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Before you lies the graduation report produced to support

the design decisions that have led to the final design for the

graduation studio Advanced Housing Design, being the last

project for my master at the Faculty of Architecture at TU Delft.

The topic is on finding housing solutions that tackle issues

currently faced throughout Dutch society, with a particular
focus on post-war neighbourhood densification.

The graduation report is aimed at exploring relatively new

processes that show great potential to change the way we

live, being the sharing economy, short-stay housing and the

rise of co-housing/co-living/co-working concepts. This report

will therefore attempt to provide a theoretical base from which
design decisions can be made.

These design decisions will be implemnted in a densification
project for the neighbourhood of Groenenhagen, Groot-
lJsselmonde, in the South-West of Rotterdam. This is the last
of the Southern post-war neighbourhoods built in Rotterdam
in the 1960s and 1970s. It has faced environmental and social
issues in the recent decades. Introducing aspects of the
sharing economy, short-stay housing and co-housing in this
neighbourhood will, by also exploring knowledge on urban
densification, try to aleviate these problems and place its
residents in a integrated society; living alone, together.

| would like to thank my tutors for the support during this
graduation project, having opened my eyes to new directions
and guiding me in the entire process.

Enjoy reading.

- Cedric Hietbrink
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~ "Strong price increases are making
~urban housing affordability a

pressing issue everywhere in the

world.”
- Nijskens et al.,, 2019




Societies move in an ever increasing pace, with
changes in the way we live not being excluded.
This is in sharp contrast with the housing stock
in the Netherlands, where the majority of the
housing stock has been build prior to the 1980s,
These so-called post-war neighbourhoods.,
found in all large cities in the Netherlands, were
the modernist response to a pressing housing
shortage, where the efficiency of the ‘stamps’
that could be replicated over and over quickly
created a sufficient housing stock with adequate
living conditions.

This mass-construction of similar dwellings
worked at the time due to most households
sharing characteristics in size and lifestyle.
Nearly all constructed dwellings were single-
family apartments and rowhouses, which aligned
with the needs of that time. These days, however,
this creates several issues. Household types and
sizes have started to vary increasingly more
in recent history, as well as the types of jobs
emplyed having shifted to be more dynamic and
varied. Current trends in the housing market can
therefore be observed to also include the sharing
economy, with online platforms such as Airbnb
having paved the way for efficient and easy peer-
to-peer accommodation sharing.

The so called ‘short-stay housing' that platforms
such as Airbnb offer have revolutionized the way
tourism acts in popular tourist cities but has also
attracted backlash due to it causing increasing
housing prices in city centres and the nuisance
which is attributed to the many different tourists
using these homes as their stay for their holidays.
Nevertheless, it is part of a shifting dynamic
towards people not always desiring to be bound
to a certain location and tend to move more
often, which requires a different type of housing
market in which flexibility is provided.

The housing market in The Netherlands has
often been described as slow and immovable,
due to factors such as a construction sector
which is lagging behind and the (government)
regulations not allowing for quick responses to
changing wishes and needs in society. Some of
these changes are for example the decreasing
average household size, mostly due to an
increase in single person households, private
investors using the housing market for profit and
a mismatch between the needs of people looking
for housing and the available housing stock.

One of the changes observed in the 21st century
is the rise of the sharing economy. Increasingly
more people realise that leasing items for a
short time can be a favourable option to owning
because of its ease and possible cost advantage.
The sharing economy has been introduced to
the housing market by platforms such as Airbnb,
which started operating in 2008 and has steadily
grown to play a significant role in the tourism
industry, bringing about also changes in the way
people look at housing.

A trend has been observed in recent years
in which short-stay housing is pushed out of
city centres by policy makers as a response
to backlash from local residents. They can
increasingly be found in neighbouroods along
the edges of popular cities, often in places where
mobility to the tourist hotspots are good and
where favourable conditions in terms of liveability
and amenities can be found.

One of the groups that, in the current housing
shortage struggles to find the right housing are
urgent house seekers, which are for example



recently divorced people, economically homeless
people or people who have been kicked out of
their house. They have gathered media attention
in recent years due to their sometimes desperate
situation.

Suggestedinitiativesto alleviate their problems by
meeting the housing demands of this group have
been slow to develop and run into a multitude of
problems in the legislation and practical issues of
the construction process. Modular housing and
flexible housing are some of these suggested
housing typologies for the urgent house seekers,
providing minimal space and facility but being
qualitatively good whilst also being economical.
These projects can nevertheless be seen as
temporary bandaids to release some pressure
on the overheated housing market.

Like other large cities, Rotterdam also sees
substantial growth and the changing housing
demands proliferate more in big cities such as
Rotterdam compared to rural areas or smaller
villages. This is in conflict with its housing stock,
comprising mainly single family homes from the
decades right after the second world war.

Groot-lJsselmonde, being built around 1962,
was the last ‘garden city’ lay-out neighbourhood
to be built of the southern neighbourhoods in
Rotterdam. This lay-out meant that many green
spaces run through the different parts of the
neighbourhoods. Improving the usability of this
greenery in combinations with adding dwellings
that fit the current housing demands of groups
having trouble finding suitable housing could
be the base for a densification strategy to both
improve the existing environmental and social
structures, as well as create a diversified resident
base with new amenities to engage residents in
the sharing economy.

As stated in the previous chapters, the current
housing market in the Netherlands doesn't
comply with the demand; several groups are
having significant trouble finding the housing
they need and social problems such as loneliness
and poverty might be the result of this. The
different temporalities of housing for different
target groups are often separated, but therefore
neglect potential gains that can be made by
integrating these different housing types.

This research will therefore be focussed on
identifying positive and negative elements
of short-stay housing, co-housing/co-living
and how these can be incorporated into
the densification strategy for an existing
neighbourhood in the city of Rotterdam.

The following research question shall therefore
be answered in this research.

“How can the rise of the sharing economy
contribute to creating an urban densification
strategy integrating short-stay housing in a
post-war neighbourhood?”

To come to an elaborate answer to the research

question, the following sub questions will be
answered:

“How much are people willing to share?

“What have been the effects of short-stay
housing on Dutch cities?”

“What is the added value of co-housing
projects to the living quality of its inhabitants?”

“How does urban densification impact cities?”



"How can the rise of the sharing economy contribute to creating an
urban densification strategy integrating short-stay housing in a post-war
neighbourhood?”

“How much are people willing to share?

“What is the added value of co-housing
projects to the living quality of its inhabitants?”

“What have been the effects of short-stay
housing on Dutch cities?”

“How does urban densification impact cities?”

Design principles for introducing the sharing economy in an existing post-war
neighbourhood by diversifying the housing stock with short-stay housing




The methodology for this research can be
dissected into two elements.

Firstly, literature on the different topics will
give an academic and analytical insight into
developments that have taken place in the
different domains of the sharing economy, short-
stay housing, co-housing and urban densification.

Secondly, reference- and case studies will be
provided on the topics of the four sub questions,
being the sharing economy, short-stay housing,
co-housing/co-living/co-working and urban
densification. These case-studies will be the link
between the theoretical knowledge gained from
the literature and possible design solutions.

Literature will shed light on the definitions of the
sharing economy, the forces that play a role in
it, how it has developed and how it is currently
perceived by both governments and users.

The chapter on short-stay housing will explore
its positive- and negative connotations and how
Dutch cities have respronded to its rise. It will
furthermore explore the target groups linked to
the housing type.

Co-housing, co-living and co-working will
be analysed on the policy- and human
level, especially its effects on interaction and
integration will be explored.

Urban densifaction makes up the final chapter,
providing insights in the opposition to, but also
the positives of it.

The combination of the theoretical background
and the case-studies will be the base on which
the different lensens can be translated into
design principles, coming together in a position
and give answer to the main research question.

CI’IG’ S‘:‘a/@

Neigy,
éC‘
%

3,

B, [ 7773

Q
9)

G‘ﬁegs I

A ﬁfe"“'b}@

AJ’G@,

Figue 3: scales of research

(Own work)



What?

Why?

How?

Result!

Research Question
"How can the rise of the sharing economy contribute to
creating an urban densification strategy integrating short-
stay housing in a post-war neighbourhood?”

Sub Question Sub Question Sub Question

“How much are people willing to “What have been the effects of "What is the added value of
share? the rise of short-stay housing on co-housing projects to the living
Dutch cities?” quality of its inhabitants?”

Sub Question

“How does urban densification
impact cities?”

Current housing shortage is the result of an aging housing stock, demographic changes,
environmental concerns, policy changes and shifting market forces. To be able to develop

adequate housing for struggling target groups, upcoming changes in society such as
elements of the sharing economy and co-housing developments might provide solutions for

a densification strategy in an existing post-war neighbourhood.

Literature analysis on: Case studies on:
Developments and potential of Co-housing projects Sharing economy
the sharing economy throughout history

Short-stay housing projects

Short-stay housing Effects of urban densification Co-housing/co-living/co-working

developments in Dutch cities on existing neighbourhoods projects

and its residents

Densification strategies

What design principles can be applied in a densification
strategy for a post-war neighbourhood to introduce short-
stay housing and incorporate the sharing economy in the

urban fabric?

Sharing economy Short-stay Co-housing Densification

Design strategy
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“Sometimes facilitating access to
- resources Is better than facilitating
ownership of resources.”

- Hendrith Vanlon Smith Jr




Since the rise of platforms such as Uber between
2009 and 2014 (Dudley et al, 2017) and Airbnb
between 2008 and 2016 (Tussyadiah, 2016),
many societal changes have taken place all
over the world. Digitalisation has created
opportunities that challenge the status quo of
traditional industries and companies, whereas
the ‘sharing economy’ (also called the ‘digital
economy’ by Gorog (2018)) seeks to bring
suppliers and consumers together to make use
of underutilised spare capacity (Dudley et al,
2017). This is done through so called “peer-to-
peer” interaction, through which individuals can
trade their personal belongings and skills (Van
Den Bussche & Morales, 2019).

Sharing is currently an economic model in
industries such as accommodation sharing, co-
working spaces, transportation services and
car sharing (Kraus et al, 2020) and its power is
enhanced by "scarcity of resources, urbanisation
and social and demographic changes” (Gorog,
2018). Schor (2016) splits the sharing economy
in four broad categories:

1. Recirculation of goods;

2. Increased utilization of durable assets ;
3. Exchange of services;

4, Sharing of productive assets.

What binds these different categories is their
availability through the use of the digital platforms.
Related definitions to the sharing economy are
found to be collaborative consumption, access
economy, moral economy, sharing society
or social sharing (Gorog, 2018), signalling its
collaborative nature.

Rather than positioning users as a product
online sharing platforms refer to their users as
“members of acommunity’ Further strengthened
by the platforms promoting users to highlight
the personal link between themselves and their

offering, where this promotion of “authenticity”
enables and promotes social connections (Van
Den Bussche & Morales, 2019). They further
observe sharing platforms making private and
personal aspects of life productive, whilst making
their users into a community. These effects relate
to the economic and societal pressure of a desire
for community and a more sustainable form of
consumption which are tied to the rise of the
sharing economy (Tussyadiah, 2016).

Digital economy,

Feelance
and gig
economy
Second-hand Product-service
platforms systems
Sharing demand
economy

Figure 4: Definitions of Sharing Economy
(Gérog, 2018)

Rapid growth of these collaborative consumption
practices led to an acceleration of the sharing
economy and it being an ‘innovation hub' (Akarsu
et al, 2020). Where the initial collaborative
practises were driven by the desire for social
interaction and the virtues that came with
sharing, many authors nowadays acknowledge
the sharing economy being taken over by
“instrumental economic logic of big multinational
corporations’, focussing increasingly on value
based processes and ‘reputation mechanisms'’



(digitally mediated ratings) and therefore
making it harder to form interpersonal ties and
true social connections (Arvidsson, 2018). Belk
(2014) warns for the rise of what he calls ‘pseudo
sharing, where the sharing is market driven by
utility maximization. He states that this ‘pseudo
sharing’ can be identified by the absence of
community.

Arvidsson (2018), positions the sharing economy
between the logic of market exchange and logic
of virtue anchored in communal social relations.
He furthermore states that the contribution to
a common cause, in this case the virtues of for

Trust Cue Explanation

Nondigital word of Confidence based on positive recommendations
mouth from trusted friends, family, and colleagues.

Platform brand Confidence gained because the platform’s brand
effectively communicates the promises of safe

and high-quality service.

Digital trust Confidence built by digital information about the
systems person’s authenticity, intent and capabilities,
often based on the (sometimes verified)
experiences of others, but also from identity
verification and credentialing.

Individual digital
confidence

Confidence stemming from a consumer
becoming more comfortable basing decisions
on information from reviews and other digital
cues independent of any change in the quality
of the digital information.

Individual learning  Confidence from a consumer’s positive

by doing experiences with similar services; for
example, feeling more comfortable with Lyft
because of good experiences with Uber.
Societal Confidence gained by hearing people talking
legitimization about the activity generically, often with

references that use the brand name as a verb
(“Airbnb-ing during vacation”), leading to a
feeling the activity is mainstream.
Government and
regulation

Confidence that government institutions and
regulatory bodies would not allow
untrustworthy service providers to persist
and that if something goes wrong, these
institutions provide robust recourse.

Figure 5: Seven sources of peer-to-peer trust in the sharing
economy
(Sundararajan, 2019)

example autonomy and civic engagement is the
direct result of the desire to create and reaffirm
social relations. Non-monetized initiatives such
as tool libraries have been revived in, mostly
neighbourhood-based, groups, where trust
among group membersis high and transportation
cost is being kept to a minimum. The digital
platforms are therefore used as a component of
neighbourhood building (Schor, 2016). Sharing
communities in general were nevertheless
found to be ‘connective’ rather than ‘collective,
relying on temporary exchanges that signal
future potential instead of full interdependence
(Arvidsson, 2018).

The sharing economy is built on trust, with higher
amounts of trust allowing higher stakes in peer-
to-peer exchange, such as borrowing the keys
to ones appartment or their car (Sundararajan,
2019). Digitalisation has provided users in the
sharing economy with platforms that provide
trust, either through trusting in the (digital)
systems behind the sharing or for example user
reviews (figure 5, Sundararajan, 2019).

Figure 6: Sharing made possible through digitalisation

(Impact of the Sharing Economy on Construction Craft Labour and

Equipment Markets, 2020)



Airbnbhas been seenasone ofthe founders ofthe
sharing economy and is practically synonymous
with the sharing economy (Schor, 2016). As
mentioned previously, the sharing economy
utilizes the spare capacity within society. This
spare capacity was observed by Airbnb, since its
founding in 2008, to be accommodation space, in
which previously unaffordable accommodations
can be shared (Gassmann et al,, 2021). Following
the definition given by Palgan et al. (2017) in
which accommodation sharing is defined as “ the
peer-to-peer, [. ..] short-term renting, swapping,
borrowing or lending of existing privately-owned
idling lodging facilities"

Traditional accommodations for tourism are
generally unsustainable and their attempts to
realign with more sustainable concepts are slow
and often lack to compete with the growing trend
of environmentalism (Palgan et al,, 2017).

Airbnb provided a bottom-up approach with close
ties between the private and communal spheres
from which accommodation providers could
benefit both socially as financially (Gassmann
et al, 2021). They further observed that travellers
no longer only look for destinations but desire
unique experiences and  unconventional
accommodations. Airbnb has opened up the
hospitality market to the benefits of local,

Figure 7: Airbnb appartment
(reistips.nl, 2020)

authentic experiences, household amenities and
cost savings (Gassmann et al, 2021). The platform
has given access to previously unreachable
neighbourhoods, speaking to ‘'new urban tourism,
which looks for authentic and everyday activities
of the urban life in their destination (Tornberg,
2023)

Communities can use the Airbnb platform to
resist the neoliberal tendency of the established
companies and seek for the ‘good society, where
human kindness matters and we can trust each
other (Belk et al,, 2019). The sharing platform has
nevertheless functioned as a transformative and
disruptive to long established business practices
(Tussyadiah, 2016). Tornborg (2023) furthermore
states that Airbnb has little to do with sharing
or digitalization, but is centred around its way
of distributing responsibilities among hosts and
enabling them to bypass taxation and regulations.

Rabiei-Dastjerdi et al. (2022) describe Airbnb as
being "a double-edged sword with an endless
list of diverse known and unknown impacts on
the socioeconomic and urban development
processes in the urban built environment’ raising
many questions on the impact the platform has
on spatial patterns of neighbourhood impact,
housing (un)affordability, noise pollution and
traffic. They further observe Airbnb to be a
driver of gentrification, adding to the negative
connotations people have towards the platform.
These effects, often observed as having a
negative influence on both liveability and
economic output, has led to multiple big cities
in the Netherlands (partially) banning sharing
platforms.



At the same time as the world saw the rise of
Airbnb, Uber has, since its start in 2009, grown
into a disruptive force in mobility sectors around
the world. Shared mobility has since expanded to
include not only market led initiatives but has also
gained the attention of governmental institutions
to reduce pollution and improve the mobility
of inhabitants and tourist, albeit only few such
projects have yet been created. Shared mobility
is observed by Santos (2018) as a promising way
to reduce both traffic congestions and carbon
emissions. He defines shared mobility as “the
sharing of an asset (a vehicle) instead of owning
it, and the use of technology (apps and the
Internet) to connect users and providers'”.

Sharing mobility is often focussed on the usage
of cars. Santos (2018) divides the sharing of cars
in four models, being:

1. Peer-to-peer car rental. Individuals can rent
someone else their car when not in private use.

2:'Modern Car Club! Short-term rental of vehicles
managed and owned by a provider.

3: Company owns no cars themselves but sign
up private car owners as drivers.

4: New public transport on demand. On demand
cars, vans or buses.

Whilst these types of car-sharing have been
hailed as the way to reduce emissions and
congestion, literature has so far not concluded
significant  environmental  benefits  when
comparing between privately owned cars and
car-sharing models (Santos 2018, Machado et
al, 2018). Machado et al. (2018) nevertheless
attribute environmental and social awareness
to the availability of car sharing models, with the
cars usually being hydrogen- or electric powered.

Nextto carsharing, other means oftransportation,
for example (electric) bikes or electric scooters,
play a big role in the sharing mobility sector,
and are seen as a novel solution for ‘the last-
kilometre problem’ (McKenzie, 2020). Whilst
these modes of transportation have since 2018
been introduced in many big cities around
the (western) world, their environmental gain
is found by Reck et al. (2022) to be negative
compared to ownership of comparable modes of
transportation (bikes, electric scooters, etc.), but
have the ability to plug holes in urban transport
models that replace car usage. Providing these
so-called ‘micro-mobility’ solutions in urban
environments contribute to a shift towards
sustainable modes of transportation, whilst also
reducing congestion, addressing inequality in
accessibility and reducing pollution in cities
(Abduljabbar et al., 2021).

The Dutch government has also recognised the
possibilities of ‘micro-mobility’ and the broader
sharing mobility, and has therefore publishes
several reports on the possible implications of
these modes of transportation in Dutch cities
(Kwantes et al, 2022ab,c,d). These reports
show how urban densification combined with
smart (micro-)mobility solutions integrated
into street design can lead to improved urban
spaces instead of increasingly overcrowded and
less-usable public spaces. These solutions can
mitigate effects the late 20th century urbanisation
has caused. One of the proposed solutions is
the creation of ‘mobility hubs’' on the edges of
neighbourhoods, in which both public functions
and transportation are concentrated, to create
liveable and car-free neighbourhoods.



Proponents of the sharing economy pose the
sharing economy to be a more sustainable
way of living because of increasing the value
of otherwise underused assets, for example
peoples private homes (Palgan et al,, 2017). One
of the claims sharing platforms often boast is
the sustainability gain resulting from using their
platform, due to a reduced need in privately
owned products or services.

However, recent studies show that the increase
in availability of several products and services
also result in an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions (Schor, 2016). Home sharing and car-
or ride sharing may for example lead to additional
travelling (Laukkanen & Tura, 2020), whilst the
car still has a bigger environmental impact than
walking, cycling or public transport.

Laukkanen and Tura (2020) observed that whilst
most sharing platforms advertised their platform
to combat underutilized goods, shared goods
didn't necessarily replace the purchase of new
products.

Thereisstillagapin literature on the sustainability
of the sharing economy (Laukkanen and
Tura, 2020, Boar et al, 2020) Literature on the
sustainability of the sharing economy points to
specific cases of sharing communities resulting
in lowering emissions.Most of them however
have, through secondary effect of their provided
goods or services, not led to a decrease in
environmental impact.

Palgan et al. (2017) have found that major
differences can be observed between rental
platforms and free sharing platforms, in which
rental platforms tend to struggle with extracting
the full sustainability potential due to its focus
on profit, whereas sharing through free sharing
platforms more often results in the, as often
described, activation of underutilised goods and
facilities which leads to less personal ownership
and therefore a more sustainable use.

“Sharing is not a new phenomenon in
our society; the new forms of sharing
have appeared in recent years and
this is the reason why it seems to be

a new and disruptive model”
- Gorag, 2018
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Klimaatadaptiviteit en energietransitie
Opvangen droogte, hitte, regenval met klimaatadaptief groen,
energie-opgave, opkomst e-mobiliteit, Zero Emission Stadslogistiek

Verstedelijking en regionale krimp
‘Woningbouwopgave, inbreiding, 10 minutenstad, kleinere
huishoudens, third places, nieuwe mobiliteitsvoorkeuren

Hogere eisen aan leefkwaliteit
Gezonde levensstijl door actieve mobiliteit (preventie),
het nieuwe 30, verblijfskwaliteit, sociale inclusiviteit

Service economie en connectiviteit
‘Opkomst kenniseconomie, e-werken, e-winkelen, e-leren, nieuwe
logistieke concepten, MaaS, autonome mobiliteit

Nieuwe (e) vervoerwijzen
E-(snel)fiets, e-scooter, e-cargobike, e-step, LEV's, nieuwe vormen
0V, kansen iliteit

& o) Wl e

Minder auto-afhankelijkheid, meer

wandelen, fietsen, OV en deelmobiliteit: Deelmobiliteit
volwaardige

. Duurzamer vervoerwijze

« Gezonder Beter

« Meer leefkwaliteit ov

- Efficiénter ruimtebeslag Meer ruimte voor

« Sociale inclusiever I actieve mobiliteit

« Betere bereikbaarheid Groei (wandelen en

(keuzevrijheid in ontplooiing) fietsen)

« Minder investeringskosten

Ontwerp van fijn naar grof: eerst wandelen, @ ?
dan fietsen, daarna OV en autostructuur A t ‘M a m h gai
Meer leefkwaliteit directe leefomgeving ¢ - o -

Minder auto-afhankelijkheid (20) :

Minder Multi
modale hub
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Geclusterd Smart grid
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autoverkeer
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autoparkeren
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Short-stay housing is not a new phenomenon, it
has been around since at least the middle ages,
where lodging has already often been defined
in literature and tales. The way short-stay has
developed has nevertheless seen dramatic
changes since the creation of platforms such as
Airbnb in 2007, enabling the peer-to-peer sharing
that we view as normal nowadays. ‘Short-stay’
however doesn't limit itself to the tourist industry,
it encompasses everyone who stays in a certain
accommodation for a defined amount of time.
The municipality of Amsterdam for example
defines short-stay to encompass a period of stay
between seven nights and 6 months (Shortstay
in Amsterdam, n.d.).

An overwhelming rise as seen by the peer-to-
peer accommodation sharing platforms, with
Airbnb at the forefront, has led to frustrations
with local communities in the Netherlands,
predominantly in the big cities in the Randstad.
The backlash these frustrations have created
have first led to nationwide legislation being
introduced in Januari of 2015 in the shape of the
‘Huisvestingswet' (Housing Law), in which the
definitions of housing and expected use of these
houses is laid out. It has made it possible for
municipalities to introduce a ‘housing ordinance’
that partially or fully obliges housing in their
municipality to have permits, limiting home
owners to combine or rent out their properties
without the municipality knowing it or having
any influence over this (Meester Advocaten, n.d.).
This legislation has been introduced with the aim
to protect the existing housing stock, which is
seen as vulnerable and in need of protection.

Followingtheintroductionofthe'Huisvestingswet,
big cities have started to experiment with the
amount of legislation and control they should
put on the (growth of) unregulated short-stay
housing. The city of Amsterdam has shown
a two-faced policy, on one side stating their

ambition to become world's ‘first sharing city,
but on the other side introducing new policies
that severely restrict short-stay housing and
private Bed & Breakfast accommodations. This
was however seen as necessary to maintain
liveability in the tourist centre of Amsterdam,
the 'Grachtengordel, which saw increasingly
large hordes of tourists flocking there. From
the beginning of 2024, no forms of private
accommodation rent are allowed without a
permit, making the entire accommodation rent
market visible and managable for the Amsterdam
municipality (Gemeente Amsterdam, n.d.).

Whilst the city of Rotterdam has primarily
seen the rise of tourist numbers in the last few
years, their legislation is catching up to that of
Amsterdam. Rotterdam is also cracking down
on the possibilities for short-stay and has, just
as the city of Amsterdam currently has, put a 60
nights per calendar year maximum on renting
out private dwellings (Gemeente Rotterdam,
n.d.). Starting 2023, an obligation to inform the
municipality about each instance where their
dwelling is rented out has been put in place.
Furthermore, the city of Rotterdam has put a
6,5% tax on short-stay rentals, which encompass
rental periods between 7 nights and 6 months.

The diverse nature of short-stay nevertheless
rises from the current housing demands the
Dutch housing market faces, and the problems
several groups within society face with finding
appropriate housing. These groups would fare
well by having a stable (short-stay) housing
solution, which they could use as a stepping
stone for further integration and climbing up the
ladder of the regular housing market.



In the Netherlands, green spaces outside of
cities are highly valued and seen as vital for
keeping the increasingly densifying urban areas
liveable, especially in the ‘Randstad. A changing
society, with changes in demographics, housing
standards and higher levels of connectivity,
requires solutions for rapid densification in cities
in the Netherlands without losing the valued
green spaces that give peace of mind.

One of the demographic groups identified as
struggling in the current overheated housing
market is the urgent house seekers, which consist
of young people, recently divorced, recently
homeless, refugees and other groups that fit in
the 10 percent of people looking for a temporary
and flexible accommodation in the Netherlands
(Lub & Luns, n.d.).

These groups would fare well by simple,
affordable temporary accommodations which
provide shelter in the time they need to get their
personal life on track, but regulation and societal
protests hamper the development of such
projects (Oorschot, 2021).

The Dutch government has also noticed this
urgent need for housing for this vulnerable group
of people and has issued policy and budget
changes to help alleviate the issues around the
construction of these affordable (temporary)
accommodations (Rijksoverheid, 2021). Having a
sufficient stock of such accommodations is seen
as one of the pillars to prevent social exclusion
and homelessness. (Scheepers et al., 2022)

The observed target groups for short-stay
housing are:

- Migrant workers
Seasonal migrant worker
Expats

- Tourist

- Spoedzoekers

Recently divorced
Economically homeless
- Refugees/Status holders

o O

o O

These target groups all share a common
characteristic; being dispositioned to the bulk of
society. Each with their own challenges, but also
their unigue strengths.



Migrant workers in the Netherlands are essential
for its economy, performing jobs Dutch citizens
do not want to, or cannot do. Four categories of
migrant workers are observed by de Hek et al.
(2020). These are: Circular migrants, Binationals,
Footloose migrants and Settlers.

1, Circular migrants have strong ties with
their home country and very weak ties with the
Netherlands, often have a partner back home
and are not planning to integrate with Dutch
society.

2. Binationals have strong ties with both
their home country and the Netherlands, are
usually higher educated than other migrant
worker and plans on staying in the Netherlands
for an extended period of time.

3. Footloose migrants have weak ties with
both their home country and the Netherlands,
often being poorly educated and performing
low-paying jobs. Their plans are often to stay
in the Netherlands for a short time whilst doing
informal jobs and furthermore lack integration.

4, Settlers have strong ties with the

Van N 9%
viouw N 51
Alleenstaand  [REEEEGEGEEEE ::%
Paar zonder kind [ RGGEE 32
2 Paar metkind [ RERG 22%

Eén-ouder huishouden [l 4%

Geslacht

& Thuiswonend | 1%
overig [l 3%

£ Zowel wonend als werkend in ZH 70%

Woont in ZH, werkt niet in ZH 16%
§ Werkt in ZH, woont niet in ZH 14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Figure 31: Characteristics of migrant workers in Zuid-
Holland (de Hek et al, 2020)

Netherlands and weak ties to their home
country, resulting in their desire to live in the
Netherlands for an extended period of time or
even permanently. This group is often highly
educated and well-integrated into Dutch society.

Within these groups, migrant workers that are
often seen as socially isolated and causing
nuisance are the footloose- and circular
migrants, who come from one of the Central and
Eastern European countries (CEE from now on)
to the Netherlands to perform seasonal work,
often working in (agricultural) production and
logistics. From this group of workers, by far most
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Figure 32: Four patterns of worker migration
(Own image, based on Engsbersen et al. (2013))

of them come from Poland, about 180.000 out of
250.000 CEE workers in the Netherlands. (Hek et
al, 2020). Whilst it is expected that the amount
of seasonal migrant workers will decline in the
coming years due to improved job opportunities
in their home countries, the current situation of
these low-skilled, low-paid and flexible workers
often sees poor housing situations and multiple
social issues (Wolf , 2015).



Migrant workers have, in recent vyears,
experienced their housing situation in the
Netherlands as being of low quality, lacking
privacy and being overall sub-par (Hek et al,
2020). Many migrant workers are in need of
immediate lodging (the renting of short-stay
dwelling) and due to shortages in the Dutch and
also Rotterdam housing market they often opt
to live together in crowded spaces (Scholten et
al, 2019). The nuisance this clustering of many
migrant workers in overcrowded dwellings in
already deprived neighbourhoods caused the
city of Rotterdam to lobby for a national policy
allowing cities to limit the amount of these groups
in certain neighbourhoods. The aim of this policy
was mainly to protect the already vulnerable
inhabitants of the southern neighbourhoods of
Rotterdam from increased influxes of nuisance.

Polish immigrant workers are often single and
have a hard time maintaining relationships with
people back home (Wolf, 2015). Wolf observed the
importance of the CEE migrant workers creating
and maintaining a strong network to help them
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Figure 33: Migrant developments throughout time
(Scholten&vanOstaijen, 2018)

with looking for either jobs of housing, being
one of the factors most important in determining
how successful they are. This network is partially
shaped at work, but mostly around their living
sphere and at parties or other social events.
Scholten et al. (2019) found that many of the CEE
migrant workers in low-paying jobs are actually
well-educated, with half of them working well
below their highest achieved education. They
often start in the low-paying jobs and throughout
the years work their way up to higher paid, more
skilled, jobs. This is in line with the research
conducted by Scholten et al. (2019) where they
found that only one in five of the migrant workers
in Rotterdam plan on staying in the Netherlands
for less than 2 years.

The lack of connection to the Netherlands in
the footloose- and circular migrant population
hampers their chances of a successful stay in
the Netherlands. Footloose migrants are found
to mostly only having been in the Netherlands for
less than a year, raising the question whether it
just takes time for people in these groups to shift
to one of the migrant groups with stronger ties to
the Netherlands (Snel et al. 2015). Nevertheless,
footloose migrants are found to cause most
nuisance (compared to other migrant groups
within Rotterdam), which strengthens the case
for the importance of social contacts and a
strong network to rely on for the footloose- and
circular migrants.



One of the other groups within migrant workers
are usually defined as expats. These are highly
educated workers who come to the Netherlands
to work in high-paying jobs. Policies from the
Dutch government actively support attracting
these ‘knowledge-workers' (IND, 2023).

The common perceptions of people towards
expats are defined by CBS (2015) to be:

1. Born and raised in a different country
than the Netherlands;

2. Higher salary than the average employee;
3. Works  for an internationally oriented
company;

4, Is highly-qualified;

5. Not having the intention to settle in the
Netherlands;

6. Not or barely identifying with Dutch
values;

This group is furthermore often seen as
‘globetrotters, people with several global
connections, instead of strong local ties (Van
Bochove et al, 2010). The Nicis Institute further
observes the ‘expat bubble’ in which expats
advocate themselves as if they want to get
in touch with differing cultures and therefore
travel around the world, but remain within their
international expat-communities. Contrary to
low-paid migrant workers, expats often keep
comparatively stronger ties to their home country.

From the expat group, Stiemer (2022), has found
that 60 percent of the expats were male, with 44%
of the expats being between 25 and 35 years old,
whilst another 30% of them is between 35 and
45 years old. They also found that almost 50% of
expats stayed in the Netherlands longer than 5
years, whilst 25% stays between 3 and 5 years.
From the expats, 24% came from neighbouring
countries (Germany, the United Kingdom,
Belgium).

Van Bochove et al. (2010) found that friendships

between expats in the Netherlands and local
Dutch people mainly originated at work or within
their neighbourhood, either through school or
a sports club. Nevertheless, expats experience
becoming friends with Dutch people to be
a quite a challenge. One of the main issues is
the language barrier. Whilst many expats take
courses to learn the Dutch language, the Dutch
being profound in the English language limits
the possibility for expats to learn Dutch in day-
to-day situations. Expats therefore experience
the Netherlands to be ‘easy to set up your life
here, but very difficult to integrate into its society:.
Another observed difficulty for the integration of
expats is the level of separation of work and life.
Where expats back home had most of their social
networks work-based, the Dutch colleagues did
not see their colleagues as friends.

Rotterdam Expat Centre is an effort of the
Municipality of Rotterdam to attract as many
expats as possible, in 2022 they assisted 7109
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Figure 34: Percentage of expats per municipality
(Ooijevaar & Verkooijen, 2015)



expats in finding a job in Rotterdam and settling
there. Many of these jobs where found in the IT
& Tech and Maritime & Offshore engineering
(Rotterdam Partners, 2022). Due to their often
relatively short stay in the Netherlands and their
higher budget, expats are mostly looking for a
furnished dwelling.

Ager and Strang (2008) researched the main
domains of integration, having found to be:

1. Markers and Means:

- Employment is seen as one of the key
factors to integration; working together with
colleagues from the ‘new’' country enables
interaction and therefore integration.

- Housing is of major importance to physical and
emotional well-being, creating a sense of place
and the possibility to learn from the established
neighbours and neighbourhood.

- Education, and more specifically schools, are
observed to be the most dominant space to
make contact with the local communities.

- Health is important to be able to consistently
engage with the community.

Agar & Strang therefore acknowledge these four
elements to be "key aspects of integrating into a
new society"

2. Social Connection:

- Social Bridging is defined as the ‘friendliness’
between different members of communities and
as intensive involvement in the local community.
The first is important for a “sense of safety and
security’, whilst the second is more important
to enable social and economic benefits coming
from the community.

- Social Bonds are often described as the

establishment of connection with ‘like-ethnic
groups, with whom they can share cultural
practices and familiar patterns.

- Social Links define the connection between
individuals and government services. When these
connections are easily achieved, integration is
stimulated.

Social connections are seen as the defining
feature of an integrated community.

3. Facilitators:

- Language and cultural knowledge are
understood to be necessary for effective
integration into a community, whilst also being
acknowledged as a challenge for the newcomer.

- Safety and Stability are paramount for the
sense of ‘being at home' which catalyses the
integration process

Facilitators are therefore observed as elements
that can make or break integration.

4.Foundation:

- Rights and Citizenship are the fundamental
underpinnings of integration, without these
integration is virtually impossible.

A stable foundation or universal human rights are
the underlying, less visible, parts of integration.

Markers
and
Means
Social Social Social
Bonds

Connection Bridges
Safety and

Stability

Language
and Cultural
Knowledge

Facilitators

Rights and

Foundation Citizenship

Figure 35: Conceptual framework defining core domains of
integration (Agar&Strang, 2008)



Tourism, or the tourist, has many different
definitions. Tribe and Xiao (20011) lays out
that the tourist can be defined by as someone
who temporarily displaces him- of herself from
one region to another for a certain necessity,
whether this is to visit an event, a business
meeting or explore cultural differences (Tribe &
Xiao, 2011). He nevertheless also observes tourist
definitions to be ‘one that travels for pleasure! The
many different definitions for tourism have an
overarching theme, which is the movement from
one region or country to another to stay there for
a certain amount of time, with the intention to
return to their original place in a not too distant
future.

As mentioned before, the different reasons
one travels somewhere can differ significantly,
however they all bring different patterns of
engagement between tourists and the local
community with them. Whereas most literature
on tourism focussed on the role of the terrain and
cities to attract tourists, Dujmovic and Vitasovic
(2022) researched the importance of social
interaction in the perception tourists have of their
destination. They acknowledge the difficulties
intercultural communication brings with it, for
example between tourist and host, but state that
it is an important driver of tourist satisfaction.

Rotterdam saw nearly 1.2 million visitors staying
in hotels in 2022, bringing it almost back to pre-
pandemic levels. Almost half of these visitors
came from outside the Netherlands.

The city of Rotterdam has, since 2022, a vision
for the way they want to develop tourism in
Rotterdam, which they lay out in their plan ‘As
a guest in Rotterdam, a new look on tourism’
(Gemeente Rotterdam, 2019). It lays out the
benefits of tourism, being a driver of the economy
and the general liveability by creating jobs and
visitingcreating liveliness in different venues

throughout the city.

The report nevertheless also emphasizes the
dangers of mass tourism. They take cities as
Amsterdam and Venice as examples where mass
tourism has caused undesirable living conditions,
mostly due to overcrowding and the loss of
authentic local venues which were replaced by
shops focussed fully on tourists. Therefore, the
city of Rotterdam wants to focus on a specific
type of tourist, which they call the ‘DO-rist! The
so-called 'DO-rist’ is portrayed as the tourist that
comes to Rotterdam to engage with the things
that make Rotterdam unique, that visits part of
the city 'regular’ tourists normally would not visit.

The municipality sets out to identify the
characteristics  which  make the different
neighbourhoods unique and aims to strengthen
these identities, while simultaneously improving
safety, sustainability and liveability.

T KIND OF 1. °IRIST

Figure 36: Campaign set out by the municipality of Rotterdam to
attract ‘do-rists)
(AD, 2021)



The Dutch housing market has, as mentioned
before, been in a housing crisis for the last
several years. Demand is rising whilst legislations
and soaring construction costs hamper the
development of new properties, causing housing
prices to surge. Therefore, 'spoedzoekers’ (urgent
housing seekers) make little to no chance on the
Dutch housing market to find suitbale housing
(Oorschot, 2021). She further observes that what
is needed for this group of vulnerable people is
a so called ‘flexible shell’ or ‘flexible layer’ in the
housing stock, which positiones itself between
having no apartment and having a ‘real’ house,
explaining how this could be the answer to
(temporarily) fit the needs of this group.

The types of housing this flexible layer in the
housing stock are defined by the Dutch Ministry
of the Interior and Kingdom Relations as being
flexible solutions for housing that can be realised
relatively low-cost and in a short period of time,
with an emphasis on the temporary nature of
the dwellings, either of the dwelling itself, the
duration of stay of the inhabitant or the amount

Figure 37: Schematic model of integration of ‘'spoedzoekers’ in
the city (Lub & Luns, 2018)

of time the dwelling is positioned on a certain
location.

Spoedzoekers can be defined by a broad range
of people who are in urgent need of housing,
but not urgent enough to get prioritized by
housing corporations for social rent housing.
Van der Velden & Wassenberg (2023) observe
a growing group of people losing their home
due to a sudden change in their living situation,
whether this is due to moving out of the parental
home, moving because of work or the breakup of
a relationship or marriage. The last one is often
perceived as an dire situation and is a group that
speaks to the imagination of many Dutch people
(student master thesis, Poelarends, 2015).




A divorce is seen as one of the most stressful
life events during adulthood (Hald et al., 2020)
In the Netherlands, around 84 thousand people,
either married, as registered partners or living
together, get a divorce (CBS, 2021). Mental health
problems such as a burnout can be observed
in approximately 20% of divorcees, even years
after the divorce (Hald et al. 2020). This can be
attributed to the stress and emotional burdens
divorcees face after the divorce. Relieving stress
in recent divorcees is seen as key to remaining
a healthy lifestyle, with stability and safety as
important factors to this success. Housing has
the potential to create the stability these people
could fare well by.

One in three 15 year old kids in the Netherland
doesn't grow up with both parents living
together and it is expected that this number
will only grow in the future. Whilst up until the
early 90s it was common for eventual kids to live
with their mother after the divorce, co-parenting
has steadily seen a rise and approximately one
in three divorcees now opts for co-parenting
(CBS, 2020). They further state the necessary
condition of the divorced parents to live relatively
closely together, to save time, money and make
the managing easier. The closer these parents
live together, the more durable the co-parenting
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Figure 38: Number of divorces in the Netherlands (CBS,2022)

arrangement is. It has been found by CBS (2020)
that almost 40% of divorcees live within two
kilometres of each other, therefore making co-
parenting possible. It has also been found that
51% of male divorcees remain in the same house,
compared to 36% of the female divorcees.

Of the divorcees, most people remain to do the
same job due to it providing a sufficient income.
This however doesn't apply for the group of young
adult females without a job or children, who tend
to start working after their divorce (CBS, 2021).
The economic cost in most cases nevertheless
fall more heavily on women, they experience a
sharper decline in household income and face
a greater poverty risk (Leopold, 2018). These
studies are however based on data from more
than a decade ago so it is likely that due to
processes such as emancipation this inequality
has shrunk.

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Jaar van huwelijkssluiting

Figure 39: Average age of divorcees in the Netherlands (CBS,2022)



Homelessness has always been a problem,
but in recent years a new group of homeless
people have been identified. Where ‘traditional’
homelessness is often characterised by having
(many)healthcareissues, ranging fromaddictions
to mental ilinesses, economical homelessness is
defined by not being able to obtain any dwelling.
Economically homeless usually have a (modest)
income, but are unable to a get their hands on a
dwelling (van der Velden & Wassenberg, 2023).
They furthermore observe this group to have an
inability to find suitable dwellings in the current
Dutch housing market, whether it is in buying,
private rent sector, social rent sector and even
the illegal segments such as squatting. The
prevailing characteristic is the urgent need for a
suitable dwelling which is currently impossible
due to the overheated Dutch housing market
(Lorkeers et al,, 2021).

Lorkeers et al. (2021) have observed the group of
economically homeless people to be very diverse.
They found the group consisting of both men and
women, aged 15 to 46 years old, often sharing
characteristics such as a migration background,
(expected) relatively low 1Q and a lower socio-
economic status. These groups often found

Figure 40:No options to buy a house because of the overheated
housing market (KRO-NCRV, 2022)

themselves in a social network which supported
them, but after a life event such as a temporary
loss of job or the ending of a relationship they
slipped into trouble. They temporarily sleep at
friends of family in many cases. People working in
the sector responsible for care for the homeless
therefore also note that homelessness is primarily
an issue of the availability of dwellings instead
of needing care. They state that to alleviate this
problem, affordable housing, whether temporary
or permanent, has to be built soon, explaining
the solution as 'housing first' (Lorkeers et al,
2021, van der Velden & Wassenberg, 2023).

In the city of Rotterdam, 5000 so-called ‘couch
sleepers, having no permanent address but also
not having to sleep outside, are known of by the
municipality.Ofthese 5000 however,nodistinction
can be made how much of these people can be
attributed as economically homeless compared
to 'traditional’ homelessness.

The city of Rotterdam has a program to actively
approach realtors and landlords to find a suitable
permanent dwelling for people who are at risk of
homelessness (van der Velden & Wassenberg,
2023). However, this remains a difficult and long
process, inwhich aflexible 'layer’inthe Rotterdam
housing stock could help alleviate pressure on
these instances and people. This flexible layer is
observed by van der Velden & Wassenberg to
be a stepping stone to get a permanent dwelling.



The Netherlands has seen a major influx of
refugees arriving since 2015, putting strains on
the asylum system. After being granted asylum
in the Netherlands, they are appointed one of
the social rent public houses that are dispersed
throughout the Netherlands. This however
raises questions on its effects on the integration
of refugees, which is often considered to be
subpar (Czischke & Huisman, 2018). Integration
of refugees is defined by Maliepaard et
al.(2017) as the disappearance of differences
between refugees and the local community.
Maliepaard et al. (2017) found in their research
that these differences are, even after decades
in the Netherlands. These differences are often
substantial, especially in the job market and in
social interaction between them and the local
community as well as the community comprising
people of their own background.

In a research on the social integration of status
holders in the city of Rotterdam, Van der Linden
(2020), examined the social connections refugees
had with the local community to determine the
social capital. Social capital is often attributed
to be the defining indicator of having better
chances in the job market, stronger ties to the
local community, better health and improved
knowledge of the new language. The research
acknowledges that most previous literature
has aimed at observing the social interactions
between refugees and local, western, residents,
but ignoring the fact that much of the big cities
in the Netherland (Rotterdam, Amsterdam, The
Hague) are fundamentally diverse with many
different cultural backgrounds.

The research found that newly appointed
refugees not necessarily tend to have their social
contacts with people from their own background
and culture, as was previously adopted. They
however make social bonds with specific cultural
groups that share similarities in language and

culture, whilst also actively engage with the local
Dutch residents to learn about Dutch culture.
It concluded by acknowledging the previously
accepted notion that spreading out newly
appointed refugees throughout predominantly
Dutch neighbourhoods results in increased
interaction between the refugees and Dutch
residents.

Refugees differ from traditional migrant groups
who settled in the Netherlands by the so-called
'refugee gap, which identifies the disadvantages
they might face due to for example interrupted
education, diplomas not being recognized or
(mental) health issues, which all might result
from their necessity to flee from their home
country (Huink et al, 2017). Resources to facilitate
integration are defined by Huink et al. as knowing
the local language, being in (relatively) good
(mental) health and the education they follow or
have followed.

Figure 41:Housing for students and refugees in Amsterdam(nul20.
nl, nd.)
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Shared kitchenette

Twodio

Private bathroom and shared kitchenette.
From £1249 pcm (12 months)

All bills included.

(o]

a 0
— Your private kitchenette

Cosy Studio

Private bathroom and private Kitchenette.
From £1489 pcm (12 months)

From £1629 pcm (6 months)

All bills included.

One Bed Flat - 29 Sgm

Private bathroom and private kitchenette
From £1899 pcm (12 months)

From £2@28 pcm (6 months)

All bills included.
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Project info

- completed in 2019

- 279 units, with up to 412 rooms

- 7 buildings

- connected to a large commercial centre

- shared; gym, communal lounges, kitchens,
bathrooms, roof garden, working spaces,
commercial spaces







Project info

- completed in 2016

- 400 rooms

- Energy production by windmills on top

- A bike is included with the room Y
- shared; communal spaces, workshop spaces,
café, gym '

Figiire 53: The social'hub, eindhoven (The Social Hug)




Theatre Meeting Spaces

Big room +
Apartement opzet

Axonometrie van de kamers Klein kamer
Axonometric drawing of the rooms Small room



Project info

- completed in 2020

- 340 rooms ' ;
- hy'br!'d—hotel concept; high-end hotel
functions combined with short- and long-stay

student facilites

- shared; communal spaces, working

spaces, classrooms, library, meeting rooms,

commercial spaces [—

Figure 60: The Student Hotel, Delft (KCAP*Architeets) —_—
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Housing plays a vital role in people's health,
being widely recognised as a social determinant
of health (Carrere et al,, 2020). They further state
that health outcomes are affected by affordability,
stability, quality and the emotional link to housing.
One of the ways the emotional link to housing
can be strengthened is by engagement in co-
housing or co-homing projects (Williams, 2005).
Van de Berg (2012) exemplifies the importance
of social interaction by starting her argument on
co-housing with the statement "it takes a village
to raise a child’) followed by an elaboration on the
significance of the co-housing projects that have
taken place in the past and present, focussing
on the role of collective functions and sharing
facilities.

The first modern cohousing community was
established in Denmark in 1972 and many
similar projects and research into this type of
housing have followed, with the housing type
being introducing in countries like the UK in
the recent decades, following changing societal
needs and regulation changes (Cummings &
Kropf, 2019). Tummers (2015) defines co-housing
as the “collectively build and self-managed
housing clusters’, that aim at creating “vivid
social networks and healthy environments”
For several target groups, the housing type

Figure 67: Saettedammen, Denmark
(Poluk, 2021)

could help alleviate the problem of loneliness
and contribute to physical- and mental health.
(Jakobsen & Larsen, 2019).

Gruen and Mimoun (2019) have, contradictingly,
found that co-homing does not foster deep
relationships “despite its embeddedness in
the sphere of home and hospitality’, deep
relationships are found in the more traditional
workspaces that are dedicated to working. Co-
housing has nevertheless grown significantly in
the last few decades, both in number of projects
as in the academic interest, where comparable
phenomena such as collaborative housing,
collective housing, communal living, communes
and ecovillages have also seen a rise (Jakobsen
& Larsen (2018).

Co-housing was viewed in Denmark in the 1980's
as being spaces where the educated could live
together in so-called ‘snug places, whilst others
viewed them as ‘escape-utopias’ which acted as
islands within the city (Jakobsen & Larsen, 2018).
Jakobsen and Larsen (2018) explored from these
critigues who lived in the co-housing projects
across Denmark, and found that it are, as stated
by critics, mostly well educated Danish residents
who had jobs in management or were either
self-employed.

Durret & McCamant (2011) identify cohousing by
six shared characteristics:

1. Participatory process;

2. Design that facilitate community;
3. Extensive common facilities;

4. Complete residential management;
5. Non-hierarchical structure;

6. Seperate income sources.



Co-housing, in the Netherlands also called
‘Centraal Wonen, gained traction in the 1980s
alongside the squatters movement and has
since formed an international network that has
also drawn academic interest to how the living
concept functions compared to traditional
housingarrangements(Tummers, 2015, Tummers,
2015b). The co-housing initiatives stem from a
dissatisfaction of the repetitive housing built in
the 1960s and 1970s, where in the 1970s the first
‘woongroepen’ (resident collectives) emerged,
followed by government policy called ‘Wonen in
Groepsverband” (living in a group association)
in 1984, in which the housing corporations were
positioned as key actors for co-housing projects
(De Vos & Spoormans, 2022).

In 2009, a government report looked into the
renewed interest in co-housing programs that
also aimed at specific ethnic groups, the elderly,
and specifically collective private commissioning
(CPO). Whilst the renewed interest in co-housing
was observed, government policies focussed
primarily on CPOQO'’s, which themselves found
obstaclesin obtaining suitable lands in cities such
as Rotterdam, where land was often privately
owned or appointed to housing associations for
social housing (De Vos & Spoormans, 2022).
Nevertheless, cooperation between housing
associations and local authorities assisting
groups of elderly have resulted in more than 160
completed co-housing projects throughout the
Netherlands in 2015, with over 60 more in various
stages of completion (Labit, 2015).

Co-housing initiatives in recent history share the
characteristics to be organised predominantly
by middle-income households and seek the
benefits of the city whilst mitigating its negatives.
The characteristics often introduced in the co-
housing projects are elements such as gardens,
playgrounds or spaces for informal interaction
Tummers (2015b). She has also observed that

co-housing initiatives focus heavily on self-
organization and bottom-up approaches, but in
practice often end up being constructed partially
by institutional agencies, having proven to be
necessary for succes of the initiatives.

Nevertheless, the initiatives have been found to
usually look for identity and safety ina community
with different backgrounds, sharing the ‘kindred
spirits’ mentality necessary for social interaction
on the level members of co-housing projects
expect from each other. The roots for co-housing
often lies in 'the neighbourhood’ and ecology
movements, aiming at creating holistic projects
to satisfy the needs of all (future) inhabitants.

Whilst co-housing projects can differ greatly,
they share common characteristics such as
sustainability and social cohesion as core values
throughout the design, planning and building
phase, as well as after completion (Tummers,
2015). Jarvis and Fernandez Arrigiotia (2016)
described these shared characteristics and their
benefits as:

- Co-housing projects perform better
economically and ecologically, compared to
regular housing;

- Reduced energy use and improved
housing performance through collective thinking;
- Improved social- and physical resilience
of its residents;

- An enhanced sense of place with
increased self-awareness and shared community
knowledge.



Whereas co-housing is, as laid out in the previous
chapter, comes from the desire to create a self-
built, self-regulation housing typology in which all
inhabitants share the same values towards living
together, co-living is seen as a business model
that has its roots in the early 2010s, following
the economic crisis and the subsequent housing
problems (Coricelli, 2022). They describe the
current status of co-living as a "hybrid between
commercial hospitality, serviced apartments and
co-working spaces', offering small private rooms
connected to abundant facilities. Ronald et al.
(2023) define the surge of households featuring
non-related adults living in shared rental
accommodations as ‘a prominent new asset
class’ within urban real estate. This illustrates
the core difference between co-housing and
co-living, where co-housing is positioned as a
bottom-up and collective initiative, co-living is
seen as a developer-led business asset created
for capital gain.

When looking at the inhabitants, or target
groups, these types of housing inhabit, a clear
distinction can be made. In co-housing initiatives,
the people who will be living in the project are,
broadly speaking, already known and interacting
with each other by finding similarities and
making compromises in the building process of
the co-housing initiative. Co-living however is a

Resident-led

top down, business oriented approach, in which
a certain target group is envisioned. Suitable
amenities will be created that fit the needs of this
target group, whilst the final group of inhabitants
can be classified as a collection of ‘strangers’
(Ronald et al. 2023).

Whereas  shared accommodations  were
traditionally seen to preserve students, hippies
and the elderly, the rise of freelancers collectively
‘co-working' has broadened the target group to
also include starters that mainly operate in the
digital environment (Financial Times & Davies,
2015). The participants and executives of ‘The
Collective’ (operating several co-living projects)
the Financial Times talked to, define living in a
co-living environment as “housing on demand’,
“[your room].. is your crash pad, and your living
room is the rest of the building” They explain
that the concept is intended as “.. a transitional
product - not somewhere you're going to live
for the rest of your life" In an interview with a
former resident of one of the co-living projects
mentioned before, the former residents explains
how she has lived in a co-living project for six
months and has found new roommates with
whom she now lives together, signalling the
connecting power a co-living project can have.

Short-stay

Co-wurking

Developer-led
Profit driven

Sustainability driven
Battorm-up

Figure 68: Framework of co-housing, co-living & co-working

(Own work, based on Hoppenbrouwer (master thesis), 2015)
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One of the differences observed between co-
housing and co-living is the addition of co-
working and the way co-living is structured
around this phenomenon. Co-working has
grown to include 20% to 30% of the working age
population (Gruen & Mimoun, 2019).

Co-housing or co-living has the potential to be
extended in the economic sphere in the shape of
co-homing, in which home-owners provide their
house to be a workspace. According to Gruen
and Mimoun (2019) ‘co-' comes from the Latin
cum (with), which indicates an idea of support
and joined activity: collaborative means co-
labor, working with. Meaning that consumers of
collaborative spaces would not merely seek a
place to work, but a place to work with others.
This aligns with current trends of increased
levels of working from shared homes and the
notion of people wanting to share more, both for
social, environmental and economic gain (Belk
et al, 2019).

Co-working spaces are observed to be an
alternative to traditional office spaces, providing
flexibility, collaboration, interaction, sharing and
promoting networking practices. Even though
the concept of co-working has matured in recent
years, aspects concerning its location (urban
of rural), its spatial features and governance
structures can be further explored (Akhavan et
al., 2023). Co-working falls under the umbrella of
hybrid-working, in which hybrid-working spaces
are described by Akhavan et al. (2023) as "spaces
[that] represent a flexible combination of working,
household, parenting, caring and leisure, where
different professions can experience ‘working
alone together!

Berbegal-Mirabent (2021) attributes the rise of
co-working spaces to the rise of a new kind of
workers which are disrupting the traditional way
of how and where to work. These co-working

spaces are found to be mainly concentrated in
inner-city environments, providing an attractive
and inspiring space, which lures millennials,
which are often seen as the main users of co-
working spaces. Berbegal-Mirabent (2021)
furthermore describes the sustainability potential
of co-working spaces, not only due to increased
flexibility resulting in less travelling, but also by
creating a sense of community that may drive
people to commit to a change.

Gruen and Mimoun (2019) found that the top
three motivators to join co-working are:

1. A social and enjoyable atmosphere;
2. Interaction with others;
3. A community.

These findings signal the desire to not just
have a space to work, but also a space to work
with others. Whilst being portrayed as social
happenings, co-working in its current shape is
merely a business model, catering to needs that
have come up by an increasingly connected and
flexible workspace.

Nevertheless, co-working spaces provide a
flexible and permeable boundary space which
distances itself from home and work but at the
same time provides elements of both, providing
attractive options for workers to shape their
workspace and allowing for interaction with like-
minded people.



Figure 69: Co-housing as integrative practice

(Tummers, 2015)
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Figure 70: The interaction between design, personal and social factors in
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cohousing community and its impact on social interaction

(Williams, 2005)




Project info

- completed in 2015

- 11 clusters with 10 to 12 dwellings ’
- 2 buildings :
- shared; common room with living room, g
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Project info

- completed in 2015

- 138 dwellings

- 5 buildings

- Passive house concept

- shared; event room, restaurant by locals,
workshop spaces, offices, guest apartments,
laundry room
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Project info

- completed in 2013

- 13 rooms

- 7,2 m2 per room

- shared; kitchen, bathroom, dining, living
room, working spaces, laundry, storage

|

: AT :
Figure 90: Facade of LT Josal éflhared House (Archdaily, b)




Private space

Integration

Common space

room13

el
1%
@ P 5

kll+en

4

dining @l @

living1

3640

3640

3640

3640

t

i

L 3640

3640

3640

10920







Urban densification is often seen as a necessity
and is considered as the most relevant strategy
for  ecological  modernization,  occurring
especially in fast-growing cities (Teller, 2021,
Naess et al, 2019). Urban densification is referred
to by Claassens et al. (2020) as ‘addition of new
houses to the existing urban fabric, therefore
increasing the initial density.

Naess et al. (2019) observe the shared view of
literature on the correlation between urban
expansion due the growth of cities and the
subsequent loss of habitat, resulting in decline
and fragmentation of species, decreasing
biodiversity. They furthermore observe the
higher energy consumption that is found to be
a direct result of urban sprawl, rendering the
realization of greenhouse gas reduction targets
of governments difficult.

Two types of urban densification are observed by
Teller (2021): soft- and hard urban densification.

- Soft urban densification is the continuous,
small-scale adjustments that are made to the
urban fabric of a city, often being bottom-up
approaches by different stakeholders taking
multiple decades to become notable.

One of its main characteristics is the people-
centred approach, in which people adapt their
structures to their personal needs.

- Hard urban densifications on the other hand
are often top-down, large scale and policy-driven
developments in which existing urban structures
are redeveloped. These urban structures can
be unused spaces such as brownfields, or
lower density neighbourhoods. The hard urban
development'’s often require private funding, but
are facilitated by (local) governments.
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Figure 97: Framework of urban densification

(Artmann, 2018)



Urban densification faces the dilemma of being
the system to control urban spawl (and therefore
limit loss of green spaces and biodiversity) but is
also the system to increase urban environmental
quality and reduce social disadvantages
(Artmann et al. 2019) This dilemma is called
‘the compact city paradox: Artman et al. (2019)
further observed that whilst many governmental
policies on sustainable urban densification have
been implemented in recent decades, urban
green spaces have seen a steady decline over
the last decade, much of which is the direct
effect of urban densification. One of these
policies is the Road map to a Resource-Efficient
Europe, issued by the European Commission to
advice cities in sustainable urban densification.
(European Environment Agency., 2011).

Urban green spaces have been attributed to
multiple health benefits, which means that any
reduction in the amount of open green space per
resident results in negative health impact (Naess
et al. 2019). An overall lower living quality is a
risk of uncontrolled urban densification. Urban
greening policies that span the entire urban
region where densification is proposed should
be emphasised, implementing for example green
fingers, parkways, greenways of ecological
networks.

Sparie Open Comgact

Horizontal dimension

Figure 98: Density types
(Chen et al, 2020)

Other than the loss of urban green spaces,
local stakeholders often disapprove of urban
densification projects, displaying NIMBY (Not
In My BackYard) behaviour. Residents often
support general densification policies, but
strongly disapprove densification in their own
neighbourhoods. Densification projects change
the status quo of a neighbourhood, worrying
local residents because they fear it might
negatively affect the existing amenities of their
neighbourhood (Wicki & Kaufmann, 2022). It
was furthermore found by Naess et al. (2019)
that urban densification will, without proper
measures, lead to an increase in number of
people being exposed to higher levels of noise-
and air pollution, therefore being at higher risk
of traffic accidents and other negative health
implications.

Wicki & Kaufmann (2022) observed that when
densification involves low-income households,
concerns about, crime, noise and decreasing
property value often arise. Residents generally
live in places that have a density they prefer,
which directly influences their view on any
change of this density, people living in dense
urban environments are therefore found to
generally be less opposed to densification
compared to people in less dense environments.,



Contrary to the negative connotations urban
densification may bring, it remains a vital
strategy for sustainable growth of large cities
(Artmann, 2019). A preference for densification
instead of spatial expansion is often expressed
by planners, dating back to the ‘compact city’
concept as proposed by Dantzig and Saaty in
1973 (Claassens et al. 2020). Multiple possible
benefits of urban densification are observed by
Claassens et al. (2020), being:

1. Reducing pressure on the surrounding
open space which is generally regarded as an
important amenity;

2. Limiting automobile travel by shortening
travel distances and making more sustainable
transport modes viable;

3. Act as an urban renewal instrument
replacing outdated structures or un(der)
used sides by more attractive and sustainable
buildings, increasing the quality of the urban
area;

4, Decreasing household energy
consumption, both by decreased travelling as
well as by diminishing heating demand and
improving opportunities for shared energy
systems;

5. Decreased housing development cost by
utilizing existing infrastructure more intensively;
6. Higher density and compactness are

associated with mixed land use, diversity, social
inclusion and cultural development.

The observed benefits are however case specific,
with rigid policies being necessary to ensure
the successful implementation of such urban
densifications. Compactness is furthermore a
widely accepted strategy for sustainable urban
clusters, minimizing transport of energy, water,
materials, products and people (Jabareen,
2006). He further observed that compactness
of cities relates to the quality of life, promoting
social interactions, services and facilities. This

compactness has two faces, on the one hand
being easily walkable but on the other being
large enough to facilitate a wide variety of
opportunities and services, eliminating the need
to travel large distances.

Whilst one of the critiques on urban densification
is the loss of green spaces, ecologically seen,
loss of biodiversity is greater with construction
outside the urban environment compared to
urban densification. Part of this can be explained
by inner city development projects consisting of
higher density developments, requiring less built
up space to house the same amount of people
(Naess et al,, 2019).
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The purpose of this research was to find and
formulate design principles that can be used to
introduce short-stay housing and the sharing
economy in the existing post-war neighbourhood
of Groot-lJsselmonde, Southern Rotterdam. It
therefore focussed on four topics that all play
their part in answering the following main
research question:

“How can the rise of the sharing economy
contribute to creating an urban densification
strategy integrating short-stay housing in a post-
war neighbourhood?”

The four topics are, as mentioned, the sharing
economy, short-stay housing, co-housing
and urban densification. To explore these
topics adequately, the following sub questions
supporting the main research question where
formulated:

"How much are people willing to share?

“What have been the effects of short-stay
housing on Dutch cities?"

“What is the added value of co-housing projects
to the living quality of its inhabitants?”

"How does urban densification impact cities?”

The first chapter dived into the sharing economy,
how it has started to impact cities around the
world and affect lives of people engaging init. The
chapter provides insight into the changes within
society that have made the sharing economy as
we know it possible. Afterwards it explains the
role the peer-to-peer home sharing platform
Airbnb has had in this new sharing economy and
how it affects cities around the world. This will

be further examined by looking into the role of
sharing mobility services, which are often seen
as role models for the sharing economy. Finally,
literature on the sustainability potential of the
sharing economy is discussed. Case-studies on
projects and policies functioning in the sphere of
the sharing economy will furthermore be used as
references.

Firstly, literature on the different faces the sharing
economy has been examined, be it economically
motivated or being driven by people’s desire to
do good. What characterises the broader sharing
economy is the promotion of a more sustainable
way of living, but significant differences can
be observed in the different types of sharing,
which have been split into four categories,
recirculation of goods, increased utilization of
assets, services and sharing productive assets.
Critics of the sharing economy have pointed to
the commercialization of sharing and question
its benefits in these models.

The sharing economy, or ‘collaborative
consumption, is characterized by a community
that is build on trust. When this can be observed
in a certain system of sharing, a sustainable and
durable outcome is expected.

Airbnb is seen as the instigator of the sharing
economy, using the rise of digitalisation to
connect peers in sharing their living spaces with
each other. Literature suggests that users of this
platform not only use it to replace traditional
hospitality industries, but also actively look for
unique experiences. There are however several
points of critique on the platform, in its ways to
bypass regulations and taxation and its effect on
housing affordability and availability.

Sharing mobility mainly focusses on car sharing,
with its different systems being peer-to-peer
rental, ‘Modern car club; private car owners as
drivers and public transport on demand. Whilst



the platforms operating these systems promote
its sustainability, literature has not yet found
conclusive evidence on the environmental
benefits of car sharing. Novel solutions for the
'last-kilometre problem’ through implementation
of ‘micro-mobility’ are however found to be useful
in plugging holes in urban transport models
replacing car usage.

The sustainability of the sharing economy is
a much researched topic in the literature, with
many critiquing its current implementation. Most
literature has observed no environmental gain
in many of the different facets of the sharing
economy. It has nevertheless been found to be
a sustainable alternative to ownership when
sharing takes place in relatively small community
-like groups.

Sharing is therefore found to be a broadly
implemented concept, both in communities
as well as in businesses, to aim for more
sustainable means of utilising assets, whether
they are homes or modes of transportation. It
has been made possible by digitalisation, which
has provided users worldwide with a base from
which trust could be gained. The willingness
to engage in sharing is found to mainly derive
from a desire for social interaction and a more
sustainable way of living. These goals can be
achieved by forming relatively small, bottom-up,
(sharing) communities without a profit goal.

The second chapter looks at the definition
and the rise of short-stay housing. It starts
by examining the rise of short-stay housing
in the Netherlands and how big cities in the
Netherlands have responded to it. The different
target groups observed to be in need of short-
stay housing are then examined in their living

situation and housing needs. These target groups
are: seasonal migrant workers, expats, tourists,
recently divorced, economically homeless and
refugees/permit holders.

Short-stay housing was not a new concept when
Airbnb introduced itself to the market in 2007,
but the concopt since underwent significant
changes. Short-stay in the Netherlands
encompasses a stay between seven nights and
6 months. After the initial, explosive, growth
of home sharing platforms such as Airbnb,
legislation was introduced since 2015 to give
cities the possibility to regulate this relatively
new phenomenon of home sharing. Since 2023,
home sharing has been fully regulated in big
cities in the Netherlands, pulling it out of the
informal sphere and allowing it to be a positive
influx of tax and visitors for these cities.

The observed target groups for short-stay
housing can mainly be categorized under
‘urgent house seekers, which consists of starters,
recently divorced, economically homeless,
refugees and other groups that fit in the 10
percent of house seekers that look for temporary
and flexible accommodation, all being somehow
dispositioned to the bulk of the society.

The first group is seasonal migrant workers, who
are characterized by performing low-skilled,
low-paying, jobs (often seasonal, hence the
name) that Dutch residents are unwilling to do.
Within the group of seasonal migrant workers,
‘footloose migrants’ are observed to be the
part of seasonal migrant workers that face the
highest risk of becoming homeless, to cause
nuisance to neighbours or face other social- or
economic problems. This group is benefits most
from strong social ties within the host country,
both with the local community as well as with
others in their position.



Expats on the other hand are observed to have
high salaries and being highly educated. They
are one of the groups the Dutch government
actively attracts to boost the desired 'knowledge
economy. Expats are often seen as ‘globetrotters’
who form little to no local ties but maintain an
international network. Nevertheless, literature
has found that expats do attempt to integrate
in Dutch society, but face problems such as the
language barrier and Dutch working culture of
keeping life and work separate, whilst generally
not making friends in the workspace.

Tourists are observed by the municipality of
Rotterdam to be a key part in the growth of
the city, having published a new strategy on
the spread and focus of tourists in the city of
Rotterdam. The city want to focus on the '‘Do-rist,
which is described as being a tourist who wants
to engage in the local community and visit other
places then the regular tourist hotspots. Social
interaction between hosts and tourists and
between tourists among them is furthermore
important to the quality of their stay.

Recently divorced people form a group that is in
urgent need of housing, with 84 thousand people
a year having a divorce in the Netherlands.
Relieving stress in recently divorced people
has been found to be critical for remaining
a healthy lifestyle, in which housing forms a
critical component. Recently divorced in the
Netherlands increasingly keep contact with each
other, with distance between the homes of the
divorcees as most influential factor.

Economically homeless are characterised
by having jobs but still being unable to find
(suitable) housing, risking to become homeless
whilst having a (modest) income. The groups is
mainly made up out of young adults (under the
age of 45) who have a migration background,
low 1Q or lower socio-economic status. The
city of Rotterdam has a program preventing
homelessness for this group by actively
approaching realtors and offering support.

Refugees, or 'residence permit holders, are a
growing group in Dutch society unable to find
housing supporting integration. Whilst it was
thought that the policy of dispersing refugees
throughout the country hampered their
integration due to their lack of connecting with

people from the same background, literature
has found that refugees often seek out people
who share similarities in language and culture,
instead of place of origin. Furthermore, engaging
with local Dutch residents is observed to be vital
to successful integration.

Short-stay housing is a disturbing factor
to established hospitality services in the
Netherlands, with tourists spreading into
neighbourhoods where they cause nuisance.
Local governments have since implemented
policies to be able to regulate this sector and
enhance its positives.

The current Dutch housing crisis has shaped a
market in which many different target groups
can benefit from (short-stay) flexible housing,
in which a stable base from which they can
form social bonds, build up job experience and
eventually, when necessary, find their pace in a
more definitive housing situation can be found. All
these target groups would benefit from increased
levels of interaction, within their target group,
between different target groups and especially
with local residents, creating social bonds that
stimulate integration and helping them in finding
suitable housing and job opportunities.

This chapter explores the potential benefits
of co-housing, co-living and co-working,
originating in the previously found importance
of social interaction between and among the
different target groups observed to be suitable
for short-stay housing. It first explores the origins
and benefits of co-housing, followed by how it
has developed in the Netherlands. Furthermore,
differences and parallels with co-living and co-
working are explored. Case-studies on several
co-housing, co-living and co-working projects
will provide design principles.

Co-housing originated in Denmark in the 1960s
and 1970s, with the first cohousing community
being established in 1972. The concept of these
‘collectively build and self-managed housing
clusters' has since spread to other (western)
countries, such as the UK the Netherlands.



Co-housing was found to be able to alleviate
problems of loneliness and contribute to
physical- and mental health. The projects are
characterized by a participatory process, a design
that facilitates community, common facilities,
residential management, a non-hierarchical
structure and separate income sources.

Co-housing in the Netherlands is called ‘Centraal
Wonen' (Centred Living), and has produced
more than 200 such projects in the Netherlands.
Residents of these projects generally look for
identity and safety provided by a community,
aiming at sustainability and social cohesion.
The Dutch government has, since 2009, shown
increasing interest in facilitating building these
projects.

Co-living differs from co-housing in it being
observed to primarily be a business model,
creating a hybrid between commercial hospitality
and co-working. Co-living spaces are top-down,
profit driven, initiatives that seek to connect
differing target groups, whereas co-housing is a
bottom-up, collaborative process where (social)
sustainability is at the forefront.

Co-working has, in big cities, grown to include
20% to 30% of the working age population, and
is a space where strong social bonds are created.
These stem from the three top motivators for
people to join co-working spaces, being a social
and enjoyable atmosphere, interaction with
others and forming a community.

Co-housing is a suitable housing system to
alleviate problems of loneliness and improve
both physical- and mental health, whilst also
providing a community in which the occupants
can align with an identity and form strong
relationships.

Co-living and co-working on the other hand
can be found in the economic, profit driven,
sphere, in which top-down developments
advertise these concepts to be the communities
as can be found in co-housing projects. A key
difference however is the bottom-up approach
that co-housing projects take compared to co-
living or co-working. Co-working spaces have
nevertheless been found to facilitate in forming
strong social bonds, mainly through a shared
desire of ‘working alone, together!

The final chapter looks at the positives and
negatives that urban densification bring. It first
shapes the definition, after which it lays out the
opposition to urban densification. It then looks
at the positives urban densification may provide.
Case studies on urban densification projects
give examples of densifying projects throughout
the Netherlands.

Urban densification is referred to as 'the
addition of new houses to the existing urban
fabric, therefore increasing the initial density:
It has been viewed as being the cause for loss
of habitat and fragmentation of species, whilst
also causing higher energy consumption due
to urban sprawl. The phenomenon can be split
in hard- and soft densification, in which soft
densification is comprised of continuous, small-
scale adjustments and hard densification by

large scale, top-down, policy driven projects.

The opposition of urban densification often
points out the loss of urban greenery and
displays NIMBY behaviour, fearing that urban
densification might negatively affect existing
amenities. It is furthermore observed that
densification involving low-income households
causes concerns on decreasing property values
and increased crime rates and nuisance.

Urban densification however shows several
clear benefits compared to urban sprawl. These
advantages have been observed to be reducing
pressure on open spaces outside cities, limiting
automobile travel, being an urban renewal

instrument, decreased household energy
consumption, decreased housing development
cost and creating mixed use spaces.

Compactness of cities furthermore correlates to
quality of life and promotes social interactions.

Urban densification is seen as necessary for the
inevitable growth of citieslt however often faces
opposition from current residents, fearing a loss
of their trusted environment.

This opposition however has been found to
significantly decrease when these concerns are
addressed by providing current residents with
clear plans on how living quality in their area will
increase with the proposed urban densification.



The initial focus on the influence of the sharing
economy on peoples lives in the past few
decades has given clear insights into its rise
and the different spheres it encompasses.
Whilst providing a theoretical base for the
implementation of the concept of sharing within
a community, an element that is missing in the
resultsfromthis research onthe sharingeconomy
are clear design solutions. It gives a notion of the
scale and the types of sharing that provide the
social interaction and environmental gains often
attributed to the sharing economy, but could be
further developed to also explore more specific
case studies on the sharing economy.

This research found its roots in the growing
housing shortage Dutch society experiences,
in which some groups are having more trouble
finding housing than others. These groups are
also often seen, by the general population, as
culprits of this housing shortage. Understanding
who make up these groups and what their
position within Dutch society is and what their
housing needs are has given insight in which
sorts of housing might be applicable to their
situation and provide more than just adequate
housing for their situation. By dissecting
the different target groups the overlaps and
differences are observed and provided a base
from which design decisions could be made.

The research was however limited to the target
groups that were initially observed to be suitable
for short-stay housing, excluding further target
groups who also might benefit from this type of
housing. The research has furthermore focused
primarily on the background of these different
groups and problems they currently face in
the Netherlands, without focussing on their
current living conditions and what negatives
and positives can be found there. An elaborate
case study research into their current housing
situation could have provided clear design input.

In exploring co-housing, co-living and co-
working, significant differences have been found
which would all reflect differently on either short-
stay or the different target groups that would
use this form of housing. In this research, the
emphasis has been on the theoretical validation
and subsequent dissections of case studies on
these topics, to come to, for example, numbers
on the number of inhabitants of clusters and the
average private- and shared space sizes. This
research could however be extended to connect
the different target groups to certain case
studies, providing insight in how other architects
designed for these target groups, instead of only
providing the base numbers.

Lastly, the research on urban densification
has focussed on the general perception from
current residents and the academic findings
that attribute its positives. Further exploration
of urban densification case-studies could have
supported this research by giving examples from
which interventions could be derived.
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My personal interest in this topic was gained
through the extensive media coverage on the
topic and personal experiences in looking for
solutions in the (temporary) housing of both
students as well as target groups that were
discussed in this report. The housing shortage
has caused issues for much of the Dutch
population; both the wealthy as well as the ones
more limited in funds. . Whilst many initiatives
have sprouted in recent years, it has not been
proven to be a decisive factor in aleviating the
problems these groups experience in finding
suitabe housing.

As observed by many institutions that are
involved in housing and researching these target
groups, they could fare well by a ‘flexible layer’
in the housing market, which provdes temporary
housing solutions for people who urgently need
it, from where they can build their social and
professional networks. To be able to build these
networks, interaction with others, be it in the
same socio-economic position as them or in a
completely different situation, is crucial. Providing
the design solutions that provides situations
along which this interaction can take place is, in
my view, essential to any project including aimed
at housing these target groups.

These design solutions could, on a project level,
be made up out of introducing the sharing
economy, both on the scale of everyday objects
as well as elements such as mobility or even
rooms/housing. When combined with a living
situation that positions itself between the
spheres of co-housing and co-living, relatievly
high levels of interaction could be achieved. The
added benefit of sharing is the cost advantages
it brings; not needing ownership for a multitude
of items and appliances can save costs on the
level of purchase, maintenance as well as when
moving. The target groups that fare well by the
before mentioned social interaction have often

been observed to have a relatively small budget,
putting affordability at the forefront of any such
projects.

With the addition of these target groups in an
existing post-war neighbourhood comprised of
mostly single family rowhouses, the project has
the potential to not only provide a stable housing
solution for people in urgent need of it, but
also to incorporate current residents more into
society. This potential lies in the diversification of
the people living in the neighbourhood, as well
as in the additons of the multitude of elements
that make up the sharing economy, whether it is
bike sharing, a tool library or co-working spaces.

By combining this densification with a net positive
gain in green spaces, measures supporting
biodiversity and aleviating problems such as the
urban heat island effect and flooding by heavy
rainfall, both current and future residents will be
provided with a new space; the usable public
streetscape.

Whereas currently much of the streetscape
in these post-war neighbourhoods in the
Netherlands is made up out of extensive parking
spaces, wide streets and unusable green spaces,
a green streetscape with incorporated spaces for
different uses such as neighbourhood festivals,
barbecues, sports and other events have the
potential to bind people: living with each other
instead of past each other.
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The graduation studio Advanced Housing
Design shaped the conclusion of the years spent
in the faculty of Architecture of the TU Delft.
The studio topic on Densification Strategies,
situated in ‘inner-city Randstad, felt like a logical
graduation topic to be able to summarize all that
has been learned in both the bachelor as well as
the master track into one final project.

The freedom to express personal interest in a
multitude of topics combined with the expectation
to deliver thorough research to support the
design decisions has formed a fertile base
from which my graduation project could shape
itself. As often explained and taught in different
courses in the faculty of Architecture, both in the
bachelor as well as in the master tracks, is the
continuous mediating between reflection and
design, guided by an overarching theme (figure
113), which is provided both by the graduation
studio as well as personal interests. Reflecting
on how this process of going back and forth has
influenced my design process sheds light on the
benefits it may have provided, but also where
untapped potential may have been.

Choosing the master track of Architecture
has mainly come from the experiences | had
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throughout both the bachelor of Architecture at
the TU Delft and a board year which focussed
on the transformation of vacant office spaces
into student housing, focussing heavily on
integrating socially beneficial spaces for the
residents and neighbourhood surrounding the
projects. From these experiences, a desire to be
able to design for the everyday life of different
people arose, which | envisioned would be
nearly impossible to achieve through the master
tracks of Management in the Built Environment,
Urbanism or Architectural Engineering. Within
the track of Architecture, housing (dwelling)
gradually became the main focus of the way this
influence on the everyday life of people could be
implemented, being able to design for all scales,
from city wide to the way a window sill is detailed.

My graduation project topic has been shaped into
creating a design strategy to densify the post-
war neighbourhood of Groenenhagen, located
in the southwest of Rotterdam, with short-stay
housing whilst introducing the sharing economy.
The topic was shaped by a focus, provided by the
studio mentors, on the current housing shortage
in the Netherlands, combined with personal
knowledge on the difficulties faced by certain
groups in Dutch society in finding suitable
housing. A topic that quickly gained my attention
was the role Airbnb has played in (mostly) big
cities in the Netherlands, and the negative
connotations people have towards the home
sharing platforms. It had increased attention by
me due to personal experiences with Airbnb,
having myself already thought many times about
the influence my presence in a certain area might
have, be it positive or negative.

The focus on the everyday life of people has



evolved in my graduation project topic to
address a wide variety of target groups, requiring
different ways of living. To integrate these in a
constantly changing group of inhabitants in the
chosen neighbourhood, several design decisions
were made that stem from experienced gained
over the years, supported by research. One of
these design decisions is the implementation
of the sharing economy, which acts as a binder
of the different scales, again from the city wide
networks to the way the window sill is used. This
mediating between the different scales is one of
the ways the narrative for the project was shaped.

The research of my graduation topic found
its roots in group research that was done at
the start of the studio, which for my project
meant focussing on the Dutch housing crisis.
As mentioned before, the following research
topics were a combination of personal interest
and insights the research and subsequent
notions of my mentors were. The scope of the
research was defined quite early on in the
process, encompassing three topics; the sharing
economy, short-stay housing (with a particular
focus on its target groups) and co-housing.
These topics were all found to have received
substantial academic interest, although having
received most relatively recent. It was therefore
also no surprise to find several reference projects
that touched upon one or more of the different
research topics, which were used as a base to
define certain design principles.

Most of the research, however, was on the
theoretical background of the topics, signalling
their potential value. What was found is that much
research is done on the individual topics, whilst
an architectural project such as my graduation
project would benefit from identifying the overlap

between these topics. This has, in my graduation
project, mostly led to design solutions on the
scales between masterplan and dwelling.

Design principles on floor plans, in terms of floor
area, number of residents, amenities, where
provided by the research, but more elaborate
and case specific analysis of individual dwelling
floor plans of case studies would have helped
me in defining my floor plans in a much earlier
phase. In the project, a big portion of time and
energy was spent on getting the floor plans to
fit'" into the defined mass and site. Reducing
time spent on this aspect of the design process
would have freed up time, energy and attention
to further develop the (organisational) concept,
better detail the human scale and create more
studies on elements such as facades or climate
concepts.

With the design progressing, the shared
realization that a significant amount of mass
would be added without changing much of the
existing dwellings developed.

The limited demolishing of existing structures
was a conscious design decision, with public
backlash and opposition, as well as existing
social structures, in the back of my mind. The
significant masses that would be added shaped
the question of how this ‘urban densification’
would, or could, be accepted by the existing
residents of the neighbourhood. In this sense,
the design provided an additional research topic
that has helped in answering the main research
topic.

The research was structured around a mainly
theoretical, almost scientific, approach to provide
‘evidence’ that supports the developed concept,
which found its roots in the personal knowledge
and the topics provided by the studio. This meant



that much of time spent on the research was
analyzing academic papers, providing evidence
for certain design decisions, but had the negative
effect of limiting the creative design impulses
that could have elevated the research and design
process to be more intertwined, resulting in even
more (academically supported) design solutions.

The chosen methods of a strong theoretical
background, combined with reference- and
case-studies, has nevertheless provided design
principles that have helped deciding what to,
and sometimes even more importantly, what not
to implement in the graduation project. Some
of the reference- and case-studies came from
topics mentioned by the mentors during the
(nearly) weekly meetings, which helped speed
up the process and often provided talks that
helped open up a narrowed view on the topic
being addressed at the moment.

Whilst research was mainly conducted through
writing, observing and analysing, the design
was in the earlier phases mostly comprised of
building a 3D model, developing a set of floor
plans and occasionally working on sections. An
element that, looking back at the process, would
have both accelerated and probably improved
the floor plans was extensive studies of floor plan
types, not worrying about the overall concepts
that were shaped by the theoretical framework.
This could have had the effect of broadening my
view on the possibilities for living environments
and dwelling/room types to be implemented in
my graduation project.

As the topic of my graduation topic stems from
major societal problems, being the ongoing
Dutch housing crisis and the unequal ways
this affects different groups within society, the

societal value of the graduation project is, in
my opinion, significant. The research has not
produced results that by themselves provide
new insights in the different topics, but the
combination of these topics, resulting in my
position regarding the studio topic, and the
subsequent design for densification in the
neighbourhood of Groenenhagen, do provide
examples and new ideas on how to alleviate
issues currently experienced in Dutch society.

These design ideas are not all visible in this
report, with some of the theoretical research
being translated into policies, management
structures and possible outcomes of combining
certain target groups. The academic value of the
graduation project can, in my view, be found in
the gathering of these several target groups in
an area that already faces social- and economic
difficulties. While it, as a theoretical graduation
project, can not be tested, the academic base
of the theories and the several reference-and
case studies shape the design principles that
the research provides. By positioning the project
between the profit driven market of co-living
and the bottom-up approach that characterizes
co-housing projects, the positive elements of
both are attempted to be integrated. This has
inevitably led to some values that define the
different housing types being underdeveloped,
allowing further exploration on how these
limitations could be mitigated.

The research has touched on many different
topics, which all played their part in answering
the main research question. Whilst it is structured
to form a cohesive narrative, it could be dissected
and parts of it to elaborate on, without losing the
overall structure of the research, allowing for
further research to easily be conducted. This can,



for example, be done by empirical research on
the different target groups, urban densification in
a certain area or by examining the architecture
behind short-stay housing further.

In the end, the graduation project has delivered a
project that touches upon the elements of urban
densification projects that | think are valuable,
being greenery, biodiversity, social inclusivity,
affordability, placemaking and the integration in
the wider context.

By having researched many topics not visible
in this graduation report (regarding for
example designing for health, biodiversity and
the implementation of a parking garage), a
foundation for the implementation of different
design elements that fell outside of the scope
of the research have all been connected to the
graduation project to shape a cohesive project,
environmentally and socially. The final stage of
the graduation project is expected to further
explore the fagade design, connecting it with the
surrounding architecture, and make the design
ideas for the human scale visible, whilst also
elaborating on the management and cooperative
structures that form the backbone of the project.
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Climate concept section

Powernest provides both solar energy and
wind energy

Green, Yellow & Blue roofs provide energy,
biodiversity, cooling effect & store water

Openings in facades and roof of parking
garage limit energy consumption for lighting

St

Rainwater trickles down through an irrigation
system for the plants on the facades

Large (rain)water storage in basement for
irrigating plants and flushing toilets

Powernest

Solar panels oriented towards
the south and are cooled by greenery

Facade design limits sun exposure on
windows in high summer, whilst allowing sun
to enter in winter
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Heating & ventilation

Climarad Ventura VIC-S
Decentralised heating, cooling &
ventilation on low temperature heating,
with heat recovery

City heat network Rotterdam

Climarad Vita HIC-S
Decentralised heating, cooling &
ventilation on low temperature heating,
with heat recovery

NOVENCO pressure ventilation for parking
garages

Section 1:50

Inner-cluster floor detail

/
/
P Parking garage
/cluster detail




Vertical
window detail scale 1:5

exterior cladding Accoya wood

20 mm aluminium GRAD rails system
30 mm air cavity

moisture-resistant vapour-open foil
450 mm substrate

moisture-resistant vapour-open foil
2x100mm wood fiber insulation

20 mm OSB plate

20 mm plywood casing

P

Ventilation in/outlet

R

IS

o

i8NG

|
x]

Movable horizontal louvres with guiding rod

————— Curtain rails

-15 mm floor covering

12,5 mm phonestar wooden
sound insulation board

80 mm crushed quarts rock
140 mm sound insulated DLT




Horizontal
window detail scale 1:5

Rainwater irrigation system pipe

N | NN [N NN N NG 0 [N NN

—

140 mm DLT
50 mm wood fiber insulation
— 140 mm DLT
2 x12,5 mm gypsum board

exterior cladding Accoya wood

20 mm aluminium GRAD rails system
30 mm air cavity

moisture-resistant vapour-open foil

2 x100mm wood fiber insulation

20 mm OSB plate

12,5 mm gypsum board




Vertical
roof detail scale 1:5

T

P

Lol

Gravel

solar panel

vegetation

250 mm substrate

60 mm filtration layer

30 mm drainage layer

moisture-resistant vapour-open foil

30 mm pressed wood fiber insulation board
2 x120 wood fiber insulation
moisture-resistant vapour-open foil

140 mm DLT




Vertical
floor details scale 1:5

-15 mm floor covering

12,5 mm phonestar wooden
sound insulation board

80 mm crushed quarts rock
140 mm sound insulated DLT

»
»
L 2

sewage pipe
15 mm wood fibre sound insulation
100 mm (140 mm) DLT

200 mm DLT

2 x 100 mm wood fibre insulation

2x12,5 mm gypsum board



Facade

- Prefab facade elements
- 4 meters wide

- Integrated irrigation system for planter

- Horizontal external wooden louvres
- Double openable windows

Facade

Timber frame construction

Wood fiber insulation

Window frame wood

sl

Planter
e | § e I\ Wooden framework

Horizontal wooden louvres
R Aluminium GRAD rail system
! Nabasco 8010 biobased ceramic facade panel

Accoya wood facade elements

Accoya wood facade elements Nabasco 8010 biobased Aluminium GRAD rail system

Planter Wood fiber insulation
ceramic facade panel

Wood panel interior finishing
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Elevations 1:500
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Elevations 1:500

North-west elevation

South-west elevation



Clusters 1:500
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Clusters 1:500

Floor +1

Floor +2

Floor +4
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Regular cluster

- Middle incomes

- Variety in spaces and
dwellings

- For example:
Recently divorced
Tourists
Economically homeless
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-Lower incomes

-Basic and minimalistic
amenities and dwellings

- For example:
Refugees
Economically homeless
Seasonal migrant workers



Cluster

Floor plan regular cluster
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Section shared spaces regular cluster
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Types of dwellings

Room + Studio Studio +
16 m? 24 m? 32 m?

1.5 studio Duplex One-bedroom appartment
40 m? 40 m? 62 m?
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Neighbourhood clusters
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Neighbourhood clusters
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Floor plans




Floor plans

Floor +2

Floor +3

Floor +4
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Impressions

Birds eye view south-east

Street view north-west

View from communal garden
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Conclusion

17 neighbourhood blocks of +-20 inhabitants
Densification without mass demolition
Design as a method of social interaction

Integrated network of shared spaces

Space for inhabitants and biodiversity

148 new dwellings in the mobility hub
Introduced functions for sustainable living
Improved streetscape
Parking spaces removed from sight

Sharing economy at the core




