as meeting rooms become redundant. The 
separation of kitchen and laundry areas makes it more difficult to supervise 
children. 

Features: Common spaces, including a caf6, protrude onto pedestrian street, 
which reduces the feeling of isolation and allows for natural surveillance. The 
pedestrian street is accessible to non-residents. 

I ' l i' I ' l ^ ' / " ^ 

11 

1. Living room; 2. bedroom; 3. kitchen; 4. dining 
room; 5. entrance; 6. toilet; 7. shower; 8. hall; 
9. cluster storage; 10. cluster laundry; 11. private 
or cluster garden. 

Figure 2-46 Typical dwelling units 
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Beguinage: 

Toronto, Ontario 
28 Units 
Completed: 1985 
Architects: Phil Goldsmith of Quadrangle Architects 
Tenure: LEHC 

Overall Plan: The site is split into 2 parts on the same block. There is no 
communal outdoor space. 

Figure 2-47 Street Elevation 

Common Facilities: Meeting Room, Coordinator's Office, Workshop/ Storage 
room. Laundry 

Individual Units: 1-3 bedroom units in the form of stacked townhouses. 
Articulated in brick, stucco, and wood siding. Dual primary bedrooms are used 
instead of "Master" and "junior" units to encourage sharing (non-related 
households). Townhouses have their own entrance at the street, whereas 1-
bedroom units share a vestibule. Every unit has private outdoor space. 

Users: Users are primarily female; only adult women are allowed to be full 
members of the cooperative -ensuring that women are involved with policy and 
decision-making. The breakdown of users is as follows: 36.4% Women living 
alone, 31.8% Women living with friends/partners, 18.2% Single mothers with at 
least 1 child, 13.6% Couples with at least 1 child. They have low to moderate 
incomes. 

Remarks: The users sought for high quality materials (low-maintenance and 
durable), energy conservation features, and unit types that accommodate diverse 
households. The women had high expectations for quality and insisted on 

SHUTER 

DOOGv^^i 
Q I 'i0—^ 

Figure 2-48 Partial site plan 
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maximum consumer value, making them a tough client. In the end, many trade-offs were 
made. The residents were disappointed with the lack of communal outdoor space and on 
site childcare facilities. 

Features: Aural privacy is well accommodated for; sound transmission can be a problem 
with stacked townhouse construction. The following precautions were taken: Simple 
architectural forms and unit separations are used; the party walls line up on each floor 
Walls are made of concrete block with cement on one side to make a solid surface. 
Strapping on both sides allows for insulation and an air chamber The wood floors are 
covered with %" of Gypcrete. The exterior walls are made with 2X6 studs that allow for 
extra insulation. Stairs that are heavy construction are hung from the floors and do not 
touch walls in order to prevent vibration. 

1. Living / dining room 
2. Kitchen 
3. Living room 
4. Dining room 
5. Master bedroom 
6. Bedroom 
7. Bath 
8. Storage 
9. Co-op meeting room 

10. Co-op office 
11. Laundry 

Co-op common 

Unit F (above Units 8 and C) Main-floor plan (Unit B) 
Second-floor plan (Unit B) 

Figure 2-49 (top) a. Common Facilities, (bottom left to right) b. Unit F: 2 bedroom unit, c. Unit B: downstairs of a 2 
bedroom unit, d. Unit B: upstairs of a 2 bedroom unit, e. Unit A 
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Southside Park: 

Sacremento, California 
25 Units 
1.27 Acres 
Completed 1993 
Architect: Mogavero Notestine Associates 
Tenure: Condominium 

Overall Plan; The scheme incorporates two adjacent lots. Units are semi-
attached and clustered together around the central outdoor space. Automobile 
parking is at the periphery, allowing expansive green space for children to play. 
Security is afforded through defensible elements like porches or natural 
surveillance rather than gates and fences. The area is in a declining neighborhood 
in close proximity to downtown. It is hoped that the development will contribute to 
revitalization of the area. 

Common Facilities: Kitchen, Dining, Laundry, Garden, Playground 

Individual Units: Units breakdown as follows: 1 bedroom @ 640 sq. ft., 2 
bedroom @ 1025 sq. ft., 2 bedroom @ 1189 sq. ft., 3 bedroom @ 1302 sq. ft., 4 
bedroom @ 1423 sq. ft. They are generally clustered together like duplexes or 
triplexes. They are two story wood frame structures consisting of flats and 
townhouses with masonite siding and composition shingle roofs. Each dwelling is 
easily identified by its particular color (red, yellow, blue, grey...). Living areas 
face the common outdoor space. 

Users: About half the households are couples and half singles -a few singles 
have children, and most of the couples have children. They have low to moderate 
incomes. 

Remarks: 

Features: Amenities include hardwood floors and large porches. 

Figure 2-50 Street Elevation 

Figure 2-51 View from living area to dining and kitchen 

Figure 2-52 Common House 
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Siteplan: J. common bouse. I 
/ Itmce, 3 gtUxring node, —, 
V grassy arm, 5 g^mlm, 

6. playgmumi, 7. imrksbop, 8. bUe 
storage, 9. storage, 10. exisling 
lldorlan amverledioflats 

J L 

Figure 2-53 Site Plan 
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Figure 2-54 Street Elevation 
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Figure 2-55 1 Bedroom Flats (640 sq. ft.) 

GROUND FLOOR 

Figure 2-56 4 Bedroom (1,423 sq. ft.) and 2 Bedroom (1025 sq. ft.) 
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GROUND FLOOR 

Figure 2-57 3 Bedroom units with home offices (1,302 sq. ft.) 
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The Grow Home and Next Home: 

Architect: Avi Friedman and Witold Rybczynski 
Prototype first built in 1990 

Overall Idea: Using the typical Montreal row house as a starting point, the 
architects sought to make home ownership affordable, despite demographic and 
economic constraints. The architects hypothesized that people would be willing to 
make tradeoffs, such as settling for smaller spaces, in order to purchase a home. 
Buyers were likely to be small families including couples and singles with or 
without children. They came up with prototypes that can "expand within," and that 
can be upgraded after purchase. This might involve an unfinished basement or 
unpartitioned upper floor 

The Next Home is an idea that Friedman explored after evaluating the 
Grow Home. Its still recognizes "societal change, economic constraints, and 
environmental necessity...,"^ but focuses on flexibility and adaptability. The 
footprint is increased to 20' x 40', allowing each floor to become an independent 
unit. This allows people to buy smaller units, and have the possibility of acquiring 
another level in the future. Friedman proposes that the future buyers be able to 
select certain components such as kitchen layouts and finishes prior to 
construction. 

Remarks: Friedman points out that building small can be green. Reducing unit 
size, using modular design based on lumber sizes, as well as stacking floors and 
joining units can lead to resource and energy conservation. 

Features: Narrow units allow for no load bearing interior partitions, which 
maximizes flexibility. Bathroom and Kitchens also have further flexibility if open 
web joist and flexible plastic conduit are used; they no longer have to be stacked. 

Innovative ideas include limiting the number of cabinets and leaving doors 
off of the cabinets, initially relying on a pot rack. The idea is that cabinets can be 
purchased or upgraded at a later time. Another innovative feature includes the 
four-foot hallway, which allows for built in shelving and storage space. 

^ Friedman, Avi, The Grow Home. (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 2001), 170. 

Figure 2-58 The Grow Home Prototype 
(Windsor model) built on McGill University 
Campus 

Figure 2-59 Elevation study of clustered Grow Homes 

J L J L 

n r Mixture of semi-detached units and rowhouses 

(densily ol 6o units per hectare / 24 pe' acre) 

Figure 2-60 Possible site plan scenario with clustered Grow 
Homes 
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nUT AinHATIVI. TMI ITIAWMT UCK 

Tht b e u modffi: • plain vinlHa. no rrllls 

homt - tht tMltom of the line. Construction 

cost: $$6,913 

ConflgunHon: Slab-on-grade, no base-

iiMnt; no tMkonles; uppar arta unpartl-

tlonwl. 

Extlflor: Vinyl fldln(, both f iudes ; all-

wood windows: vinyl patio doon. 

Intartor Shtet vinyl floorlni on fround 

Itvtl; unpalntod plywood floor on upper 

lavtlj spruca, carpeted italrs; i-shaped, 

meUmtnt kitchen 

A 

THIIO UTfUHATtVEi THE OTTOMAHI 

A 5l)|htlv larger model, with basement. 

Construction cost: $48.3U 

Configuration: Unfinished basement; lower 

tnlconles front and rear; no balconies 

at upper level; upper area with single 

partition; flat roof. 

Exterior: Canexel siding, both hcades; 

vinyl-clad wood windows; vinyl-clad palk) 

doora; window shutters. 

Interior: Vinyl and carpet flooring on 

ground level; unpalnted plywood floor 

on upper level: pine, painted stairs; 

L-5haped, pine kitchen 

^ 1^"^ 

SICOIIO AinRHATIVI. THI WIHMOR 

Thll combination was Included In the 

demonitratlon home as built on the McGIII 

campus. Construction cost; $42,808 

Configuration! Slab>on-grad«, no base

ment: rear deck and pargola; kwer front 

porch; upper balcony at front, upper area 

unpartlllonad. 

Exlerlon Stucco, both facades; vinyl-dad 

wood windows with mulllont; vinyl patio 

doors; decorative architectural moldings; 

dormer. 

Interior: Vinyl and carpet flooring on 

ground level; unpalnted plywood floor on 

upper levali spruce, carpeted stairs; no 

kitchen, provided by owner; no bathroom 

vanity, provided by owner 

O^ T±f 
FOURTH AlTIRMATIVEi THI CLUB 

A fully finished model with baHment 

garage - the top of the line. Construction 

cost: $S7.2as 

Configuration: Unfinished basement with 

garage; upper and lower balconies, front 

and rear; upper area partitioned; upper 

bathroom; vestibule. 

Exterior: Bride, both tacades; vinyl-clad 

Mrtndows; vinyl-dad patio doors; dormer 

with window. 

Interior: White cherry wood strip flooring 

on ground level; vinyl tile In bathroom; 

carpeting on second level; varnished oak 

stairs; U-shaped pine kitchen 

rCZl 

^ T 

Figure 2-62 One of many Grow Home developments 

F i g v '' •=' "odel demonstrating how 
the upper floor can be partitioned at a 
later date 

Figure 2-61 (top left to right) a. Straight Back, b. W/indsor, (bottom left to right) c. Ottomane, d. Club 
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Figure 2-64 Plan of the Windsor demonstration unit 

Figure 2-65 Demonstration unit Kitchen 
Sgure2-66 Demonstratlori 
unit: 4' hallway allows for 
storage space 

Figure 2-67 Variety of layout options 
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///. FACILITY PROGRAM 

Contents: 

' Summary of Facility Program 

' Space Allocation 

' Activity and Spatial Analysis 
o Common outdoor space 
o Common facilities 
o Private residences 
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GOALS 

ISSUE: FLEXIBILITY: 

1. Provide a variety of dwellings that accommodate diverse household types. 
2. Design dwelling units to be able to adapt to growing, shrinking, or changing 

household structures. 
3. Allow residents options about finishes, layouts, fa?ade, etc. 

ISSUE: INTERACTION: 

4. Common Outdoor space should allow for maximum interaction. 
5. Create pleasant connection for pedestrians to light rail services. 
6. Create choices of dining arrangements for shared meals, ie. large groups and 

intimate settings. 

ISSUE: SECURITY: 

7. Create places for children to play with minimal supervision. 
8. Create defensible edge for dwelling facing public streets. 
9. Create safe connection for pedestrian access to light rail services. 

ISSUE: PRIVACY: 

10. Balance community and private life by providing spaces for both. 
11. Allow for aural privacy between units. 

ISSUE: ECONOMY 

12. Provide efficient, compact dwellings that are visually spacious. 
13. Create dwellings for unrelated "roommates" to share. 
14. Provide basic dwellings with upgrade options. 

ISSUES AND GOALS 
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ISSUE: IDENTITY 

15. Each dwelling should appear distinct and have the ability to be personalized. 
16. The facility as a whole should appear distinct from the neighborhood. 
17. Promote awareness of historic marginalization of women. 
18. Promote diversity and autonomy. 

ISSUE: CONVENIENCE: 

19. Reduce burden of domestic work, such as meal preparation and childcare. 
20. Reduce maintenance and upkeep for common facilities and private dwellings. 

ISSUE: CLIENT SELF-ACTUALIZATION: 

21. Promote sense of ownership. 
22. Promote diversity and autonomy. 
23. Create setting that encourages symbiotic support networks. 

ISSUES AND GOALS 
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SPACE ALLOCATION 

Common Facilities: 

Outdoor Area/Common Green: variable s.f. 

Garden 
Tot Playground 
Child Playground 
Picnic Grounds 
Bike Storage 
Parking 

Common House: 12,000 s.f. 

Community Kitchen 
Community Dining Room 
Multipurpose Room (Gymnasium/Auditorium) 
Game Room 
Children's Play Room 
Teen Recreation Room 
Exercise Room 
Work Resource Center 
Management Office 
Community Guest Rooms 
Workshop/Tool Storage 
Mail Room 
Restrooms 
Retail Lease Space 
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Private Residences: 

1. Single adult residence (SA Unit) (650sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/Dining (120 sq.ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
Bedroom (100 sq.ft.) 
Bathroom (40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (40sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

2. Residence for a couple (C Unit) (750sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 
Bedroom (144 sq. ft.) 
Bathroom (50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (50sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

3. Residence for a single adult with childeren (SA+Unit) (900,1075, or 1200 sq. 
ft.) 

SA+1-2 Unit: (900 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 
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2 Bedrooms (2x110 sq.ft.) 
Bathroom (50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (50 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

SA+2-3Unit: (1075 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/Dining (150 sq.ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
1 Bedroom (80 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (60sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

SA+3-4 Unit: (1200 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/Dining (150 sq.ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 80) sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (70 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 
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4. Residence for a couple with childeren (C+ Unit) (1010,1125, or 1300 sq. ft.) 

CA+1-2Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2x110 sq.ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (60 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

C+2-3 Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
1 Bedroom (80 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (70 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

C+3-4 Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 80 sq. ft.) 
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2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (80 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

5. Residence for a single Adult with an elderly parent (SA+P Unit) (910sqft.) 

SA+P Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (150sq. ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (40 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

6. Residence for a couple with an elderly parent (C+P Unit) (1050 sq. ft.) 

C+PUnit: 

Couple's Domain: 

Kitchen/Dining (150sq.ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
Home Office Niche (variable) 
1 Bedroom (110 sq.ft.) 
1 Bathrooms (40 sq. ft.) 
Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 
Storage (40 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 
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Semi-Autonomous Elder Apartment: (210 sq. ft.) 
-sleeping area 
-sitting area 
-kitchenette 
-bathroom 
-outdoor space 

7. Shared residence for adult roommates (R Unit) (2190 sq. ft.) 

R Unit: 

Individual's Domain: (4 x 315 sq. ft.) 

1 Bedroom (110 sq.ft.) 
1 SittingArea (100 sq.ft.) 
1 Bathrooms (40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (25 sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

Common Domain (490 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen (200 sq. ft.) 
Living Room (200 sq. ft.) 
Laundry (40 sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 
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Activity/ Spatial Analysis 

(Spaces are broken down into common outdoor space, common facilities, and private 
residences) 

OUTDOOR SPACE/ "COMMON GREEN" 

1. Common Green (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: Informal Socializing, Child Play, Circulating, Gardening 

ADJACENCIES: Essentially everything is adjacent to this space. It is particularly 
important for private and common kitchens to face onto the common green, as well 
as semi-private outdoor spaces. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: sunny and shaded 
SOUND: minimize loud sounds of children playing or have designated quiet/ play 
zones 
VIEW: should be in view of private residences and common facilities 
CHARACTER: natural, park-like, courtyard 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-public; for all residents. Should discourage intrusion by 
outsiders. 
ENCLOSURE: The perimeter should be at least partially bound by residences -
courtyard scheme. 
MATERIALS: Grass, permeable paving, granite, wood, trees and plants, stone 
HIERARCHY: The common green is one of the most important and literally central 
elements. It is a pedestrian link/ circulation spine between all residences and 
common facilities. 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: Shade is important to encourage the maximum use 
throughout the seasons. Deciduous shade trees offer both shade and sun at the 
appropriate season. Run off water could be directed toward this area to drain and 
simultaneously water the foliage. Still water or water features should be avoided to 

1 toddler | 1 child 
play area 1 1 play area^ 
*—- -X > ««/ 

picnic 
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^ common"* 
house 

, kitchen . 
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storage 
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discourage mosquito infestation and depletion of water resources. The south facing 
areas are optimal and north-facing areas should be avoided. 

2. Parking Areas (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: parking, unloading, informal socializing, car-washing 

ADJACENCIES: Deliberately located on periphery, however, should be adjacent to 
a main entrance to the common green. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: well lit at night 
SOUND: minimize automobile sounds to other areas 
VIEW: should be in view of private residences and common facilities -high visibility 
CHARACTER: natural, landscaped 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-public; for all residents and their guests. 
ENCLOSURE: Covered parking may be provided in addition to street parking. 
MATERIALS: permeable paving, trees and plants, 
HIERARCHY: One of the first destinations residents will seek in the morning, and 
will depart from in the evening, much informal socializing can occur on these trips 

CLIMATE RESPONSE: Permeable materials can reduce run-off water 

parking 

2 ^ 1 
common green ^ 4 parking i 
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3. Duff Street Connection (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: recreational walking, cycling, jogging, driving, parking, commuting to 
light rail 

ADJACENCIES: This will be a key connection to link the State Thomas 
neighborhood to light rail services. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: well lit at night 
SOUND: 
VIEW: should be in view of private residences for natural surveillance 
CHARACTER: Tree lined street, wide sidewalks, should be a pleasant pathway for 
recreational use, as well as for people commuting to the light rail station. Historic 
markers and sitting places can add to the character 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: This is a public domain, however, the sidewalk along the 
perimeter of the graveyard should be geared for the most public use, while sidewalk 
on the residential side have a more private feel 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: permeable paving, trees and plants, smooth surfaces for cycling or 
skating, 
HIEf^RCHY: This is important to establish an overall connection of the 
neighborhood to transportation services, and to make better use of the historic 
graveyards. This is not important for the actual facility, but for the community as a 
whole. However, it does aid in being accepted by the community. 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: Permeable materials can reduce run-off water 
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1. Kitchen (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: cooking, socializing, casual supervising of children, storage 

ADJACENCIES: dining room, common green 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: residential light quality as opposed to institutional 
SOUND: noise should be reduced 
VIEW: views to children playing on the common green 
CHARACTER: Kitchen should be functional like a restaurant kitchen, but should not 
have an institutional aesthetic. Could be an extension of outdoor space. 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-public, for resident use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: sound-absorbing materials, materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: Important to facilitate residents working together and getting to know 
each other 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

2. Dining Hall (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: eating in groups, socializing, holding resident meetings, casual 
supervising of children 

ADJACENCIES: kitchen, common green 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: residential light quality as opposed to institutional 
SOUND: noise should be reduced 
VIEW: views to children playing on the common green 
CHARACTER: should allow seating for small groups and larger ones, flexible 
according to changing functions 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident use only 

ACTIVITY & SPATIAL ANALYSIS 
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ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: sound-absorbing materials, materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: Important to facilitate residents working together and getting to know 
each other 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

3. Multipurpose Room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: basketball/ sports, indoor play, town hall meetings 

ADJACENCIES: exercise room, children's play areas 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: to common green surveillance 
CHARACTER: 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident or staff use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

4. Game Room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: indoor play ie. Table tennis, etc., socializing, 

ADJACENCIES: multi-purpose room, dining hall 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: 
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CHARACTER: 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

5. Children's Play Room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: children playing, formal or informal childcare services 

ADJACENCIES: located away from management office and conference rooms, but 
within hearing distance of kitchen and dining hall, and near the multi-purpose room 
LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: whimsical, there might be an area for structured/ supervised play 
(crafts), and casually supervised areas where children can play without much 
supervision 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident or staff use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: soft materials, materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

6. T"een Recreation Room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: teenagers watching movies, playing games, listening to music 

ADJACENCIES: Adjacent to exercise room, or other areas where there will be 
casual adult supervision 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 

ACTIVITY & SPATIAL ANALYSIS 
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LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: to common green 
CHARACTER: a place where teens can be loud and feel independent 
PUBUC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: soft materials, materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

7. Exercise room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: weight lifting, cardiac training 

ADJACENCIES: 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: to common green, exercise equipment should face windows to provide for 
natural surveillance 
CHARACTER: motivational 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident or staff use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

8. Work Resource Center (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: telecommuting, working from home, computer use, fax, copier, etc. 

ADJACENCIES: management office can potentially share resources 
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SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT: daylighting emphasis 
SOUND: 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: motivational 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident or staff use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

9. Management office (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: management duties performed by residents or hired staff 

ADJACENCIES: possibly share resources with Work Resource Center 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: sound should be contained to the room to allow for privacy 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: functional 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident or staff use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: sound-absorbing materials, materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY-
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

10. Guest Bedrooms (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, bathing, short term accommodation for the family or friends 
of residents 
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ADJACENCIES: 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: quiet 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: inviting 
PUBLIC/ PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident guest use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

11. Workshop/Tool Storage (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: crafts, hobbies, home renovation projects, community tool storage 

ADJACENCIES: away from quite areas 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: accommodate for loud sounds of power tools 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: well ventilated, functional, 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
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12. Laundry Facility (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: washing/ drying clothes, folding clothes, waiting 

ADJACENCIES: common green 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: to children playing on common green 
CHARACTER: 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident guest use only 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

13. Mail Room (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: picking up mail, informal socializing 

ADJACENCIES: public street 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
LIGHT 
SOUND: 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: functional, seccure 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: Semi-private, for resident use only 
ENCLOSURE: covered 
MATERIALS: materials that are easy to clean 
HIERARCHY: can serve as an anchor point to encourage interaction 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
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14. Retail Lease Space (variable sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: variable 

ADJACENCIES: Hall street, parking 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: 
CHARACTER: revenue producing space, opportunity to interact with larger 
neighborhood 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: public 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: 
HIERARCHY: can serve as an anchor point to encourage interaction 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
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PRIVATE RESIDENCES 

Private residences will be broken down into categories determined by the user types. 
The users are single adults, single adults with children, couples, couples with 
children, single adults with elder parent(s), couples with elder parent(s), and adults 
living as roommates. (A prerequisite to living in this community is that at least one 
adult in the household is female. Most residents will be female, but some women 
will, for example, have male partners, male children, or a woman might be caring for 
her elderly father) 

1. Single adult residence (SA Unit) (650sq. ft.) 

USERS: Women of various ages. Elderly women will view this residence as being 
more permanent, where as a younger woman might view it as a temporary residence. 

SPACES: 
Kitchen/ Dining (120 sq. ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
Bedroom (100 sq.ft.) 
Bathroom (40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (40 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

Outdoor Room 

1 
Kitchen/ 
Dining . 

1 ' 1 

Living 
Room 

/ -
/ 

1 Bedroom 

home office 
niche 

f Bath] 

Laundry 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 

ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. SA units 
should not be adjacent to child play areas. Kitchen, Dining, and Living can be one 
continuous space. There should be a transition area between the common green 
and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: quiet area 
VIEW: common green 
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CHARACTER: 
PUBLiaPRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

2. Residence for a couple (C Unit) (750sq.ft.) 

USERS: Women and men of various ages. Elderly couples might view this 
residence as being more permanent, where as a younger couples might view it as a 
temporary residence. 

SPACES: 
Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
Bedroom (144sq.ft.) 
Bathroom (50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (50 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

Outdoor Room 

( 1 fDlninTl 
Kitchen L ^ v J 

Living 
Room 

home office 
niche 

I .Bath 

Bedroom ' * i 
Laundry 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 

ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. C units 
should not be adjacent to child play areas. Kitchen, Dining, and Living can be one 
continuous space. There should be a transition area between the common green 
and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: quiet area 
VIEW: common green 
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CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for the couple to have degrees of being together 
and being alone. 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
3. residence for a single adult with childeren (SA+Unit) (900,1075, or 1200 
sq. ft.) 

USERS: Mothers with 1-2, 2-3, or 3-4 children of various ages. 

SPACES: 

SA+1-2 Unit: (900 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
Bathroom (50 sq.ft.) 
Storage (50 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

SA+2-3 Unit: (1075 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
1 Bedroom (80 sq.ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (60sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

Outdoor Room 

( ~ — ) 

Kitchen 
Dining 

Bedroom 
^ ^ ^ rb 

Living 
Room 

home office 
niche 

I Bath! -
I -a'l inHn/ ^"T^ Bedroom Laundry 

Bathl 

Bedi|oom 

SA+3-4 Unit: (1200 sq. ft.) 
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Kitchen/ Dining (150 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 80) sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (70 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 

ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. SA+ units 
should be adjacent to child play areas. Kitchen, Dining, and Living can be one 
continuous space. There should be a transition area between the common green 
and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: common green 
CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for maximum interaction and supervision of 
children. 
PUBLiaPRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

4. Residence for a couple with childeren (C+ Unit) (1010, 1125, or 1300 sq. ft.) 

USERS: Coupleswith children of various ages. 
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SPACES: 

CA+1-2 Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2x110 sq.ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (60sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

C+2-3 Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2x110 sq.ft.) 
1 Bedroom (80 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (70sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

C+3-4 Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (200 sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 80 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 50 sq. ft.) 
Storage (80 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living. 

ACTIVITY & SPATIAL ANALYSIS 
FACILITY PROGRAM 59 



ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. CA+ units 
should be adjacent to child play areas. Kitchen, Dining, and Living can be one 
continuous space. There should be a transition area between the common green 
and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: common green 
CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for maximum interaction and supervision of 
children. Spaces should allow for the family to have degrees of being together and 
being alone. 
PUBLia PRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

5. Residence for a single Adult with an elderly parent (SA+P Unit) (910sqft) 

USERS: Single women with an elderly mother or father 

SPACES: 

SA+P Unit: 

Kitchen/ Dining (150sq. ft.) 
Living (150 sq. ft) 
2 Bedrooms (2 x 110 sq. ft.) 
2 Bathrooms (2 x 40 sq. ft.) 
Laundry (35 sq.ft.) 
Storage (40 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITY & SPATIAL ANALYSIS 
FACILITY PROGRAM 60 



ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 

ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. Kitchen/ 
Dining, and Living should be separated so that each person can be alone. There 
should be a transition area between the common green and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: common green 
CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for the family to have degrees of being together 
and being alone. 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 

6. Residence for a couple with an elderly parent (C+P Unit) (1050 sq.ft.) 

USERS: Couples with an elderly mother or father 

SPACES: 

C+P Unit: 

Couple's Domain: 

Kitchen/ Dining (150sq. ft.) 
Living (200 sq. ft) 
1 Bedroom (110 sq.ft.) 
1 Bathrooms (40 sq.ft.) 

Laundry (35 sq. ft.) 

Dwelling Unit 
Accessory 
Apartment 
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storage (40sq.ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

Semi-Autonomous Elder Apartment: (210 sq. ft.) 
-sleeping area 
-sitting area 
-kitchenette 
-bathroom 
-outdoor space 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 

ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. Kitchen, 
Dining, and Living can be one continuous space. There should be a transition area 
between the common green and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 
VIEW: common green 
CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for the family to have degrees of being together 
and being alone. The elder apartment should have a private entrance as well as a 
connection into the couple's domain. 
PUBLia PRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
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7. Shared residence for adult roommates (R Unit) (2190 sq. ft.) 

USERS: Single women of various ages. Elderly women with little income can 
benefit from this arrangement. 

SPACES: 

RUnit: 

Individual's Domain: (4 x 315 sq. ft.) 

1 Bedroom (110 sq.ft.) 
1 SittingArea (100 sq.ft.) 
1 Bathrooms (40 sq. ft.) 
Storage (25 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (40 sq. ft.) 

Common Domain (490 sq. ft.) 

Kitchen (200 sq. ft.) 
Living Room (200 sq. ft.) 
Laundry (40 sq. ft.) 
Outdoor Room (50 sq. ft.) 

ACTIVITIES: sleeping, eating, bathing, living, 
ADJACENCIES: All residences should be adjacent to common green. Kitchen/ 
Dining, and Living should be separated so that each person can be alone. There 
should be a transition area between the common green and the private unit. 

SPATIAL QUALITIES: 
UGHT: 
SOUND: 

_ • 
Apartment 

Shared Spaces 

r ^ 
Kitchen 

LJaund^ 

/Apartment 

Apartment 

Living 
Room 
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Apartment 

Outdoor Space; 

Bedroom 
Living 
room 

Bath 
^ 

to 
" Common 
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X ^ ^ 
Kitchenette D 
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VIEW: common green 
CHARACTER: Spaces should allow for the household to have degrees of being 
together and being alone, with an emphasis on autonomy. Each individual's domain 
should have a private entry to outside, as well as a connection to the common 
domain. 
PUBLia PRIVATE: private 
ENCLOSURE: 
MATERIALS: light colored exterior to reflect light at night 
HIERARCHY: 
CLIMATE RESPONSE: energy efficient components 
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fV. HYPOTHESIS 

Contents: 

' Problematic Tiiesis Statement 

' Design Methodology 

' Hypothetical Design Solution 

HYPOTHESIS 65 



PROBLEMATIC THESIS STATEMENT 

A phenomenon exists in regard to American housing today: The "traditional" 
nuclear family is the model for almost all housing available for sale, yet less than 
25% of American households actually fit this stereotype. The growing number of 
single parent, dual career couple, and single elderiy households are like square pegs 
trying to fit into the round "holes" of nuclear family housing. 

Another phenomenon exists: the majority of those that are III accommodated 
for such as single parents, elderly persons, and those living below the poverty line 
are female. This fact softly, yet powerfully speaks about a society where women are 
marginalized -they do not have access to fitting accommodation. 

The lack of appropriate housing is not solely the fault of architects, 
developers, and government agencies; it is a symptom of the values of society as a 
whole. Architecture, in itself, is not capable of social change or liberation. 

"...Yet the nature of the built environment is such that it can suggest the world 
transformed as well as the means for its transformation."^ 

The transformation that this thesis seeks is the empowerment of women. 
Architecture, through the vehicle of cohousing, can demonstrate empowerment 
and the means for empowerment by 1.) accomodating diverse household types, 
and 2.) that encourage mutual support networks amongst the residents. 

This hypothesis revisits research by Mary Joyce Hassel and John Scanzoni. 
They hypothesized that applying principles derived from cohousing -specifically 
"helping-out" patterns or mutual support networks would enable low-income mothers 
to achieve economic independence. They also hypothesized that the ability for 
residents to exercise control over their dwelling unit and neighborhood, would 
empower residents-as Atlas and Dreier have suggested, and consequently 
encourage the production of income. Although they were unable to complete their 
experiment, Hassel and Scanzoni concluded that a socioeconomic diversity of 

' Kanes Weisman, Leslie, Discrimination bv Design: A Feminist Critique of the Man-Made Environment 
(Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1994), 179. 
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residents, rather than solely low-income residents would be a more successful 
venue. 

Accomodating diverse household types can mean the following: First of all, 
cohousing comes about through a participatory design process where residents are 
able to voice their ideas about their specific dwellings and about the development as 
a whole. Cohousing is also generally self-managed, allowing resident control over 
their community. (Since this project is hypothetical, the participatory design process 
will be replaced with research suggesting resident input.) Secondly, accomodating 
diverse household types implies home ownership. Creating affordable units is key to 
allowing for ownership. Third, and most importantly in terms of architectural 
significance, it implies the ability to manipulate dwelling spaces to accommodate 
preferences or needs. Flexibility and adaptability become key to accommodate 
changing and varying family structures. A resident might want to expand or downsize 
depending on if they are for example, having a child, or if they are widowed. In 
addition, it is important for residents to be able to personalize their dwellings. 

Mutual support networks can be formal or informal. Meal preparation and 
childcare services might be provided as a service performed by a hired staff (as in 
the Swedish model), or residents might collaborate and have an internal type of 
bartering system. The degree to which mutual support networks develop varies from 
each cohousing development. However, research by Clare Cooper Marcus suggests 
that the physical design (site planning and building design) can affect the sense of 
community, and therefore the mutual support networks (see Epistemology Secfion). 
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METHODOLOGY 

General Design Philosophy: 

1. Architecture is a product that strives for client satisfaction and well 
being above all else. 

2. After meeting the first criteria, the architect works based on intuition 
and artistic impulse. 

The methods for this investigation draw on the knowledge I have gained 
from my education as an architect, and from my personal observations about 
everyday life. For example, I remember experiencing my home as a child and 
teenager in a "traditional" nuclear family. I have also experienced college 
dormitory life, living with roommates, and living alone. Hypotheses can be 
drawn from this experience. Feminist writing about architecture, cities, and 
the built environment serve as a base for exploration -Redesigning the American 
Dream and Discrimination bv Design are essential to my understanding of 
how gender shapes space. In literature about feminism and architecture, the 
topic of cohousing is often introduced as a viable option for American housing. 
Likewise, literature on cohousing reveals the feminist potential of cohousing. 
And so, cohousing becomes the natural vehicle to explore feminist architectural 
principles. The site is chosen because of its integrated location -near transit, 
grocery store, etc. Clients needs are derived from case studies of other 
cohousing developments. The building typology will involve a time tested and 
proven form -row houses. Row houses and multifamily apartments will be 
combined to achieve the appropriate density of dwelling units. 
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HYPOTHETICAL DESIGN SOLUTION 

Overall Design: 

The design will follow the typical cohousing formula of private dwellings with 
common facilities held in a common house, common outdoor space that contributes to 
a child-friendly environment, and parking at the periphery. The number of units will be 
based on 30-40 units per acre. This density has the potential to offset the cost of the 
land and introduce an economy of scale. 

Retail spaces such as a cafe, corner store, salon, etc. can provide revenue for 
the cooperative, and can potentially be an asset for the entire neighborhood -cohousers 
and non. Duff Street can become an important link to the light rail stop, which is also 
an asset to the neighborhood. 

Social Characteristics: 

The cohousing development will accommodate a diverse group of women and 
their families. Diverse means that they will be from various economic backgrounds, 
have "nontradifional" household compositions, and will be of various ages -from very 
young to elderly. The aim is to transcend mere accommodation, and provide spaces 
tailored to this group. For example, single parents, dual career couples, and teenagers 
are seldom considered in today's housing. The facility should allow for support structures 
for single parents and dual career couples, and should allow greater autonomy for 
teenagers and elderiy residents. Taking turns with meal preparation and formal and 
informal childcare can ease domestic strains on residents. Providing places specifically 
for teenagers such as a game room, sporting courts, and places where they can be 
alone can help ease the growing pains of teens and their parents. In addition, being 
connected to a larger public realm by proximity as well as rail and trolley services can 
also contribute to a teenager's sense of autonomy. This concept of autonomy applies 
to the elderly as well. 

An emphasis is placed on community and interaction to facilitate residents in 
acquiring support networks. However, privacy is equally important. The design should 
allow residents choices about being in a private sphere or being in the semi-public 
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community sphere. Residents will have their own private outdoor space in addition to 
the community green. Also, dwellings will be double-fronted, allowing for access to the 
public street or the common green area. 

Common Facilities: 

The common facilifies will be located in the "Common House" and will include 
a communal kitchen and dining area large enough for 60-70% of the residents to dine 
at. It will provide areas to pick up food and take home, as well as a variety of options for 
dining in -such as sitting in large groups or in more intimate settings. 

One innovative feature will be the communal multi-purpose room that can serve 
many purposes such as: a place for recreational games like basketball, a place to host 
community wide meetings, a place for childcare to be conducted, and a place for 
children to play after school -which will be especially important during winter months. 
Other programmatic elements include additional children playrooms, teen rooms, hobby 
rooms, guest rooms, and exercise facilities. 

The most important common facilities will be the kitchen/ dining area and the 
indoor and outdoor play spaces for the children. These are critical spaces for the 
support networks including meal preparation and childcare can occur 

Outdoor Areas: 

The common outdoor space is one of the most important aspects to encourage 
resident interaction and to provide safe places for children to play with minimum 
supervision. It will serve as a pedestrian circulation spine between all the dwellings and 
will be at least partially bound by the dwellings-creating a courtyard feel. There will be 
playgrounds, gardens, and picnicking areas. Porches or other private outdoor spaces 
can serve as transition points between the common green and private dwelling. 
Landscaping should be pleasant, but require minimal maintenance. 

Parking will be contained at the periphery with 1-1.5 spaces per unit. Additional 
street parking will also be available. 
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Private Residences: 

A variety of individual dwelling units will be provided to accommodate diverse 
household types, and the units will be inherently flexible -able to adapt to change. 
Because of community facilities (like guest bedrooms), units can be more compact 
and therefore more affordable. Allowing basic units that can be upgraded can minimize 
upfront cost. Also, clustering and stacking can save money on the fagade and energy 
costs. Narrow units with no interior load-bearing partitions allow for maximum flexibility 
and thick walls between units can contribute to acoustical privacy. Each dwelling 
should appear distinct and have direct access to the common green space as well as 
the street. The typology should allow for 30-40 units per acre; stacked townhouses in 
the form of row houses are a possibility, along with the opfion of combining row houses 
with multi-family walk-up apartments. 

Although it is desirable for each household to have spaces "tailored" to their 
needs, standardization is necessary if the dwellings are to be economically attainable. 
Therefore, there will be several "core" unit types that can be altered to accommodate 
each household. The footprints of the dwellings should be similar, so most of the 
alterations will involve partition placement and other concepts of expanding within. (See 
Grow Home Precedent: p. 30-32, and especially fig. 2-63.) 
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PROCESS 

READING 

The semester before attempting to write this program, I spent much time 
thinking about which architectural theory I would use as the basis for my design. I 
came across the topic of Feminism and at once became interested in how gender 
can impact the built environment. I read as many books as I could (see 
bibliography). When it came time to write my program, I was well-versed in my topic, 
but struggled to find practical applications. What seemed like "theory" to me was 
quite intangible -at least to me. Dolores Hayden's work suggested several practical 
ideas that were tangible and practical -so I decided to go in that direction. This 
pointed me to the topic of Cohousing. While working on my program, I spent the 
majority of my time looking at case studies of this type of housing. In my case, 
looking at concrete examples was in many ways more enlightening than reading 
theory. It revealed real issues such as cost, construction, privacy, and insights to 
preferences by actual residents in such communifies. In a sense, writing the 
program was easy -sfick with what people like about these types of communities 
and avoid what they don't like. 

LOOKING 

The semester before writing my program I also did a lot of looking. I was 
fortunate to be living close to my site. I spent a lot of time looking at the housing 
typologies in the area. This provided an abundance of information on both multifamily 
apartments and row house developments, and what types of people these buildings 
accommodated. I had a basic understanding of what was reasonable to build, and 
took my cue from there about density, construction type, and somewhat the 
aesthetic. The right location was also critical. The site provided an ideal balance of 
privacy for the intended community, but was also ideally connected to the larger 
neighborhood by proximity and potential paths to the light rail station. 
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PROGRAMMING 

The next step was to compress this research down into a comprehendible 
document. The space allocation was derived from my case studies, and infused with 
somewhat idealistic allocations derived from the theoretical basis. In many ways, it 
was a shopping list of several ideal spaces and dwelling types. 

SCHEMATIC DESIGN 

The heart of any cohousing development lies in its site plan, and so I mainly 
worked on this. Eariy on I set the following constraints: 

1.) Parking will be on the periphery 
2.) Parking and community space will serve as a buffer from the expressway 
3.) Ideally, dwellings should have 2 entrances: one on the street and one on the 
common green/ interior court 
4.) Kitchens will face the court side and living rooms will face the street 
5.) Thresholds will occur between public/ semi-private space and private spaces in 
the forms of outdoor rooms/ stair stoops 
6.) Any retail activity will occur on Hall Street 

In an effort to try and solve the problem of parking, I devised 5 schemes with 
mostly at grade parking. I initially avoided a parking deck because of concerns 
about cost, but it became apparent that it was necessary. I also demonstrated basic 
masses in elevation and attempted to layout dwelling units. 

During my review, I received criticism about the site section -that perhaps it 
should be inverted, with the circulafion galleries facing the court side. Although it 
was my intent to give each dwelling a street address, I decided to take this advice, 
since it did make sense in terms of security. 
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Site Diagrams 
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Schematic Presentation: On grade parking possibilities are exhausted. 
Parking and the Common House/ Community Center serve as a buffer 
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Schematic Presentation: Site Section through Pedestrian Lane. 

Schematic Presentation: Elevation Study 
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PRELIMINARY DESIGN 

At this point, the site plan was starting to take shape and become more convincing. 
The majority of my time was spent building a 1/16" study model. This was a very 
effective tool for getting the design out of my head and conveying my thoughts to 

^oth my advisor and professor The individual dwelling units were neglected for the 
ie, while instead focusing on making a cohesive building. PAC^^ 
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Site Plan Study done betw/een Preliminary Reviews and Qualifying Review 
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PREPARATION FOR QUALIFYING 

The site plan consumed much time, and in reality, the time span to produce 
this project is fairly short. I forced myself to commit to drawing each level loosely in 
plan. I decided it was best to just focus on making the building work -i.e. locating 
entrances and circulation. 
After drawing loosely, I committed the drawing to CAD. It became apparent that my 

dwelling units needed to increase in size, and that they were encroaching on the 
pedestrian lane. I solved this by using a different type of housing on one side of the 
lane. Deep townhouse units occur on one side of the lane, and shallow apartment 
flats on the other. 

Up unfil this point, my Common House or Community Center had not taken 
much shape. I began roughing this out in plan and also roughed out the elevation on 
the expressway side. 

During my review, I received a lot of criticism about my elevations of the 
townhouse units -that they were not tectonic; they were too busy, etc. 

The scope of my project was becoming overwhelming, and we decided that I 
should mainly focus on pieces of the building surrounding the pedestrian lane for the 
final presentation. 

PROCESS 
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Qualifying Review: Site Plan and Ground Floor Plan 

DOCUMENTATION 81 



V - v ' 

Qualifying Review: Site Perspective 
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THE FINAL PIN-UP 

Throughout this project, I had been constanfly refining the same basic idea. 
Now it was time to produce a "final product." This was no easy task, since my 
project was not finalized in my mind at all. The scope of this project was somewhere 
in between master planning and architecture. 

I decided that the site plan and section were key drawings to explain my 
project. I produced these drawing more in the style that a planner would -more 
diagrammatic than architectural. This sufficienfly explained the spaces without 
delaying too much time. I put greater detail into enlarged floor plans of the individual 
dwelling units. I also put more detail into the elevations, although I was selective of 
which areas I would show. I used and axon drawing to give a sense of the entire 
project and a perspecfive drawing to show the character of the pedestrian lane. 

I was criticized for not making a better attempt to communicate what the 
community spaces would look like. My advisor explained that, if this was a real 
project, the community space would be a key selling point. Consensus was that the 
most compelling aspect of my design was its cohesive nature and its design on the 
urban scale. 
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COHOUSING AND FEMINISM: 
A COMMUNHY OF ONE'S OWN 

SITELOCATION ^•'^f?*^ 
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AMsor Andrew Vimooy 

Final Presentation (Actual Board 108" X 48") 
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Exploring Feminism and 
Cohousing 

Instructor: Ben Shacklette 
Advisor: Andrew Vernooy 

laster Design Studio. Spring 2003 

* Site 
1 Downtown Dallas 
2. 1-75 
3. City Place Light Rail Stop 
4. West Village Expansion/Alternative Light 

Rail Entry Point 
5. Historic Graveyards 
6. Briggs Park 

. r^ 
-̂- • i J. 
'%.M^ 

WE^^IF 

- « 5 . ^lik^jB 

ip:y-i JL w . ^ 
Location: Uptown Dallas, State Thomas 
Neighborhood: A historic neighborhood 
that has recently been redeveloped and 
that is in close proximity to prime locations. 

View through Pedestrian Lane (looking towards Community Center) 

Project Overview 

Client: Women-headed households, or households with at least one adult female 

Proposal: Cohousing development: a typology with a focus on neighborhood and community. Residents have community 
facilities in addition to autonomous private dwellings. The tenure is Limited Equity Housing Cooperative (LEHC): an ownership 
structure that keeps residences affordable despite lifecycle appreciation. 

Purpose: Provide dwelling alternatives that better meet the needs of women, with the ultimate goal of contributing to the 
advancement of women in society. 
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Exploded Floor Plans 

D Community Center 
• 3 Bedroom Townhouses 
D Efficiency and 1 Bedroom Flats 
HReta 

^•A-Typical Flats 
• 2 Bedroom Townhouses 
Q Parking Deck ^ 

- -ian Lane DOCUMENTATION 86 



^ 

Ground Floor + Site Plan 

1. Retail 6. Garden 11. Management Office 
2. Service/Delivery Entrance 7. Elevator Room 12. Dinining Hall 
3. Trash Room with Compactor and Chute 8. Mechanical/Storage Space 13. Kitchen 
4. Controlled Access Gates-typical 9. Multi-purpose Room 14. Pantry 
5. Playground 10. Play Equipment Storage 15. Central Trash Compaction 

16. Townhouse 
17. Apartment Flats 
18. 3.5 Level Parking Deck 
19. Guest Units 
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stacked Townhouses [Street Side] Apartment Flats [Street Side] 

Stacked Townhouses [Court Side] Apartment Flats [Court Side] 
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Upper Level Upper Level Efficiency Flat Large 1 Bedroom Flat 
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3 Bedroom Townhouse [Ground Level] 2 Bedroom Townhouse [Level 3] Typical Party Wall Detain: Party Wall 
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Outdoor Room 
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EVALUATION: PROGRAM vs. FINAL PIN-UP 

Listed in bold are the original issues and goals. Underneath is the evaluation. 

ISSUE: FLEXIBILITY: 

1. Provide a variety of dwellings that accommodate diverse household types. 
2. Design dwelling units to be able to adapt to growing, shrinldng, or 

changing household structures. 
3. Allow residents options about finishes, layouts, facade, etc. 

This issue is the main discrepancy between the program and final project. I 
designed 4 different dwelling units to accommodate different household types; however 
I had programmed much more. It would have been ideal to design more units for 
roommates or multiple family generations living in the same household. 

It became apparent that internal flexibility of the units was not very practical -
it made more sense that the residents would move to a different unit than to undertake 
any serious remodeling. (This idea made more sense for single family dwellings than 
multifamily.) 

The outdoor spaces (porches and patios) became areas where residents could 
personalize their homes. Theses spaces were clad with wood siding that could be 
painted a color of their choice. Dififerent types and colors of doors would also be 
available. Providing individual areas for gardens also gives residents the opportunity to 
personalize their dwellings. This goal was somewhat met, but could certainly be 
expanded on and better addressed. 

ISSUE: INTERACTION: 

4. Common Outdoor space should allow for maximum interaction. 
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5. Create pleasant connection for pedestrians to light rail services. 
6. Create choices of dining arrangements for shared meals, i.e. large groups 

and intimate settings. 

These goals were met fairly well. Residents have choices about how much 
they want to interact. Landscaping helps with the interior court as well as with the 
connection to light rail; i.e. Pavers, tree-lined streets, planters, etc. 

The dining area was broken up into different zones and even an area that could 
be closed off. 

ISSUE: SECURITY: 

7. Create places for children to play with minimal supervision. 
8. Create defensible edge for dwelling facing public streets. 
9. Create safe connection for pedestrian access to light rail services. 

Controlled access gates keep the pedestrian street and common green semi-
private. Children can safely play along the interior of this community. Additionally, a 
multi-purpose room serves primarily as gymnasium where children can play. Impact 
resistant glass allows for casual supervision of the children. 

Stairs and stoops help to create defensible space, and windows and doors 
provide many eyes on the street for natural surveillance. 

ISSUE: PRIVACY: 

10. Balance community and private life by providing spaces for both. 
11. Allow for aural privacy between units. 

Each unit is autonomous; however there are community facilities where residents 
can engage in activities such as shared meal preparation. Each unit has its own 
outdoor space -residents can choose between this and the semi-private space. 

The level of detail of this project does not address aural privacy. 
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ISSUE: ECONOMY: 

12. Provide efficient, compact dwellings that are visually spacious. 
13. Create dwellings for unrelated "roommates" to share. 
14. Provide basic dwellings with upgrade options. 

Goal # 12 is met; however dwellings for roommates were not designed. The level of 
detail of this project did not address upgrade options, although this would be ideal. 

ISSUE: IDENTITY: 

15. Each dwelling should appear distinct and have the ability to be 
personalized. 

16. The facility as a whole should appear distinct from the neighborhood. 
17. Promote awareness of historic marginalization of women. 
18. Promote diversity and autonomy. 

Dwellings appear somewhat distinct due to different types of doors, personalized 
patios, and individual landscaping -however this could be better addressed. 

The facility is distinctive, although in a complimentary way. 
Marginalization of women is not addressed, although perhaps it could be by 

public art installation pieces. 
Diversity and autonomy is well accommodated by the different dwelling types. 

A mix of young, middle-aged, and elderly residents could be expected. The central 
location, and easy access to public transportation helps elderly residents and teenagers 
be more autonomous. 
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ISSUE: CONVENIENCE: 

19. Reduce burden of domestic worl<, such as meal preparation and 
childcare. 

20. Reduce maintenance and upkeep for common facilities and private 
dwellings. 

A community kitchen allows for community meals to occur. Children have 
more playmates, a contained space to play in, and can be watched more casually. 

A minimum of painted surfaces on the exterior allows for less up keep; this 
could be better addressed. 

ISSUE: CLIENT SELF-ACTUALIZATION: 

21. Promote sense of ownership. 
22. Promote diversity and autonomy. 
23. Create setting that encourages symbiotic support networks. 

These goals are well met. Parking at the periphery encourages residents to transverse 
through the site and meet their neighbors. Interaction along the interior court allows 
neighbors to get to know one another and to help each other with tasks such as childcare. 
The multi-purpose room can accommodate community-wide meetings where residents 
can further structure their support networks and community. 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Overall, this project turned out successfully. It is basically consistent with 
, the program and Hypothetical Design Solution. Although many goals could have 
been better met, the program was ambitious. Also, the program was very detailed, 
and the final presentation presented more of a general master plan. 

Issues of flexibility became less applicable; it became apparent that 
providing a variety of units was more important than the units being adaptable. 

In retrospect, I might have chosen a smaller parcel of land and concentrated 
on fewer dwelling units and less extensive community facilities. I would also have 
liked to have explored more detail with the individual dwelling units. 
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