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View from Poblenou. Picture by Guillermo de Oca
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Housing structures

COMMUNITY AND RESILIENCE
Housing Design Studio at third course of the ETSAB

The following contents is a selection of the best projects designed by third year students at ETSAB 
at fall term of the course 2016-2017. Students face for the first time in the studies the complexity 
of a architecture project through collective housing. The pedagogic strategy follows a double 
blind process: if firstly context is not taken in account, in a second moment of the studio, only city 
matters, voids, public space and relation with the neighbours. As it is frequent in those courses 
the project is placed in a site in Barcelona, an area closed to the students. Therefore, proximity is 
used as tool for learning. But also, the same city of Barcelona gives many architectonical lessons 
that are able to orientate the student’s projects. This year the site is located at the neighbourhood 
of Poble Nou, with an industrial past, close to the sea and with important gentrification processes 
due to the massive tourism pressure.

Third course of architecture is still to be a year where the design basis have to be teach in order 
to face complex problems later on. Context issues cannot replace the necessary acquisition of 
designs skills. The studio always start with an abstract exercise, with no site where the teachers 
propose a generic item that deals with housing: deepness, distribution, position of pieces etc. At 
the same time we believe housing is a constantly evolving program as it should reflect a changing 
society.

Therefore last two years the studio has focused on two issues as a design tool that can be stated 
as main features of the contemporary housing: collectivity –with experiences as cohousing- and 
resilience, the ability of a house to transform without loosing its main structures.

As an introduction to the selection of the projects we present in this CBBpaper05 an article 
published in “PPA” Magazine nº16 in May 2017, that is the theoretical background of the course, 
based on the two mentioned design tools.
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HABITATIONAL STRUCTURES
Collectivity and resilience as project strategies.
“PPA” Magazine nº16 in May 2017

Since nineteenth–century industrialization, life conditions in the cities have been a recurring 
subject of reflection for architects and urban planners. The problems caused by rural exodus, 
urban population increase and overcrowding were responded to by the sanitary movement, 
where not only architects and urban planners but also military officers and doctors played 
an important role regarding city planning. Its implementation occurred almost simultaneously 
throughout Europe, first with the Internal Renewal Plans, and later with the new Ensanches, the 
result of urban expansion beyond old city borders.

While the rising European bourgeoisie found here the best scenario –with the exception of garden 
cities– for its development, the working class had to wait for philanthropic utopias first, and for 
the social concerns of Modern Movement architects later. After the introduction of new housing 
legislation, the theories and postulates of the 1930s found in the post–war reconstruction a 
perfect scenario. Unlike the sanitary movement of the nineteenth century, the role of the architect 
regained its centrality, reclaiming the role of technique from an ideal and social approach; the 
“machine for living”, in the words of Le Corbusier. The criticism to this development model, 
indifferent to resource consumption, to the city, to spaces of relationship and to History, came 
from a wide range of fronts in the 1960s and 1970s. Here, we will focus in the field of housing, 
an essential ingredient of the construction of the city, and the origin of the architects’ work. The 
conceptual origin of numerous contemporary proposals dates back to these decades –as we 
shall argue–, both in regards to diagnosis and specific solutions.

Therefore, we once again come across this “problem–solution” dynamic, caused by a high 
demand for housing, as was the case in both the early twentieth century –overcrowding versus 
sanitary urban expansion (ensanches)–, and the aftermath of World War II –reconstruction versus 
Modern Movement–. The current housing scene, shaken by the welfare state crisis, presents a 
myriad of responses and design mechanisms that we intend to approach, organize and connect 
with previous ones. This sort of taxonomy of contemporary housing is based on two categories, 
collectivity and resilience, both established in the 1960s and interrupted by the non–critical 
developmentalism period of the late twentieth century. Complementary categories, capable of 
containing all the others, that respectively observe use and the conditions of a new, multi–flexible 
space. We will delve into their precedents and pick contemporary study cases, in order to lay out 
a definition of these alleged categories: shared housing and what we will call –and justify– resilient 
housing.

THE SCENARIO

“Comment vivre ensemble?” wondered Roland Barthes in the celebrated colloquiums held at 
the Collège de France in the 1970s. Barthes was concerned about the balance between the 
public and the private, about finding a solution, in his case a philosophical and literary one, to the 
contradiction of seeking a simultaneously solitary and collective life. The question Barthes posed 
is still pertinent today, and reveals a certain transference of the field of thought in the 1960–1970s, 
to the pragmatism that this matter is approached with in social sciences, driven by a situation of
necessity. Some aspects of housing have gone from the ideological sphere to the necessary 
strategies of survival and social sustainability, both in developed and developing countries.
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According to UN figures (UN Habitat3), up to 40% of the world population will need access to 
housing, which results in staggering numbers; 3 billion people, or the equivalent to the production 
of 96.150 housing units per day. 

If, in addition to the exponential growth of human population and the steady reduction of 
resources, we intend to maintain western standards, we are faced with an inevitable problem of 
sustainability, both in a technical and ethical sense.

On the other hand, the improvement of standards in developed countries and the resulting real 
estate demand increase generate the opposite trend. According to a study conducted by the 
University of Delft, between the years 1900 and 2000 the number of inhabitants per dwelling has 
been reduced by half, while the dwellings are now three times as large and the land plots twice 
as large, combined with a clear trend toward height reduction. This equation would imply that the 
land use ratio per inhabitant has increased by a factor of 12 in the last hundred years.

Moreover, housing models are currently subject to further consideration due to the appearance 
of a myriad of singular collectives (single–parent, same–sex and multicultural families, reduced 
mobility, seniors...) and emerging communities. To these, we might add holiday rental flats, 
relocation or reception houses, etc., all of which call for a reconsideration of housing typologies 
and models of aggregation. Thus, architects face a challenge that transcends their technical 
capabilities and takes on a cultural and social dimension.

SHARED HOUSING

Many studies and projects have arisen that defend the blurring of the boundaries between the 
public and the private in order to solve the contradiction between demographic pressure and 
the improvement of living standards. These new shared housing models, with their multiple 
modalities, take a propositional approach on the dilemma posed by Barthes in the seventies. Its 
precedents are set by both the philanthropic, utopic proposals of the late nineteenth century and 
the dawn of the Modern Movement. 

While Charles Fourier’s Phalanstery did not question the limits of the unity of dwellings at the 
time, it did include a series of communal spaces in the hallways, destined to improve the workers’ 
well–being. Later, in an apparent paradox, two systems so far apart as soviet communism 
and America’s most ruthless capitalism, promoted different proposals that shared the idea of 
communal living. 

In the first case, projects like the Narkomfin building resorted to the “Cell F” as the smallest unit 
for the working class, and to communal spaces located in a volume perpendicular to the main 
building.

In the second case, the saturation of cities like New York and a certain lack of regulation, favoured 
the construction of residential developments such as the Apartment Hotels, where the kitchens 
were removed and placed in a communal space. Examples like the Waldorf Astoria or the Hendrik 
Hudson appear in numerous studies that highlight the role of the kitchen at the centre of the 
design hypotheses. Minimizing domestic chores became the primary argument, as is shown by 
the emergence of the popular kitchenettes or the diagrams for workflow optimization
in the kitchen.
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TODAY

The current social, economic and political scene calls for a revision of these models. The relatively 
recent International Collaborative Housing Conference (ICHC, 2010), held in Stockholm for the 
first time, gives an idea of the interest of the academic community on shared housing, especially 
in countries like ours, where the economic crisis of 2008 and the collapse of the real estate 
bubble further hinder access to housing.

In addition to this urgent need, there is an unavoidable necessity for a stronger economy in 
regards to resource management: saving by sharing. And furthermore, the development of new 
technologies and particularly online shared resources that, after promoting individualism at a first 
stage, today strongly encourage cooperative work and resource exchange. Some experiences 
carried out in Switzerland go in this direction, among which we would highlight the Hunziker 
Areal11 in Zurich, whose masterplan was designed by Duplex Architekten and built between 
2011 and 2015. This example is relevant not only for its design (it was awarded the Zurich City 
Prize), but also for its cooperative concept Mehr als wohnen, –beyond housing–. Each user has 
access to a certain amount of private square meters while sharing other living areas, work spaces 
or transportation options, all of it managed by software applications. The floor plans allow for 
greater building depth, through some of the holes that pierce the compact volumes and that, in 
some cases, contain the stairwells. Thus, the building depth limitations typical of housing blocks 
disappear, opening up an interesting field of programmatic non–differentiation between dwellings 
and other uses, such as offices. The spatial variety of the floor plans presents a problem of unity, 
evident in the façades, that is solved in other projects of the same development, such as Haus G 
by Pool Architekten, by resorting to abstraction and a certain idea of megastructure that brings to 
mind the idea of collective scale. The use of concrete provides unity to the volume, and enables 
large openings in the façade that bring light into the deep core of the volume, still conceived with 
a stack–like design.

The breakdown of the different rooms of the dwelling, the blurring of its limits and the apparition 
of an unshaped, communal space would be the structuring elements of design. While in Zurich 
the different volumes configure urban voids, here the rooms of the dwellings do the same with 
shared voids. This has deep consequences regarding housing design, and leads us to a different 
habitational structure that may help solve some of the problems of the described scenario.

THE RESILIENT DWELLING

The progressive programmatical decomposition of the dwelling finds its necessary counterpoint 
in the definition of its least common denominators, systems that are independent of programme, 
and that configure the architecture against the inconsistency of use; the structure, technical 
systems, and, with some exceptions, the façade. In this case, the design contribution is minimized 
and specialized technicians come into play. Their role, at the very least, will be the definition of 
fixed elements, that will be subject to change over different periods of time without, however, 
losing their essence. It is, therefore, a sort of resilience applied on dwellings, capable of hosting a 
variety of life systems in order to return to an initial state and be subjected to new changes. This 
approach is intimately related to a broad concept of flexibility, to the reuse of existing elements, 
and is rooted in a triple time sequence, as was the case with shared housing.
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Saettedammen. Cohousing in Denmark, 1972. 

While it is relatively easy to identify shared housing examples today, we should, under the concept 
of resilient dwelling, consider different approaches to one single principle. On the one hand, the 
“progressive dwelling”, that which can grow over time. That is the principle that has governed 
the history of our cities –from the occupation of the back end of urban lots, to added–height 
extensions –. Today, its implementation is more sophisticated. The work of Lacaton and Vassal 
contemplates supplementary spaces, added to the minimum living cell as a sort of seasonal 
growth. From their first projects like the Latapie house (1993) in Bordeaux, to their ambitious 
Plus24 programme (2011) for the refurbishment of the grands ensembles, the juxtaposition of 
empty spaces with the strictly necessary programme refers us to a strategy similar to the one 
analysed in the case of cohousing. Here, empty spaces also work as solar collectors, with an 
obvious climatic role, both in new constructions and renovations. Dry construction techniques are
used, and the lightness of the extension is set against the heavier nature of the original space. Te 
extension of the dwelling occurs within its boundaries, expanding like some sort of tridimensional 
mat–housing.

The construction of these extra spaces in Lacaton and Vassal’s work leads us to a new category, 
the ‘unfinished dwelling’, in line with Otto’s Öko–Haus. In the brink of self–construction, 
encouraged by today’s unstoppable democratization of production processes, what are we to 
build, and what should be left to the user control? Some proposals such as Quinta Monroy by 
Elemental in Chile (2003), prove that this limit is also a subject for contemporary reflection. We 
will comment on a third theme related to resilience, the “rehabilitated dwelling”. The architect’s 
work, in accordance with different protection regulations, introduces new uses based on the 
new habitational forms, establishing a distinction between the superfluous and the structural, the 
Support and the Infill.
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The existence of a large building stock, either obsolete or in need of renovation as a result of 
urban transformations and densification processes, offers many opportunities in fields such as 
industrial heritage and the conversion of office buildings. There is a large number of such examples 
in European compact cities, some of which have had a widespread media coverage such as 
the Silodam by MVRDV in the port of Amsterdam, converted into a stack of different housing 
typologies and complementary spaces, reminiscent of the flexibility of New York skyscrapers 
described by Koolhaas. Far from that stage–like condition, we stop once again in Zurich, in this 
case in some examples of office and commercial buildings
converted into dwellings. On Eichstrasse, architects Holzer and Kobler strategically locate 
stairwells and wet cores inside an obsolete structure, in order to achieve a free plan with a long–
span structure and high ceilings and integrate several housing configurations, as can be seen in 
each alternate level. Tristan Kobler, illustrating the new professional models, was a stage designer 
and curator before becoming an architect, which influenced his approach on architecture as a 
dialogue between a minimal, permanent structure and an ever–changing content. Museums, he 
said, like architecture itself, are spaces “that need to be continually reconfigured depending on 
the theme.

Back in Japan, resulting from a deeply–rooted capacity for synthesis, the non–hierarchical and 
non–differentiated calligraphy of some its architects results in some architectural works that 
easily fit the aforementioned categories. From the constructive lightness described by Ito, we 
revisit the work of Sejima and Nishizawa, specifically the Gifu apartment building. 

This time a newly–built complex, where the architects resort to a kind of resilience that we will call
adaptable, for its ability to contain multiple situations. In this case, resilience does not rely on 
long–span spaces, that is, the elimination of architectural structure, but instead it resorts to 
the iteration of a structure spanning barely over 3 m that creates interchangeable, equivalent, 
domestic–scale spaces. The existence of intermediate spaces such as entryways, galleries or 
corridors, allows for a wide range of combinations enabled by the base structure.

<Private Space-Integration-Common Space>, Naruse Inokuma.
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Resilience involves social solidarity. Two aspects that are difficult to separate; the former, a 
classic competence of architectural design, the second, a situation that requires coordination 
and compromise. We observe a new meaning of collectivity where, contrarily to the line–up of 
the individuals in the crowd in the past, today they find personal expression amidst an integrating 
multitude that includes emerging communities. In our own terms: the Modern Movement’s 
dwelling as a machine for living, against the contemporary shared dwelling.

Those early twentieth–century utopias and the social postulates of the 1960s, translate in the 
wake of the twenty–first century into multiple social movements, enhanced by a certain sense of 
ecology. Some, like “Permaculture” or the “In Transition” collectives directly influence habitational 
modes and their material realities, confronting social and economic crisis throughout the world. 

This new sensitivity, however, needs to be integrated in the legal and financial framework, without 
whose evolution the rigidities of the housing market will prevent any sort of adaptation to the new 
situation. New ownership regimes, surface rights, collective mortgages, 30–year term housing 
tenures... those are some essential strategies in order to encourage a disciplinar research trend 
that transcends theoretical speculation, and, certainly, in order to provide access to adequate, 
affordable housing, which is, today, a constitutional right. In the meantime, it is the task of 
architects and researchers to reflect on and propose constructive and spatial strategies –we have 
identified some of them–,capable of shaping these new habitational strategies. 

Lustron Home or mass produced houses for American suburban areas. John Habraken.
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MARTÍ CAMPABADAL
EDUARD GASCÓN WORKSHOP

MARC MORILLA
RAMON GODÓ WORKSHOP

LIN YANG
JUDITH LECLERC WORKSHOP

NURIA CAÑIZARES
JULIO MEJÓN WORKSHOP

MARIANNE MOULIN
MARA PARTIDA WORKSHOP

CHRIS MATIENZO
ALBERTO PEÑÍN WORKSHOP

GIULIA PEDERZINI
JORGE VIDAL WORKSHOP

11

Selected Projects

This section shows and highlights only one selected project from each of the six studios in the 
2016-2017 fall term.
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MARTÍ CAMPABADAL

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
EDUARD GASCÓN STUDIO
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MARC MORILLA

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
RAMON GODÓ STUDIO

PLANTA  1.200

PROJECTES III           VIVENDA PLURIFAMILIAR EN POBLE NOU              MARC MORILLAS MIRÓ
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+2.4m floor plan 1:200

+6.2m floor plan 1:200

a b

c c

a b
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LIN YANG

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
JUDITH LECLERC STUDIO

southwest elevation 1:200

a-a section 1:200

b-b section 1:200

southeast elevation 1:200

c-c section 1:200

southwest elevation 1:200

a-a section 1:200

b-b section 1:200

southeast elevation 1:200

c-c section 1:200

southwest elevation 1:200

a-a section 1:200

b-b section 1:200

southeast elevation 1:200

c-c section 1:200
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Proyectos III | Nuria Cañizares
2016-2017 | 20 Enero 2017

Dualidad | Plantas 1/200 TA
LL
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 : J
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3

Sección A-A’

Sección B-B’

Alzado 

Planta baja

Planta parking

La linea azul serian los respiraderos (shuns) donde pasarian los des-
agues. 
La linea roja da a exterior, pasarian conductos de electricidad agua y 
gas.
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NURIA CAÑIZARES

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
JULIO MEJÓN STUDIO
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MARIANNE MOULIN

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
MARA PARTIDA STUDIO



22



23

CHRIS MATIENZO

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM
ALBERTO PEÑÍN

pb 1:200

2.90
2.90

6.00

1.90
0.90

0.90
1.90

3.50
2.00

3.40 2.00

2.003.40

1.50

adaptabilidad 1:40
tipología

6

2

4

3

1

7
8

5

12

10
11

13

9

1. acumulador de agua

2. panel solar fotovoltaico

3. calentador solar

4. canal metálico perimetral

5. perÞl met‡lico tubular cuadrado x8
dim. 0,1 x 0,1 x 2,2m
esp. 0,03m

7. exterior piso / cubierta tablero osb x2
dim. 3 x 0,01 x 3m

8. interior piso / cubierta tablero osb x2
dim. 2,7 x 0,01 x 2,7m

10. exterior tablero osb x8
dim. 2,3 x 0,01 x 3m

11. interior tablero osb x8
dim. 2,3 x 0,01 x 2,7m

9. forjado intermedio tablero osb x2
dim. 2 x 0,01 x 2,7m

6. sistema paneles stud frame de madera x11
ventana x3
puerta x1

12. lana mineral
esp. 0,1m

13. dados de hormigón
dim. 0,2 x 0,2 x 0,2m
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GIULIA PEDERZINI

PIII-M 2016-2017 // FALL TERM 
JORGE VIDAL STUDIO
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JAUME BARNADA
“... A PROPÒSIT DEL POBLENOU”

03.oct.2016 // 10.30h. Auditorium. ETSAB

NACHO LÓPEZ 
“... A PROPÒSIT DEL POBLENOU”

03.oct.2016 // 12.00h Auditorium. ETSAB

The below lectures have been held in parallel to the development of the project at the workshop. 
They put special attention to the city, urban landscape, architecture, inhabitants, and construction. 
Thoughts, architectural projects and project processes feed and enhance student interest both in 
their training and their own project.

On 2016-2017 fall term we would like to highlight the following lectures. Jaume Barnada gave 
an approach on the concept of the “superilla”, both from its physical and anthropologist sides. 
Architect Nacho López reviewed the neighbourhood singularities. Ibon Bilbao and Marta Peris 
presented a catalog on how different people lived the city and the iniciative of Arquitectes de 
Capçalera. Daniel Rincón, explored different housing projects by de la Prada in Barcelona. 
Langarita Navarro exposed the issues of adapting uses in deceased buildings. Alfredo Payá and 
Xavier Bustos presented many examples on social housing both in Barcelona and around Europe.

Lectures

2016 - 2017
CBBarcelona

www.cbbarcelona.com

P.III [m]

...a propòsit del Poblenou
COORDINADOR

COS DOCENT

ASSISTÈNCIA DOCENT

Alberto Peñín

Guillermo de Oca

Eduard Gascón
Ramón Godó
Judith Leclerc
Julio Mejón
Mara Partida
Alberto Peñín
Jorge Vidal

IBON BILBAO
Professor Arquitecte per l’ETSAB

Arquitectes de Capçalera

Dilluns 17 OCT.   10:30 h
Sala d’Actes   ETSAB

IBON BILBAO
“... A PROPÒSIT DEL POBLENOU”

17.oct.2016 // 10.30h. Auditorium. ETSAB

MARTA PERIS 
“... A PROPÒSIT DEL POBLENOU”

17.oct.2016 // 12.00h Auditorium. ETSAB

... a propòsit 
del Poblenou

FALL TERM 
LECTURE SERIES.

PIII[m] 2016
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2016 - 2017
CBBarcelona

www.cbbarcelona.com

P.III [m]

COORDINADOR

COS DOCENT

ASSISTÈNCIA DOCENT

Alberto Peñín

Eduard Gascón
Ramón Godó
Judith Leclerc
Julio Mejón
Mara Partida
Alberto Peñín
Jorge Vidal

...a propòsit del Poblenou

DL. 07 NOV

DC. 09 NOV

ESTUDIO LANGARITA NAVARRO
DANIEL RINCÓN

XAVIER BUSTOS
ALFREDO PAYÁ

10:30 - 13:30 h / Sala d’Actes ETSAB

10:30 - 13:30 h / Sala d’Actes ETSAB

Guillermo de Oca

DL. 03 OCT

DL. 17 OCT

JAUME BARNADA
NACHO LÓPEZ

IBON BILBAO
MARTA PERIS

10:30 - 13:30 h / Sala d’Actes ETSAB

10:30 - 13:30 h / Sala d’Actes ETSAB

... a propòsit 
del Poblenou

FALL TERM 
LECTURE SERIES.

PIII[m] 2016
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DANIEL RINCÓN
“A PROPÒSIT DE L’HABITATGE”

07.nov.2016 // 10.30h. Auditorium. ETSAB

XAVIER BUSTOS
“A PROPÒSIT DE L’HABITATGE”

07.nov.2016 // 10.30h Auditorium. ETSAB

LANGARITA & NAVARRO
“A PROPÒSIT DE L’HABITATGE”

07.nov.2016 // 12.00h. Auditorium. ETSAB

ALFREDO PAYÁ
“A PROPÒSIT DE L’HABITATGE”

09.nov.2016 // 12.00h Auditorium. ETSAB

... a propòsit 
del Poblenou

FALL TERM 
LECTURE SERIES.

PIII[m] 2016
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... a propòsit 
del Poblenou

FALL TERM 
LECTURE SERIES.

PIII[m] 2016
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Visiting Poblenou
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CAN JAUMANDREU
Josep Llinàs

EDIFICIO MEDIA TIC
Enrique Ruiz Geli

HOTEL HABITAT SKY
Dominique Perrault
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All students were required to share their opinions in a seminar-like exercise in which they had to 
elaborate a paper similar to what they had been being presented during the course. One of the 
examples is broadcasted here as it covers a major part of the housing issues in modern times.

SHARING ARCHITECTURE
Torfinn Truchs Erga - Aleksandra Ognjanov
Eduard Gascon Seminar

The subject of architecture is the human being. We use it, experience it, live it. Architecture create 
spaces for human interaction. In essence, we share architecture. This text will discuss the concept 
of sharing in architecture within the realms of living and working, drawing on examples from the 
conference and the direction of our own projects.

Basic human needs like social interaction and a sense of community and belonging can easily be 
lost in the new social structures of our modern world. In Tokyo the increasing amount of people 
who live alone has made sharing an important concept in housing. Not only does it help with 
housing shortage, but also counteracts the loneliness many people experience in the fast pace 
lives of our big cities.

In ancient times the concept of the house was very different from the modern idea of a home. 
Architecture facilitated all aspects of life, not just living, but also working. The household was a 
producer, not only a consumer. This changed in the 18th century with the dawn of the indstrial 
age, where working became a public activity leaving the house solely for the purpose of living.
Today you can see the home as a collection of spaces that serve our different needs in different 
ways. Some we consider easier to share, while others we want more personal control over. 
This relates to the traditional separation of private and representational rooms in a house; the 
connotations of social rooms like the living room and kitchen make them the most common 
functions to share.

Sharing also relates to economy; kitchens and bathrooms are the most expensive parts of the 
modern home, making them rational functions to share between more people. Lower costs of 
living in shared housing make it a popular choice for students and other low income groups in 
society. The dorm-type and shared apartment are typical and simple examples of how this way of 
life is often directly connected to temporary phases in peoples lives. The connection with necessity 
creates a negative association with the idea, even though there are many successful examples 
where the concept of sharing is present, both for specific groups and the general population.

Hunziker Areal Haus I – Futurafrosch 2012 – 2015

Haus I is situated on the Hunziker complex in Zurich-Leutschenbach as one of a total of 13 buildings 
which are surrounded by various green areas and open spaces. In Haus I, the residential category 
of a family apartment is implemented in a variety of ways. Apartments of different sizes and for 
different phases of life can be created. Cluster apartments for various shared residential groupings 
provide a bridge to classical two or three bedroom apartment types. They are supplemented by 
studios and rooms which can be temporarily rented as additional space. 

Seminar Exercise
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The structure of Haus I is conceptually related to the urban development concept. Starting with 
the cluster offering the smallest private units, designed as individually configurable spaces and 
small areas for privacy. The load-bearing external walls of each cluster enable the interior space 
to be freely sub-divided into two to three bedrooms with or without a small kitchen and wet room. 

Between them are rooms with a more public character which offer space for communal living. 
The interior rooms are characterised by the largely bare-faced load-bearing structure. Materials 
underline the difference in atmosphere between the communal and individual spaces. Mineral 
surfaces underline the urban character of what is shared, while wood emphasises the introverted 
character of the private areas. This creates a flexible system of private units and communal areas 
which can be combined to form a variety of apartment sizes.

The relation with our own project boils down to where the border between shared and private 
should go. This border shifts depending on the social structure of the individuals sharing, their 
mindset, cultural background and the connections betwen them. It changes depending on 
whether the living situation is seen as something temporary or something permanent.

Permanence is an interesting aspect when it comes to sharing. In essence, a family living together 
is sharing, however, when there are no familiar ties the view of the situation changes. Also, what 
of broken families? Some parents still wish for their children to grow up with both parents in close 
vicinity. Concepts of sharing can accomodate a sense of familiarity and the wanted separation. 
This also relates to situations where several generations live under the same roof; what do they 
share to maintain the wanted closeness, and what does each entity need for themselves?

In the example of Torre Julia, individuals without any connection are given the opportunity of living 
with other people in the same phase of life. Sharing certain parts of your home with people you 
do not share familiar ties with may seem strange at this point in life, but the reality is that many 
people today end up spending their lives alone. Initiatives of co-living counteracts the negative 
consequences of an increasing number of people who do not have a family in a traditional sense.

Torre Julia - Pau Vidal, Sergi Pons, Ricard Galiana 2009 – 2011

Torre Julia is situated in Nou Barris and has 77 40 square meters rental apartments distributed 
over 17 floors. It accommodates elderly people that are capable of living autonomously, but also 
require services as medical care and nursing. The tower is divided into three communities and 
each part is assigned a different colour to help facilitate orientation. Each community organizes 
there own activities. Leisure areas include gymnastics, dancing, card games, laundry room, 
barbecues and a garden area on the roof to be shared with grandchildren and are all shared. The 
idea behind the project was that to improve the quality of life of the elderly people by getting them 
out of their homes, to move, climb stairs and share experience with other tenants. Corridors and 
staircases are exposed in the exterior façade and lead into double-height communal spaces. The 
hallways are designed in way that makes them resemble streets. The building open out to a small 
public space at the ground level, shared with a sports centre and a housing development.

Both the examples mentioned have socialisation as one of the main ideas behind the project. 
What seperates them is both their view on what functions that can be shared, and how much of 
the aspect of sharing actually adds to the home of the individual. 



34

Haus I creates an extension of your home, areas that verge on being “urban”, while Torre Julia 
adds activity spaces that you would normally seek outside the home. The degree in which they 
create shared functions relate to the social groups they cater for. They are both examples of an 
inclusive architecture that encourages interaction and creates a sense of community within a 
limited number. Haus I shows how designing for different age and social groups, and connecting 
the typologies with communal spaces allows for a larger living area at a more affordable price.

Torre Julia shows how designing for a specific social group can improve the quality of life both 
physically and socially without any individual losing their sense of independence. Sharing your 
home, sharing architecture, does not need to be related to necessity, but can be an asset to any 
individual. As architects we must rethink the traditional typology of the home to accomodate the 
changing needs of modern society.merous studies that highlight the role of the kitchen at the 
centre of the design hypotheses. Minimizing domestic chores became the primary argument, as 
is shown by the emergence of the popular kitchenettes or the diagrams for workflow optimization
in the kitchen.

Ökohaus, Frei Otto. Kreuzberg, Berlin.
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FINAL JURY PIII/M

The final jury of all course projects was held in the classrooms of the ETSAB on January 2016.

Each workshop shared their own way to develop the projects during the term, and some of 
the most relevant projects were highlighted and discussed under the critical dialogue among 
students, faculty and guest.

Final Jury PIII/M
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