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Figure 1 House prices and wages (full- time weekly earnings, index: 1970 = 100)
Source: Business Insider
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Figure 2 House price / GDP per capita
Source: Minack advisers
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6 2023 Paul Pholeros Scholarship Report

The Australian housing system is currently 
in a state of crisis. The impacts of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, rising interest rates, 
and several devastating natural disasters 
over the past few years have severely 
impacted the availability, affordability, 
and quality of housing across Australia.

The term "housing aff ordability" denotes the 
relationship between expenditure on housing 
and household income. Housing aff ordability has 
been in decline since the 1980s, with the increase 
in wage growth unable to keep up with the 
rising cost of house prices.1 In 1984, Australians 
only needed to borrow 3.3 times their average 
household income to aff ord an average property.2 

In 2023, with the median Australian house price 
at $1,008,988, Australians now need to borrow 
8.3 times their average annual household income.3

As a result, the large amount of housing 
debt Australians carry makes them more 
vulnerable to changes in interest rates, which 
in turn aff ects wages, infl ation, employment, 
and economic growth. Rather than Australia 
being an equitable, merit based system,the 
way in which wealth is generated has changed 
over time, with location and inherited housing 
wealth playing a larger role in future prosperity.4

For those unable to aff ord to buy a house, renting 
also poses signifi cant challenges. About one 
third (31 percent) of Australians were renting 
in the period between 2019-2020.5 A national 
report published in 2023 has found that rental 
aff ordability has deteriorated rapidly over the 
past year, with Canberra and Melbourne the 
only capital cities with acceptable rental prices for 
average-income households (less than 25 percent 
of income being spent on rent).6

‘Housing stress’ is typically defi ned as being 
when a household is paying more than 30% of 
its income in housing costs (rent or mortgage 
repayments). According to a report by SGS 
Economics and Planning, 42% of all low-income 
households are facing housing stress . This rises 
to 47% for households in New South Wales and 
58% for Australia’s private rental market.7

The impacts of climate change have also played a 
signifi cant role in the availability and aff ordability 
of housing. Climate change has resulted in more 
frequent and severe natural disasters over the 
past several years, including drought, bushfi res, 
fl ooding, and cyclones.
These events have the ability to cause signifi cant 
damage to infrastructure and housing stock, 
necessitating rebuilding eff orts and exacerbating 
the issue of housing availability in areas which 
may already have been experiencing housing 
stress. 
The increased risk of these events has also led to 
higher insurance costs, leading to greater fi nancial 
strain in vulnerable areas and increases in housing 
costs. Increased demand in areas deemed ‘safe’ 
or at lower risk is a likely outcome as natural 
disasters increase in frequency, this will further 
fuel increases in rising property prices.8

Good quality, sustainable housing is also crucial 
in mitigating the eff ects of climate change by 
enhancing resilience and reducing environmental 
impact. This can be achieved though energy-
effi  cient design, using renewable energy sources, 
and materials that reduce our carbon footprint, 
directly contributing to lower greenhouse gas 
emissions. 9 Additionally, sustainable housing 
can better withstand climate-related events, 
protecting residents and reducing long-term 
costs.10

Traditionally, detached houses have dominated 
the Australian housing landscape, particularly 
in suburban areas. This trend has led to urban 
sprawl and challenges related to transport and 
infrastructure. 

A lack of housing diversity means that current 
housing stock is failing to meet the many and 
various needs of the Australian population. 
To address this issue, greater variety must be 
provided not only in terms of dwelling size and 
typology, but also in terms of tenure. Financing 
and development models to meet the needs of 
Australians in terms of aff ordability, lifestyle 
needs and across age cohorts and household 
types. 11

The COVID-19 pandemic exacerbated mental 
health challenges in Australia, with lock downs 
amplifying anxiety and feelings of isolation, 
particularly among those in inadequate or 
insecure housing. A study highlighted that 
people living in overcrowded or poor-quality 
housing reported higher levels of psychological 
distress due to the lack of personal space and 
secure environments.12 Additionally, individuals 
in secure, well-designed housing with access 
to green spaces experienced less severe mental 
health impacts. These fi ndings underscore the 
importance of housing quality and stability in 
mitigating the psychological eff ects of crises like 
the pandemic.13

[INFORMATION]

Contents of fl ooded homes 
lie on the footpath in South 
Lismore. Photograph: David 
Maurice Smith/Oculi/ 
Guardian Australia

[INFORMATION] 
Aerial image of Spring farm, 
NSW - 03/05/22
(Sydney Morning Herald)
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1.2 Report Aims
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This report investigates the role of cohousing 
in addressing housing aff ordability and living 
conditions in Australia. 

The report explores cohousing's potential 
to foster community, sustainability, and 
aff ordability through shared resources, 
participatory decision-making, and 
environmentally conscious design. 

It explores how cohousing, as an alternative 
housing model, can provide solutions to the 
country's housing crisis exacerbated by factors 
such as the COVID-19 pandemic, rising 
interest rates, and climate change-induced 
natural disasters. 

It includes case studies of existing 
cohousing communities to illustrate these 
benefi ts and examines the legal, fi nancial, 
and governance structures that support 
successful cohousing developments.

Cohousing is an alternative housing model 
that can address the challenges previously 
outlined by creating community-based 
living environments which prioritise social 
connections, sustainability, and aff ordability. 

Cohousing is one of the best-known forms 
of collaborative living and has experienced  a 
resurgence in the past decade due to increasing 
housing pressures globally.  

While cohousing communities can vary greatly 
in terms of design typologies and fi nancial and 
governance structures, there are several features 
which cohousing developments typically have 
in common: 

1. Cohousing communities are 
intentional   communities where 
individuals or families come together to 
form a neighbourhood with shared spaces 
and resources, while still maintaining their 
own private living spaces. 

2. Shared Resources: Cohousing 
communities often have shared resources 
like gardens, tools, and equipment that are 
accessible to all residents. 

3. Participatory Decision-Making: 
Cohousing communities typically involve 
all residents in decision-making processes, 
creating a sense of ownership and 
responsibility among all members. 

4. Sustainability: Cohousing 
communities often have a strong 
environmental ethos, underpinned by the 
use of sustainable materials, passive solar 
design and low embodied carbon. 

5. Diversity: Cohousing communities 
often attract people from a variety of 
backgrounds, creating a diverse and 
inclusive community. 

[INFORMATION]

Sketch of Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood, located in West 
Auckland
Image: Architecture Now
https://architecturenow.co.nz/articles/book-review-
cohousing-for-life/

[INFORMATION]

Marmalade Lane Cohousing, located in Cambridge, UK
https://ml.qwirx.com/#gallery
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1.3 What is cohousing?
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[INFORMATION]

Skraplanet Estate, Denmark. (www.microurbania.com)

[INFORMATION]

Some of the team members 
from Vankunsten working 
on their successful entry for 
the cohousing competition 
run by DBI in 1971

https://vandkunsten.com/
en/projects/tinggaarden

The modern cohousing movement was 
established in Denmark in the 1970s as a 
reaction to the bureaucratisation of housing 
under a welfare state 1and a mismatch between a 
growing diversity of household types and homes 
designed for the typical nuclear family.  

The catalyst for the movement was an article 
by Danish Architect Jan Gudmand Hoyer, 
entitled ‘The missing link between Utopia and 
the Dated Single Family House’ published 
in a national newspaper2. The article elicited 
numerous responses from like-minded families 
interested in living in the kind of community 
that Gudmand Hoyer had described. 
Concurrently, Bodil Graae gained publicity for 

her piece ‘Children should have 100 parents’, 
which attracted the attention of fi fty families 
interested in forming a collective based on her 
ideas around communities where the common 
denominator was ‘also for children’. 3

These two groups joined forces in 1968 
and secured two sites located just outside 
of Copenhagen. By 1973, the f irst two 
cohousing communities were created, known 
as ‘Saettedanmen’ and ‘Skraplanet’.   

Although the early cohousing (bofællesskab) 
movement continued to gain traction, it was still 
unable to attract the diverse mix of resident age 
and incomes that the founders had envisioned.4

Cohousing in Australia began to take shape in 
the 1970s, inspired by international movements 
promoting collaborative living. Early adopters 
sought to create intentional communities 
emphasising shared resources, sustainability, and 
social connection.8

The Whitlam government, which came to 
power in 1972, played a signif icant role in 
fostering alternative communities and the 
broader cohousing movement in Australia. 
Gough Whitlam's administration emphasised 
social reform, environmental sustainability, and 
progressive urban planning. This era saw increased 
support for cooperative housing models and 
intentional communities as part of broader eff orts 
to promote aff ordable housing and communal 
living.9

One of the pivotal events in the alternative 
community movement was the Aquarius 
Festival held in Nimbin, New South Wales, 
in 1973. Organised by the Australian Union 
of Students, the festival attracted thousands 
of people interested in alternative lifestyles, 
counter-culture, and communal living. Following 

the festival, many attendees decided to stay in 
Nimbin, forming intentional communities 
focused on sustainable agriculture, communal 
decision-making, and self-suffi  ciency.10

In the 1980s, the cohousing movement began to 
formalise with the establishment of communities 
like Moora Moora in Victoria and Crystal Waters 
in Queensland. By the 1990s, cohousing gained 
more mainstream recognition as an innovative 
solution to urban housing challenges. Projects 
such as Cascade Cohousing in Hobart, Tasmania, 
and WestWyck in Melbourne emerged, blending 
cohousing principles with urban living. 

In recent years, the cohousing movement in 
Australia has seen increased popularity and 
diversif ication. New models have emerged, 
including senior cohousing, intergenerational 
living, and affordable housing cooperatives. 
Notable projects include Murundaka Cohousing 
Community in Heidelberg Heights, Victoria, 
which focuses on affordability and social 
sustainability, and Nightingale Housing in 
Melbourne, which emphasises environmentally 
sustainable and community-focused urban living.

A competition run in 1971 by the Danish 
Building Institute was extremely infl uential 
in terms of cementing what form cohousing 
communities should take. The competition 
called for low rise ‘cluster’ housing, and each of 
the winning designs featured common facilities 
and participatory design.5 

By 1982, 22 cohousing developments has been 
established in Denmark, however fi nancial 
barriers remained. In 1978, Goodman Hoyer 
founded a support association called ‘SAMBO’, 
roughly translated to ‘live together’, while 
in 1981 the government passed national 
legislation in the form of the ‘Cooperative 
Housing Association Law’, which made it 
less expensive to fi nance cohousing.6 Since 
the passing of this bill, most cohousing 
developments in Denmark have been structured 
as limited equity cooperatives fi nanced with 

government-sponsored loans. 

The cohousing movement was introduced to 
North America in the 1980s by two architects, 
Kathryn McCamant and Charles Durrett. 
In 1988 the pair published a book entitled 
‘Cohousing: A contemporary approach to 
housing ourselves’. The fi rst US cohousing 
community was Muir commons, situated in 
Davis, California. There are currently 308 
cohousing communities registered with the 
Cohousing US community directory. 7  

The cohousing movement has since spread 
globally, with communities across Europe 
(known as 'Kollektivhaus' in Sweden and 
'Baugruppen' in Germany), as well as Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand and Japan.  

2. - Historical context

2.1 History of cohousing

2.2 Cohousing in Australia

References: 
1. (Wilkinson, Tom) "Typology: Co-housing", Architectural Review, published 12 September 2023
https://www.architectural-review.com/essays/typology/typology-co-housing
2. Gutzon Larsen, Henrik. "Three phases of Danish cohousing: tenure and the development of an alternative housing form" Housing Studies 
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com/2000/0726/p15s2.html
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[INFORMATION]
An illustrative site design for Muir Commons. The image includes a 
central common house facing a community garden across the interior 
green space (Durrett and McCamant 2011, 137).
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A range of cohousing communities 
across Australia were used as case studies 
to evaluate the potential benef its of 
this housing model as an alternative to 
speculative development.

The research aimed to identify elements 
that enhance resident wellbeing through 
fostering community, sharing resources, 
participatory design, and sustainability.

The study also aimed to explore the 
procurement methods, fi nancial and legal 
structures, and governance models of each 
case study to understand their replicability, 
aff ordability, and broader implications.

Case studies were carefully selected from 
various locations, community sizes, 
fi nancial set-ups, and governance structures 
to off er a well-rounded view of cohousing 
in Australia.

For each case study, detailed desktop 
analysis was conducted on aspects like 
procurement, design features, governance, 
common facilities, sustainability, and 
planning to draw comparisons between 
projects. 

Qualitative research methods, including 
site visits, surveys, and informal interviews, 
were employed to capture residents' 
experiences and assess the success of each 
development. A Qualitative approach  
was chosen to better understand the 
perspectives of those living in cohousing 
communities and gaining insights that may 
not otherwise be apparent. 

Key questions that guided this research 
included:

• What characteristics do cohousing 
developments share in common? 

• How does a community's 
Governance structure determine 
the level of resident participation 
and cohesion?

• How do legal and financial 
structures impact the level of 
control that residents have over a 
development?

• What particular design features 
aid in facilitating community?

• Does the data suggest strategies 
that may improve planning, 
design or policy controls for these 
types of projects? 

• How do fi nancial and governance 
structures impact the aff ordability 
of cohousing developments?

• How can aff ordability be achieved 
through design elements such as the 
incorporation of shared resources?

Data collection involved site visits to each 
case study site to collect primary data; 
including photographs, observations, and 
semi-structured  interviews with residents.  

A survey with 17 questions was 
distributed to each community (via 
electronic noticeboard/letter drop), 
covering demographic data, housing 

choices, mental wellbeing, design features, 
sustainability, community engagement, 
decision-making, governance, and overall 
satisfaction. Although only one out of 
four communities participated, the survey 
still provided valuable insights into the 
successes and challenges perceived by 
Wybalena Grove residents. 

The survey also served as a foundation for 
semi-structured interviews with residents, 
off ering further insight into governance, 
community planning, shared resources, 
and confl ict resolution. 

By comparing the results from both the 
standardised questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews across the case studies, 
the research aimed to identify common 
factors contributing to community success 
and pinpoint elements that may hinder 
resident satisfaction.

There are several limitations to the research 
methodology which must be noted. The 
research model has some limitations, 
including a lower participation rate, 
with only one out of four communities 
contributing to the survey, which may 
aff ect the applicability of the fi ndings. 
The intentional selection of diverse case 
studies introduces a degree of selection 
bias, which could infl uence the results. 
While the qualitative approach is valuable 
for understanding lived experiences, it 
might not fully capture quantitative data. 
Additionally, the study's focus on a limited 
number of case studies may not represent 
the full diversity of cohousing models in 
Australia.

3. -Methodology

Research timeline
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Cook Aranda Co-operative Housing Society development consists of 
105 town houses on a 30 acre site. The site is situated to the south of 
Lyttleton Crescent, Cook. 
To retain environmental values and to maximise on open space houses 
have been clustered into five groups. Two, three and four bedroom 
units are now available for sale in cluster C and B. 

I 

CACHS 
COOK ARANDA CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY 
WYBALENA GROVE, COOK 

ARCHITECTS MICHAEL DYSART & ASSOC. PTY. LTD. 
105 GEORGE ST. SYDNEY PH 241 2157 
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[INFORMATION]

An original sketch by 
Michael Dysart Architects 
included in the original 
marketing material for 
Wybalena Grove

[INFORMATION]

Example of a typical split-
level dwelling, featuring 
clinker bricks, steeply 
pitched roof, and wing walls

Wybalena Grove is a cohousing development 
located in the suburb of Cook, Northwest of 
Canberra’s CBD.  

The development consists of 105 town 
houses arranged in 5 clusters, spread across 
11.5 hectares of natural bushland. The town 
houses vary in size between 60m2 for a one-
bedroom unit to 180m2 for a 5-bedroom 
unit. Most units are grouped into sets of two, 
three, or four units, and staggered to provide 
privacy and unobstructed views.  

Wybalena Grove represents a unique concept 
in Canberra both in terms of its construction 
and residential environment. At the time 
of development, a high priority was placed 
on the preservation of remnant bushland. 
Flood prone land was set aside to become 
the Village Green. The design of roads was 
carefully considered to prioritise pedestrians, 
while also creating a ‘spacious, park-like’ feel. 
This consideration resulted in most units 
having shared parking rather than direct 
vehicle access.  

4.1 -Case Study 01
Wybalena Grove

Cook, ACT, Australia

History / Procurement
Wybalena Grove was founded in 1974 by the 
Cook-Aranda Co-operative Housing Society 
(CACHS), a group of local residents who 
engaged Sydney architect Michael Dysart to 
design the development. The main drivers for 
the development were to reduce costs though 
economy of scale and explore the concept 

of cooperative living while embodying the 
concept that ‘houses should be in harmony 
with the natural surroundings’.  

Unlike many housing schemes at the time, 
which were funded by the National Capital 
Development Commission (NCDC), 
Wybalena Grove is unique in that it was 
privately funded by a collective of individuals 
and designed by a private architect. 

The development was made possible through 
a unique combination of social and legislative 
factors. Preceding the establishment of 
the Cook-Aranda Co-operative Housing 
Society, there were several groups exploring 
alternative living arrangements including 
Unity Housing, Maranatha, and Mala. 

Dysart recalls, ‘There were the elderly, whose 
sense of traditional community was high. 
There were the socially innovative, quickly 
labelled as the trendies, whose ideas centred 
on introverted, tightly knit developments, 
where people lived in each other’s pockets. 
There was a strong group of professional 
pragmatic people, concerned with getting 
on with the job, and there was an evangelical 
group who wanted a little church on the 
hill’.1

A public meeting was held on the 28th of 
March 1974 with the Department of the 
Capital Territory (DCT) after persistent 

lobbying from these co-operative housing 
groups. At this meeting, the DCT 
announced that it would be making sites 
available to interested parties, with the 
aim that it would provide an opportunity 
for people to be involved in the planning, 
development, and ongoing improvement of 
their neighbourhood. It approached each 
of these groups, along with some motivated 
individuals to form an association to apply 
for the lease of a 30-acre site located between 
the suburbs of Cook and Aranda. 

At the time, the development was the largest 
of its kind, costing over $3.5 million. Due to 
its innovative nature, it required legislative 
and policy changes, a new fi nancing 
approach and the resolution of many legal 
and administrative problems.

The development was carried out in two 
stages to facilitate fi nance and memberships, 
with Stage 1 completed in 1977.2

CANBERRA

Lyttleton Crescent
B

indubi St
Bus

Bus



"The people who came in 
at the end were those who 

had no strong aff iliation 
with any self interest 
group. They were the 

ones whose interest was 
in making it work for a 

wide range of people and 
lifestyles’.

- Michael Dysart
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[INFORMATION]

The communal vegetable garden

Diagram representing 'Unit title'

Financial and legal 
structures

Wybalena Grove was the fi rst project in the 
ACT to use a staged ‘release of title’ procedure 
under the Land Titles (Unit Titles) Act 1970. 
This meant that the land was owned and 
developed by the co-operative, and when the 
unit was completed, the individual title was 
offi  cially handed over to the member from the 
co-operative. 

Despite negotiations that CACHS had with 
the NCDC over servicing costs, the group 
was regarded as a ‘developer’ and as such 
required to pay for services to the site, for 
which bridging fi nance was obtained. The 
Department of Taxation also treated CACHS 
as such, levying each unit with a ‘sales’ tax 
even though the group were essentially self-
developing and not purchasing their homes 
from a third party. The group also faced 
challenges in arranging group fi nance, with 
banking institutions insisting that each 
individual obtain their own mortgage fi nance. 

While successful in terms of resident 
participation in the development process and 
facilitation of community, the development 
was considered an economic failure, with the 

group declaring itself bankrupt with 20 units 
unfi nished. The Cook-Aranda Cooperative 
Housing Society was dissolved in 1984, with 
the development essentially transitioning to a 
typical unit-titled development. 

On the project’s completion, key members 
of the group’s leadership refl ected on aspects 
which could have been improved and changed 
the economic outcome of the process. 
This included the fact that the NCDC had 
failed to acknowledge the group’s lack of 
expertise and knowledge in terms of large-
scale construction. Government policy also 
failed to provide any benefi t for low-income 
earners. If the co-operative had been allowed 
to organise group fi nance over individual 
mortgages, the economic outcome may have 
been quite diff erent.

Despite the shift to unit title, the cooperative 
ethos of Wybalena Grove has largely been 
preserved. The design of the development, 
emphasising shared spaces and environmental 
sustainability, continues to foster a strong 
sense of community.

Regular community activities and shared 
responsibilities help maintain the collaborative 
atmosphere originally envisioned by the 
founders.

Executive
committee

Strata
Manager

Common property

Individual lots

Owner’s Corporation

Design features
Characteristic of the ‘Sydney school’ of 
architecture which Dysart subscribed to, 
Wybalena Grove features a restricted material 
palette of earthy coloured clinker bricks and 
cedar cladding, steeply pitched gabled roofs, 
and dwellings nestled into their natural 
bushland setting.  
The dwellings are arranged across the site in 
5 clusters which slope gradually up the site, 
accessed from a main circulation road. Clusters 
A, C, D, and E each share communal parking 
areas, while cluster B features detached carports 
to each dwelling.  Situated centrally on the 
site are the community facilities; including 
tennis courts, communal vegetable gardens, 

children’s playground and pizza oven.  There 
are 12 distinct dwelling types, half of which are 
free standing or attached on one or both sides 
in groups of two or three.   

Most of the dwellings are split-level to 
accommodate the slope of the site, with 
attached dwellings off set from each other with 
separating wing walls in between to provide a 
degree of privacy while facilitating solar access. 
Each dwelling has a north and south courtyard, 
with at least one side designed to face bush 
rather than other dwellings.  

The eff ect of the steeply pitched roofs and wing 
walls give the dwellings a distinctive pyramidal 
form, reminiscent of a ‘citadel town’.  

[INFORMATION]

An original advertisement for Wybalena 
Grove (February 1977)
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/

[INFORMATION]

Floor plans for Type 'A6' and 'A10'

Governance

The rules for the 105 units in Wybalena Grove are mainly outlined in the "Unit Titles (Management) 
Act (UTMA) 2011". This act governs the shared ownership of property and requires set rules for 
owners. All owners are members of an Owners Corporation, which is responsible for the common 
property. Each year, the Owners Corporation elects an Executive Committee to manage and 
maintain the property according to the UTMA, other relevant laws, and the Corporation's own 
rules. A Managing Agent (Strata manager) is employed to handle administrative tasks, and various 
contractors are hired for services like garden maintenance.



Aranda Bushland Nature ReserveAranda Bushland Nature Reserve
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Sustainability

Environmental preservation
A signif icant portion of the 11.5-hectare 
development is preserved as natural bushland, 
maintaining the native ecosystem and biodiversity. 
Wybalena Grove is host to two distinct types 
of remnant native vegetation, Dry sclerophyll 
forest and Grassy woodland. Management of 
these areas aim to conserve their natural values 
and are carried out by grounds contractors as 
well as intermittent working bees organised by 
residents.  Specifi c management actions include 
weed control, replanting,  and reduction of fi re 
hazard where appropriate.

Flood-prone land within the development is 
set aside as the Village Green, which not only 
prevents potential fl ood damage but also provides 
a communal green space for residents.

Wybalena Grove features a community vegetable 
garden as part of its communal facilities. This 
encourages residents to engage in permaculture 
practices and assists in waste reduction of  food 
scraps and plant waste through composting. 

Dwelling design
The original dwellings were designed according to 
passive solar principles, with most featuring north 
facing living areas and glazing. Unfortunately, 
many dwellings still in their original condition 
don't perform particularly well in terms of energy 
effi  ciency due to air leakage and thermal bridging 
from elements such as the double brick wing 
walls (as is the case for many buildings of the 
same era). In many instances, individual residents 
have elected to undergo renovations to improve 
the energy effi  ciency or modernise the layout, 
while also adopting sustainable practices such as 
the installation of solar panels and EV charging. 

[INFORMATION]

The communal vegetable 
garden

[INFORMATION]

The shared pizza oven

[INFORMATION]

Pedestrian paths facilitate 
interaction between neighbours

[INFORMATION]

Wybalena Grove - Site plan
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Legend
1. Community facilities

2. Shared green space

3. Private dwellings and yard

4. Shared car park

5. Pedestrian paths

Unit boundaries and common property

Each unit has an entitlement of its own footprint plus courtyard areas to the north and south. Some 
units also have a ‘unit subsidiary’ for a carport which forms part of the Unit plan.

The land outside of the unit boundaries within the surveyed area of Wybalena Grove is common 
property. This is a shared resource, and the rights and responsibilities are set out in an information 
booklet provided to residents upon joining (buying into) the community.

Shared facilities include an Oval, tennis courts, barbecue area, wood-fi red pizza oven, a communal 
vegetable garden, and children’s playgrounds. 



Demographics
The highest number of respondents were in the 65+ 
age bracket (45%), followed by the 45-54 (25%) and 55-
64 age range (20%). Those in the 35-44 bracket made 
of 10%, while there were no respondents under the age 
of 35.

Duration of occupancy
The majority of respondents have lived at Wybalena 

Grove for over 10 years (65%).

Community choice
The main driver for residents to join the Wybalena 
Grove community was location and proximity to 
services, followed by strong sense of community and 
shared values with others.

Mental Wellbeing
The largest factor contributing to mental wellbeing was 
an improved sense of belonging, followed by reduced 
feelings of isolation. Thirteen percent of respondents 
said that living at Wybalena grove had not aff ected 
their mental wellbeing either way. Four out of nine 
respondents who left comments mentioned that 
being in nature contributed signifi cantly to improved 
mental wellbeing, using words such as gardening, 
wildlife, bushland, landscape,and environment in their 
responses.

Design features
The design features valued the most by residents 
were 'Green spaces and outdoor areas', with common 
areas, privacy considerations, and sustainable and eco-
friendly features each valued equally to a lesser extent. 

In terms of improvements which could be made, 
residents suggested a meeting hall (this was noted in 
the original plans but likely removed due to budgetary 
restrictions).

Are there specifi c activities or aspects of community 
life that positively impact your health?

Sustainability
Seventy-eight percent of respondents answered 
'somewhat important' or 'very important' in relation 
to the importance of sustainability in joining the 
Wybalena community. Residents felt that 'Landscaping 
and permaculture' was the most signifi cant way in 
which the community contributed to sustainability, 
followed by energy effi  ciency and shared resources. 
When asked which sustainability practices they felt 
were most eff ective/impactful, the most commonly 
recorded words were 'community garden', 'green area', 
and 'house'. 

4.1 -Case Study 01
Wybalena Grove- Residents survey

"I tell people we live 
in a nature reserve. 

Being a terrace 
house you would 
hardly know that 

there are 104 other 
units around you"

"To truly have 
neighbours is 

magical. We have 
developed strong 
relationships with 
many members of 
this community"
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[INFORMATION]

An early artist's impression 
of what Narara Ecovillage 
might look like conceptually

Narara Ecovillage is an intergenerational 
residential community located on the Central 
Coast, NSW.  

The community aims to create a demonstration 
village that promotes awareness of our 
interconnectedness with others and the natural 
world, thriving within the Earth's ecological 
limits. It draws on Indigenous wisdom while 
fostering regenerative environmental, social, 
and economic practices.

‘Narara Ecovillage Cooperative’ plan to create 

a community of 300+ people and over 150 
homes over three stages. Stage 1 is currently in 
progress, comprising 42 standard blocks and 18 
town houses. Stage 2 is currently in the planning 
phase, and will consist of approximately 45 lots 
ranging in size from 450 to 700m2.

The 63-hectare site includes an existing dam 
and creek and is surrounded on three sides by 
the Strickland state forest.  

History / Procurement
Narara Ecovillage founder Lyndall Parris was 
inspired to begin researching alternative ways of 
living when two of her friends became widowed 
around the same time, leaving them to raise 
teenagers alone. This led her to wonder if they 
could all live together, in a community where they 
could support each other and age in place.  

In 2004, the Sydney Coastal Ecovillage (SCEV) 
Incorporated Association was set up with a 
website to attract other interested people (being 
close to Sydney and the coast were key criteria). 

In March 2008, the Sydney Coastal Ecovillage 
group, in partnership with a developer, put 
forward a $9.65 million dollar bid to secure the 
site. Unfortunately, 2008 signalled the Global 

Financial crisis, causing the developer to go under 
and Lyndall and her supporters were forced to 
withdraw their tender.  

In 2012, the property came back on the market 
and the group began new negotiations with 
the State government. They put forward a new 
Tender bid of $5 million, however in order to put 
forward a ‘clean bid’ with no conditions placed on 
it, they were required to raise $4 million. 

The Stage 1 DA was submitted in 2013, approved 
2014. Construction commenced in 2018, with 
the fi rst families moving in 2019.  

4.2 -Case Study 02
Narara Ecovillage

Narara, NSW, Australia

NARARA

SYDNEY
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[INFORMATION]

Site section of Narara 
Ecovillage
(Phillip Thalis Architects)

[INFORMATION]

A Queenslander house 
which was transported to 
the Narara Ecovillage site

[INFORMATION]

Town houses completed 
during Stage 1

Members (shareholders)

Board of Directors

Community association

Site

Individual lotsCommon property

Cooperative Corporation

Community Title

Elected by members

Owns

Buy
Buy shares
Vote
Holds proprietary lease

Property titling
Narara Ecovillage utilises a Community title property structure. Under this model, the cooperative owns 
the land and members hold individual unit titles for their properties. This approach allows for private 
ownership of homes while maintaining communal ownership and management of common areas and 
resources.

Community title is similar to Strata title in that it allows for both individual ownership of private property 
and shared ownership of common property. It is typically used for larger developments such as housing 
estates and mixed-use developments and may include a number of property types. While Strata title is 
often limited to a building and its immediate surroundings, within a community titled development 
common property can include roads, parks, recreational facilities, and other shared amenities within the 
community and is managed by the Community association. 

Design features
Narara Ecovillage is sited on 64-hectare site 
bordered on three sides by the Strickland State 
Forest. 12 hectares is zoned for residential 
development, with a further 12 reserved for 
agriculture and commercial gardens. The 
remaining land is dedicated to conservation. 

For the past 100 years, the site was home to the 
Gosford Horticultural Institute, and comprises 
over 50 existing buildings, including greenhouses, 
outbuildings, and workshops. Many of these 
buildings have been repurposed for the Ecovillage, 
providing a member's hall and lounge, as well as a 
triple span greenhouse for food propagation. 

The higher part of the sloped site has been 
zoned for housing and communal facilities, 
while the lower portion of the site is dedicated to 
agricultural uses and partly covered by fl ood plain 
(where swales have been constructed to direct the 
fl ow of water).  

The homes within the Ecovillage are varied in 
terms of form and construction techniques, 
however they each share a strict adherence 
to internal NEV building regulations, which 
promote sustainability and the use of recycled and 
locally sourced materials where possible.  

Financial and legal structure
Narara Ecovillage operates under a co-operative model and has a well-defi ned fi nancial and legal structure. 
The Narara Ecovillage Co-operative Ltd is the main entity, and all members must hold membership in 
this co-operative to own land within the ecovillage. Membership involves an investment of $30,000 and 
ongoing monthly contributions. The co-operative model ensures that all members participate in the work 
of the co-operative, whether through manual tasks, administrative duties, or management roles. Members 
must contribute a minimum of 52 hours a year to assist in these tasks.

The co-operative owns and manages the land, and each member’s investment contributes to the collective 
ownership. Members can either hold individual memberships or joint memberships, and companies 
or trusts can also be members. This structure provides a balance between shared ownership and 
individual responsibilities, ensuring that all members have a stake in the community and its governance

If a member leaves, their share is repurchased by the co-op and their property can be sold to anyone (if they 
buy a share in the co-op).

Sustainability
Sustainable living is a key part of the lifestyle at 
Narara Ecovillage , and is apparent at both a 
macro and micro scale. 

Smartgrid: Through a 1.2 million grant provided 
by the Australian Renewable Energy Agency the 
ecovillage was able to fund a solar smart grid, They 
currently produce 7x more power than they need.  

Water management system: Narara Ecovillage 
obtained a water utility license under the NSW 
Water Industry Competition Act legislation to 
manage their own drinking water, recycled water 
and sewage treatment systems

The development re-purposes over 50 existing 
structures, including two residential dwellings, 
a visitors centre, offi  ces, greenhouses, sheds, 
garages, and workshops. 

All new buildings at the Ecovillage are constructed 
in accordance with stringent sustainability 
standards.

Conservation: Two thirds of the site is zoned as 
conservation forest (E2), and Narara Ecovillage is 
committed to preserving the sites environmental 
heritage and natural ecosystems. 
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[INFORMATION]

Geoff 's house (hempcrete 
construction)

[INFORMATION]

Diagram representing the 
'circle' structure in place at 
Narara Ecovillage

[INFORMATION]

Site diagram

Sustainable homes
All homes in the Ecovillage are reviewed according 
to internal building regulations, in addition to 
being subject to local council regulations. These 
include meeting design benchmarks which are 
then reviewed by a 'Design review' process prior 
to being submitted for development approval.  

The standards encourage residents to build 
small, inexpensive houses designed to provide 

thermal comfort, low water use, and low energy 
consumption. They also seek innovation from 
community members, encouraging the use of 
recycled and locally sourced materials where 
possible.  

Among the designs of completed homes include 
a Hobbit house, an earthship, a hemp house, and 
several tiny houses. Most homes are 7 stars, while 
one achieved a NatHERS rating of 9 stars. In 
comparison, the National average NatHERS star 
rating was 6.4 stars in 2023.  

Governance
Narara Ecovillage operates under a governance 
structure based on sociocracy, which is a system of 
governance that aims to ensure eff ective decision-
making and equitable distribution of power among 
community members. In sociocracy, decision-
making is decentralised, with circles or teams 
formed to focus on specifi c areas such as fi nance, 
infrastructure, or community activities. These 
circles operate autonomously within their domains 
but are connected through a series of linked circles 
that enable information sharing and coordination. 
This structure fosters transparency, inclusivity, and 
collaboration, allowing Narara Ecovillage to govern 
itself in a way that refl ects its values of sustainability, 
cooperation, and community empowerment.

Common facilities
Co-op members have shared ownership of land 
beyond lot boundaries, and the residents have 
aspirations to develop further common facilities 
including cafés, a members lounge, and learning, 
business, and wellness centres. Current shared 
facilities include: 
• Members lounge
• Hall
• Coff ee cart
• The ‘Village heart’ (admin block)
• Camp kitchen and camp ground  
• Paperbark house (visitor facilities)
• Dam, swimming hole (jetty) 
• Village pantry/ food buying group

References: 
Narara Ecovillage. "Narara Ecovillage Offi  cial 
Website." Narara Ecovillage, https://nararaecovillage.
com/.
Collaborative Housing Australia. "Stories: Narara 
Eco Village." Collaborative Housing Australia, 
https://www.collaborativehousing.org.au/stories-
narara-eco-village.
Hill Thalis Architecture + Urban Projects. "Narara 
Ecovillage." Hill Thalis Architecture + Urban 
Projects, https://www.hillthalis.com.au/projects/
narara-ecovillage.

Legend
1. Visitors Centre

2. Community centre 

3. Scribbly Gum Food Forest

4. Workshops and common building 
materials

5. Campground

6. Greenhouses (Triplespan)

CLaN 
(Collaborative 
Living at Narara)
CLaN was set up by a group 
of members who are exploring 
collaborative living models 
within Narara Ecovillage. Several 
shared living arrangements have 
already formed, include separate 
households in separate dwellings 
sharing a single site, to individuals 
who are co-living within a 
single building. Motivations 
for collaborative living include 
reducing housing costs, lowering 
one's carbon foootprint and 
seeking a greater sense of 
community through shared living 
arrangements. 
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[INFORMATION]

Urban Coup's street 
frontage to Hope St

4.3 -Case Study 03
Nightingale Urban Coup

Hope St, Brunswick, VIC, Australia

NIGHTINGALE
URBAN COUP

NIGHTINGALE
VILLAGE

ANSTEY STATION

Hope St

Duckett St

Bulleke-Bek Park

MELBOURNE

Background / Context
Nightingale Village is the most recent iteration 
of the 'Nightingale model'; which builds 
on the success of The Commons (2013) 
and Nightingale 1 (2016), both designed by 
Breathe Architecture. 

The Commons served as the prototype for 
many ideas inherent in the Nightingale model; 
including forgoing car parking in favour of 
car sharing and proximity to public transport, 
and excluding unnecessary add ons such 
as air conditioning, second bathrooms and 
individual laundries. Sustainability is achieved 
through a philosophy of 'reductionism', 
which imbues every decision - from the choice 
of materials to the social impacts of shared 
facilities.  

The Commons represented a shift from 
traditional speculative development by taking 
on a ‘triple-bottom-line’ approach, that is, 
providing housing that is aff ordable, social 
and sustainable. It was originally intended 
as a standalone project that Breathe director 
Jeremy McLeod hoped would ‘encourage 
market change’.  

Nightingale 1 expanded on the success of The 
Commons, leading to the formalisation of  the 
Nightingale model, which in its earliest stages 
was a design-led approach with architects 
investing in sustainable housing for their city 
and their community.  

The model emphasises triple-bottom-line 
principles: social, environmental, and fi nancial 
sustainability, in order to create sustainable, 
community-oriented, and aff ordable housing. 

It eliminates profi t-driven speculation by 
prioritising long-term aff ordability, energy 
effi  ciency, and shared communal spaces. 
Residents are often involved in the design 
process, ensuring that the housing meets their 
needs. The model promotes car-free living, 
with developments typically located near 
public transport and featuring amenities like 
bike storage, communal gardens, and shared 
spaces to foster a strong sense of community.

Nightingale Village, completed in 2022, 
represents the fi nal iteration of the Nightingale 
model in its ‘architect as developer’ form.                                                                                                                                            
Jeremy McLeod himself admits that as 
a not-for-profi t model, Nightingale has 
faced challenges with scaling, particularly 
when asking collaborators to invest with no 
fi nancial return. He admits that despite the 
success of the Nightingale  model in the tenets 
of sustainability and community, it is very 
diffi  cult for private entities to develop social 
and aff ordable housing without government 
support.                                                                                                                                              

Some of the architects involved in past 
projects also agree that although they 
were paid for their architectural services, 
there were hundreds of hours of unpaid 
development work, and they were naive to 
the amount of labour and risk that developers 
take on. Nightingale Housing, after 
becoming a distinct entity in 2016, has now  
transitioned to a more conventional model, 
remaining a not-for-profi t but conducting  
development and architectural work 
separately.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

[INFORMATION]

Diagram of the 'Nightingale model'

History / Procurement
The Nightingale Village development consists 
of six apartment buildings arranged across 
two blocks, located in a former light industrial 
precinct. It benefi ts from close proximity 
to the Upfi eld train line and cycle path. Six 
diff erent award winning architects were 
involved in the scheme.

Nightingale Village embodies the principles of 
the Nightingale model, putting an emphasis 
on social, environmental and fi nancial 
sustainability principles. 

‘Urban Coup’ was founded in 2008 by a 
group of like-minded people with a shared 
interest in forming a cohousing community. 

The group started off  with around 5-6 people 
and quickly grew to around 80. Shortly after 
their inaugural meeting, they developed a 
constitution and several policies to assist in 
guiding decision making, confl ict resolution, 
communication, and joining and leaving the 
group.

In June 2010 ‘Urban Coup’ was registered as 
an incorporated body. 

The group continued to hold regular meetings 
and social events, while also conducting regular 
consultations and visits to other cohousing 
communities and meeting with developers to 
continue their research and develop the best 
strategy forward in establishing a community. 
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Design features
Nightingale Urban Coup is the fi rst vertical 
building of its kind in Australia. During the 
design stage Breathe Architecture took control 
of the external built form, while Architecture 
Architecture were more involved in the 
planning of the internal spaces and apartment 
layouts. The development of the brief was a 
highly collaborative process between Urban 

Coup and Architecture Architecture, and 
involved a series of workshops focused on 
diff erent areas of the building in detail. 

The resulting 8 storey building accommodates 
29 households across a mix of one, two, three 
and four bedroom apartments. The main 
stairwell sits within a central atrium space, 
providing natural light and ventilation to the 
double barrel apartment arrangement. 

Common facilities 
There is a shared basement parking hub, which comprises of bike parking, six private car parks, 
and 14 GoGet parking spaces. The ground fl oor entry comprises of the communal garden and 
workshop, as well as the shared kitchen and dining area, which acts as a central hub for residents. 
Shared meals are hosted in the dining area twice a week, and the space acts as a formal and informal 
gathering space. 

Other communal areas include a party deck and yoga/cinema space on level 5, and the communal 
laundry and veggie garden on the roof level. Some spaces have also been included as cold shells, 
providing fl exible and  adaptable spaces for the community to grow into such as study spaces, a 
teenage hangout, or yoga studio. 

Two commercial tenancies are located adjacent to the Hope St entry, one of which is owned by 
Urban Coup and rented out to reduce Owner's Corporation fees. 

As well as being part of the Urban Coup community, residents belong to the broader Nightingale 
Village community. The Village is activated by Bulleke-bek Park to the north, Duckett St laneway 
in the centre of the development, and Upfi eld shared path to the west. Commercial tenancies on 
Duckett St include a bike shop, cafe, and fl orist, drawing foot traffi  c from across Brunswick and 
further afi eld. 

The core group consisted of a diverse range 
of members from a variety of backgrounds 
and professions, including healthcare 
professionals, teachers, engineers, artists, 
writers and architects. 

The group began searching for sites in 
Melbourne’s inner North and inner West 
but found that they could not compete with 
speculative developers on the open market. 

They soon realised that they would need 
to make some compromises as a group in 
order to secure land by either opting for a 
higher density development or searching for 
land further out of the city, leading to the 
establishment of two separate groups, ‘Near 
and tall’, and ‘Far and wide’. 

The ‘Near and tall’ group partnered with 
Nightingale Housing in 2015 to secure 
land, and design and build their co-designed 
apartment building as part of Nightingale 
Village, in Brunswick. 

Urban Coup is set apart from the rest of 
the buildings in The Village in that it is the 
only building located on Hope St rather 
than Duckett St, and also in that the core 
group of residents was formed prior to the 
design stage. This allowed the residents to 
work collaboratively with architects Breathe 
Architecture and Architecture Architecture 
to ensure that the cohousing principles they 
had envisioned were upheld. 

[INFORMATION]

Diagram of Nightingale 
village

[INFORMATION]

Diagram of communal spaces [INFORMATION]

Typical fl oor plan (level one)

[INFORMATION]

Urban Coup's communal 
dining room. Initiatives 
such as shared meals can save 
residents up to $1000 a year

Governance
Throughout the project, the group used a modifi ed ‘consensus model’, which involved working 
together to ‘come to a decision that everyone can live with’. Two main representatives were chosen 
to distill information to the broader group during hte design phase. They have found that in most 
cases, ‘a process of deep consultation leads to consensus’.

The group is currently in the process of implementing Sociocracy and are currently working with 
‘Sociocracy for all’ to provide training and mentorship to their residents. 
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[INFORMATION]

Atrium and Stairwell

Interiors have been designed 
with low embodied energy 
and low VOC materials
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Sustainability
Nightingale Urban Coup incorporates a host of sustainability features, in line with Nightingale’s 
triple bottom line approach. The development achieves an average 8-star rating under the 
Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS). As an alternative to conventional heating 
systems, the building employs hydronic heating, a highly effi  cient form of heating which uses hot 
water circulated through pipes within the fl oors. The building also utilises a rooftop solar PV system 
and rainwater harvesting to off set its energy and water demands. The complex encourages bike use 
over cars, accommodating 64 resident bike parking spaces and 28 visitor spaces. Urban Coup has 
also been located in close proximity to Anstey train station and there are several bus stops within 
walking distance to encourage the use of active and sustainable modes of transport. There are 
several green spaces throughout the development, allowing for urban agriculture and recreational 
green space. Typical of each Nightingale development, the building also features durable, ethically 
sourced, non-toxic materials and eschews inessential materials in order to prioritise functionality 
over ornament. Urban Coup track their waste and resource recovery through Reground, a social 
enterprise which assists organisations through innovative waste collection and minimisation. 

Financial and legal 
structure
Urban Coup partnered with not-for-profi t 
housing developer Nightingale Housing, 
founded by architect Jeremy Mcleod. It was 
crucial for the group to have a developer that 
was transparent and had a level of trust in 
them as clients. For mainstream developers, 
an unconventional model such as cohousing 
can be considered as a risk, even when presales 
are guaranteed.

Urban coup is set up as an incorporated 
association. As equity was brought in earlier 
in the design process, this enabled Urban coup 
to have a high level of decision-making over 
the project from the beginning in comparison 
to other Nightingale projects or speculative 
developments. 

The cost of apartments at Urban coup is 
comparable to a typical apartment on the 
market. Developer profi ts are capped at 
15%, and this money is then put towards 

sustainability features and increasing 
community space. Similarly to other 
Nightingale projects, there is a covenant on 
the site, meaning that residents can only sell 
their property at the median price for the 
suburb. 

Unlike most speculative development, Urban 
Coup has also been designed to safeguard 
residents from rising energy costs into the 
future; with high energy effi  ciency, shared 
utilities, and Solar PV, saving approximately 
$1000 per household a year. On top of this, 
reduced car ownership could be saving 
residents $6000 a year, with community 
initiatives such as shared meals and a food co-
op saving a further $1000/year.1

As with each of the buildings in Nightingale 
Village, the common facilities for Urban Coup 
are maintained by an Owner's Corporation. 
Residents automatically become a member of 
the Owner's Corporation through purchasing 
an apartment. 



2023 Paul Pholeros Scholarship Report34 35Case studies

[INFORMATION]

Entrance to Cascade Cohousing

History / Procurement

Cascade Cohousing, established in 1991, was 
the fi rst cohousing community established 
in Australia. Founder Ian Higginbottom 
stumbled across the concept when travelling 
in the United States in the early 1980’s, 
during which time there were only a handful 
of cohousing developments there. He came 
across Kathryn McCamant and Charles 
Durret’s book ‘Creating Cohousing’ in the 
window of a Seattle bookstore and was so 
struck with the ideas around community 
building and shared resources that he bought 
several copies to send back to friends in 
Australia. Later in his travels, he stayed with 
a couple in Berkeley who just happened to 
be architects as well as friends of Kathryn 
and Charles. They spent an entire evening 
discussing cohousing and by the end of night 
Ian had a conviction to bring the concept 
over to Australia and start a community of 
his own. He then decided to extend his trip 
to undertake cohousing research in Denmark, 
the birthplace of the modern cohousing 
movement. After visiting several communities 
over there, he was convinced that it was not 
just an interesting theory, but a working 
model for building intentional communities, 
and he began to promote cohousing to anyone 
who would listen.

He initially enlisted a core group of around 
6 friends and as a small group they began 
spreading the idea in the form of a grassroots 
campaign, enlisting the help of ABC talkback 
radio. This led to the establishment of 
Cohousing Tasmania, which later ended 
up splitting into the groups now known 

respectively as ‘Cascade Cohousing’ and 
‘Cohousing Co-Op’. This is not uncommon 
among larger cohousing groups as they 
become more serious about securing a site 
and establishing values and priorities. In this 
case, Cohousing Co-op initially had their 
sights set on a more rural lifestyle and wanted 
to establish themselves as a cooperative. On 
the other hand, the Cascade group preferred 
to be closer into Hobart’s CBD and had the 
capacity to self-fund their development. As it 
happens, both cohousing developments now 
co-exist within several hundred metres of each 
other. 

Ian admits that the way that Cascade 
Cohousing approached the development 
process was somewhat unconventional and 
would not necessarily recommend their 
methods for those taking on the challenge 
of establishing their own community. In 
his words: ‘We were the fi rst generation of 
cohousing in Australia, we didn’t know what 
we were doing’. 1As a group, they lacked the 
experience and professional knowledge of a 
developer, which may have streamlined the 
process in addition to cutting down costs. 

To begin the process of searching for a site, 
the group initially decided on a set of key Site 
criteria; including ‘within half an hour’s bike 
ride of the Hobart CBD’ and located on a bus 
route. As incorporating sustainable principles 
was also a key part of their vision, a site with 
northerly aspect was crucial to design using 
passive solar principles. 

4.4 -Case Study 04
Cascade Cohousing

Hobart, Tasmania, Australia

Financial structure + 
property titling

Despite lacking expertise, the group managed 
to fi nd a site on government-owned land. 
They bought six blocks which had been 
subdivided and sold off  to fund social and 
aff ordable housing, which they then promptly 
amalgamated back into a single block. Ian 
admits that this step could have been avoided 
if they had a direct channel to government/ 
had known about the opportunity prior to 
the blocks being subdivided. 

The group didn’t set up a legal entity, instead 
buying the land as ‘tenants in common’ and 
drafting an agreement with a lawyer. In this 
arrangement, each individual owns a specifi c 
share of the whole property. In this case, 
$1 into the common fund equated to $1 of 
equity. If anyone is unable to pay their share 
when required, the attorney would transfer 
the land out of their name. This ended up 
being a fairly complex arrangement, as each 
time a new member was added, they would 

have to go to the bank and restructure the 
mortgage agreement. As equity was shared 
between the group, they met the requirements 
for an owner- builder loan, which at that time 
required 60% equity. The common ownership 
structure came to an end once the building 
was complete, and property was then Strata 
titled (as stipulated in the original agreement). 
Changing the property titling arrangement 
required a restructuring of shares and 
retrospective fi nancial negotiations, which 
was a challenging process. The property 
boundaries also had to be properly defi ned, as 
these had not been established when members 
bought in. 

The group enlisted the services of an architect 
and landscape designer at the beginning of 
the process, but due to the development 
being entirely self-funded, they were limited 
in terms of budget and took on a lot of the 
work themselves. They were able to comply 
with the majority of council regulations, 
with the only discretionary element being the 
‘common house’, due to the fact that it was 
a community building which necessitated 
separate titling. 

HOBART

CASCADE COHOUSING
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Design features
Cascade cohousing consists of 16 dwellings 
across 14 titles (two of the houses have 
ancillary dwellings). The dwellings are mainly 
concentrated to the south of the site and are 
oriented to the north to take advantage of 
passive solar principles. 

The dwellings are terraced down the slope of 
the site, which has a steep gradient downwards 
to the east and views towards Hobart. 

The dwellings share a cohesive design 
language, most being two-storied, steeply 
pitched gable-roofed dwellings with timber 
cladding, reminiscent of alpine chalets. 
Despite being similar in form and materiality, 
they have individual features refl ective of 
the participatory design process, with most 

residents opting to take on the owner-building 
process themselves or engage separate builders.  
Residents were conscious of reducing the 
ecological impact of the development, 
choosing to mitigate this by opting for 
smaller footprints (the average dwelling size is 
101m2), and using materials and fi nishes that 
would have the least impact biologically. All 
homes have large North facing windows and 
incorporate a high amount of thermal mass, 
with most homes featuring aerated Hebel 
blocks for their insulative quality and ease of 
assembly. 

Steps and interconnected paths connect 
each of the dwellings, in addition to small 
pockets of common gardens, play spaces, 
and the common house. The majority of the 
landscaping was conducted by the residents 
themselves in the early days of the community. 

Sustainability
Cascade Cohousing embraces sustainability 
through various initiatives designed to 
minimise environmental impact and promote 
community well-being. The community 
incorporates passive solar design and 
energy-effi  cient appliances to reduce energy 
consumption, while solar panels provide 
renewable energy. Water conservation is 
achieved through rainwater harvesting and 
water-effi  cient fi xtures. Residents practice 
permaculture and organic gardening, 
enhancing local food production and 

biodiversity. Waste reduction is emphasised 
through recycling and composting programs. 
Additionally, the community encourages 
sustainable transportation options like 
walking, cycling, and public transit, 
fostering a green and socially cohesive living 
environment.

Community and Governance
Cascade cohousing has no formal governance structure, however as a Strata titled development, 
they have a body corporate which plays a role in the administration and management of the 
community. In the early days of Cascade, they experienced a diffi  cult period where unresolved 
issues that had been pushed aside for the sake of the development re-surfaced. This period forced 
a few of the members to undertake personal development and there was a push for ‘consensus 
training’ among the group. Unfortunately, there has been no continuation of this training for 
new members, with spending of common funds one of the more contentious issues within the 
community. This is in contrast to cohousing in the US, now in it’s 3rd generation, where there 
are now specifi c courses and conferences run on diff erent governance models such as sociocracy 
and elements key to community building, such as the design of the ‘common house’. Despite the 
lack of formal governance system, they are a highly organised group and run monthly meetings 
for which residents can volunteer for positions such as facilitator, minute taker etc. Embedded 
in the community culture of Cascade are the optional thrice-weekly dinners. Residents have the 
fl exibility to choose the number of dinners they would like to participate in each week, and this 
in turn determines your voluntary obligations for meal preparation and clean up. The Cascade 
community also enjoys several gatherings throughout the year to celebrate key dates such as Winter 
solstice and Christmas. These gatherings are an opportunity for residents to let their hair down and 
put their diff erences aside. 

The development met the precinct density requirements on average, with the housing concentrated 
to the top of the site, allowing for a greater amount of common space. They also designed the 
houses to work within the height and street-scape guidelines, opting for single dwellings resembling 
a town house development rather than a two-storey apartment complex. 

Some savings were achieved through owner-building, with residents contributing ‘sweat equity’ 
during their free time to establish many of the common areas and landscaping. 

Ian believes that cohousing is undervalued in comparison to a more typical model due to a lack 
of familiarity/ misconceptions around it being ‘alternative’. The benefi ts of cohousing are often 
overlooked when cohousing properties are valued by banks or real estate agents, not taking into 
account the sense of community, support (particularly for retirees or single parents), and the 
common facilities available to residents. 

[INFORMATION]

The site attracts local 
wildlife such as this friendly 
Pademelon

[INFORMATION]

Communal permaculture gardens

[INFORMATION]

Shared kitchen and dining
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Findings summary matrix

    

Community size/ 
number of dwellings

Financial structure / Property 
titling

Governance structure Community
Design features (to facilitate 

community)
Sustainability

CASE STUDY 1
Wybalena grove

105 town houses, located 
within 5 clusters

Originally set up as a Cooperative, now 
under Unit Title (known as Strata title in 
other states)

Body corporate with resident 
nominated Executive committee.
Common spaces managed by strata 
manager. 
Originally stipulated that EC required 
one member per cluster but struggle to 
fi nd volunteers 

- Working bees
- Resident interaction facilitated 
through design

- Shared paths, parking bays, letter boxes
- Houses arranged in clusters
- Common areas: playground, pizza oven, 
tennis court, community garden

- Solar panels to individual dwellings
- Community garden
- Site incorporates large amount of endemic 
bushland + habitat which is protected/managed 
by strata manager
- Some EV charging

CASE STUDY 2
Narara Ecovillage

115 people living on-site, 
ranging from newborn to early 
eighties. 
Stage one has 42 standard lots 
and 18 cluster units.
Stage 2 consists of 43 lots 
ranging in size from 550 to 
900m2.

Total lots: ~103

Cooperative with Community title. Sociocracy - proactive regarding training 
residents, many established groups/circles 
spanning a broad range of interests

- Compulsory service (52 hours a year)
- Shared dinners
- Open days, festivals
- Large amount of families, 
approximately 60 children (though no 
one between ages of 21-35*)

- Common house
- Permaculture gardens
- Shared letterboxes
- Shared parking and EV facilities

- Solar smart grid 
- Water management system
- Sustainable housing guide
- Re-use of existing buildings and infrastructure
- Stringent sustainability standards
- Conservation of natural bushland

CASE STUDY 3
Nightingale Urban 
Coup

Approximately 55 people 
living across 29 households. 
Mix of 1, 2, 3, and 4-bedroom 
apartments

Incorporated association and Unit Trust Sociocracy - working with 'Sociocracy 
for all' to train all residents

- Diverse demographic, refl ecting a 
variety of professional backgrounds and 
ages
- Shared dinners
- Part of broader Nightingale village 
community

- Communal kitchen and dining area
-Chicken coop
- Guest accommodation
- Rooftop
- Future Japanese bath
- multi-purpose rooms

- Designed with passive solar principles
- Double glazing + high levels of insulation
- On-site water collection and re-use systems
- Fully electric
- GoGet car share services and proximity to 
transport services
- Sustainable materials
- Shared facilities and resources

CASE STUDY 4
Cascade Cohousing

16 dwellings across 14 titles 
(two of the houses have 
ancillary dwellings)

'Tenants in common' contractual 
arrangement during construction. 
Transitioned to Strata title post 
construction. 

No formal governance structure - 
however highly organised in accordance 
with own systems (several founding 
members have had consensus training). 
Relatively small size of development 
means that it can be eff ectively managed 
through democratic processes. 

- Shared dinners
- Working bees/ 'sweat equity'
- Contribution to maintenance of 
common facilities is common but not 
enforced
Ageing population - families in begin-
ning, but social dynamic has changed 
(less young families)

- Common house
-Guest accommodation
-Shared kitchen
-Movie room and projector
- Children's room
- Shared permaculture gardens
- Shared green space and seating
-Shared EV charging

- Passive solar design 
- Solar panels 
- Water conservation through rainwater harvesting 
and water-effi  cient fi xtures. 
- Permaculture and organic gardening
- Recycling and composting programs. 
-Encouragement of sustainable transportation 
options like walking, cycling, and public transit
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This report investigates the role of cohousing in addressing 
housing aff ordability and living conditions in Australia. The 
report begins by contextualising Australia’s housing crisis, 
exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic, rising interest rates, 
and frequent natural disasters. 

To explore potential solutions, the report examines cohousing as 
an alternative housing model. Cohousing communities prioritise 
social connections, sustainability, and aff ordability, and typically 
feature shared spaces and resources, participatory decision-
making, and diverse, inclusive environments. The report’s 
methodology includes in-depth case studies of four Australian 
cohousing communities: Wybalena Grove, Narara Ecovillage, 
Nightingale Urban Coup, and Cascade Cohousing. Data was 
collected through site visits, surveys, informal interviews, and 
desktop analysis, focusing on procurement methods, fi nancial 
and legal structures, governance models, and design features.

Financial structure and property titling

How do legal and fi nancial structures impact the level of 
control that residents have over a development?

Financial structure and property titling form a key role in the way 
a community is run, from the level of community involvement, 
to shared responsibilities and resident participation during the 
design process. 

The case studies illustrate how legal and fi nancial structures 
impact the level of control residents have over a development:

Unit Title and Owners Corporation:

In Wybalena Grove, the transition to unit title provided individual 
ownership and greater control over units while maintaining 
collective management through an Owners Corporation. This 
balance allowed residents to manage their properties eff ectively.

Cooperative and Community Title Models: Narara 
Ecovillage’s cooperative model with community title supported 
both shared ownership and individual responsibilities, giving 
residents signifi cant control over their properties and the 
community’s governance and operations.

Incorporated Association and Unit Trust: Nightingale 

Urban Coup’s structure as an incorporated association and unit 
trust allowed residents to be deeply involved in decision-making 
from the start. The partnership with a not-for-profi t developer 
ensured transparency and trust, enhancing resident control over 
development outcomes.

Shared Equity and Strata Title: Cascade Cohousing’s 
initial tenants-in-common arrangement fostered a strong 
sense of collective responsibility, but frequent restructuring 
was challenging. The transition to strata title provided clearer 
individual ownership and enhanced control over individual units 
and common areas.

In conclusion, legal and fi nancial structures that balance shared 
and individual ownership, provide transparent and inclusive 
governance, and support resident participation in decision-
making processes signifi cantly enhance the level of control 
residents have over a cohousing development.

Governance structure

How do legal and fi nancial structures impact the level of
control that residents have over a development?

The governance structures of each cohousing community are 
critical to their functionality and community cohesion. The 
case studies illustrate that a community’s governance structure 
signifi cantly infl uences the level of resident participation and 
cohesion:

Structured Governance Models: Communities like Narara 
Ecovillage and Nightingale Urban Coup with structured 
governance models (sociocracy and modifi ed consensus) 
demonstrate high levels of resident participation and cohesion. 
These models promote inclusivity, transparency, and collective 
decision-making, ensuring that all residents are actively involved 
in governance processes.

Training and Support: Providing training and support 
in governance models, as seen in Narara Ecovillage and 
Nightingale Urban Coup, enhances resident engagement 
and ensures eff ective participation. Training helps residents 
understand their roles and responsibilities, leading to better 
governance outcomes.

Community Activities and Shared Responsibilities: 
Regardless of the formal structure, communities that emphasize 
shared responsibilities and regular community activities, such as 
Wybalena Grove and Cascade Cohousing, foster strong social 
bonds and a sense of collective ownership. These activities play 
a crucial role in maintaining cohesion and participation, even in 
less formally structured environments.

Challenges in Volunteerism: The willingness of residents 
to volunteer for governance roles is critical. Wybalena Grove’s 
challenges in fi nding volunteers for its Executive Committee 
highlight that governance structures must be supported by 
resident engagement to be eff ective.

In conclusion, eff ective governance structures that promote 
inclusivity, training, shared responsibilities, and regular 
community activities are key to enhancing resident participation 

and cohesion in cohousing communities.

Aff ordability

How do fi nancial and governance structures impact the 
aff ordability of cohousing developments?

How can aff ordability be achieved through design elements 
such as the incorporation of shared resources?

Wybalena Grove

Wybalena Grove's original cooperative model aimed to reduce 
costs through collective ownership and shared resources.

The shift to unit title (strata title) allowed for easier fi nancing 
and property transactions, potentially making individual units 
more accessible.

The community design includes shared paths, parking, and 
common areas, which can reduce individual costs for amenities 
and infrastructure.

Narara Ecovillage

The cooperative ownership and community title structure 
support shared ownership and collective investment, spreading 
costs among members.

Requiring members to contribute service hours annually 
integrates community work into the fi nancial model, potentially 
reducing costs for maintenance and operations.

The emphasis on sustainability, such as solar arrays and 
permaculture gardens, helps reduce long-term living costs.

CLaN (Collaborative Living at Narara) aims to make living 
within the community more accessible by allowing for shared 

living arrangements to lower costs and encourage diversity. 

Nightingale Urban Coup

Not-for-Profi t Developer: Partnering with Nightingale 
Housing ensures capped developer profi ts and resale price 
covenants, maintaining aff ordability over time.

Energy Effi  ciency: High energy effi  ciency and shared utilities 
reduce ongoing living costs for residents.

Shared Resources and Spaces: Communal spaces and 
resources, such as shared kitchens and laundry facilities, help 
reduce individual living expenses.

Cascade cohousing

Self-Funded Development: The self-funded nature of Cascade 
Cohousing allowed for control over costs, although it required 
signifi cant initial investment and eff ort from residents.

Shared Resources and Sweat Equity: Contributions of sweat 
equity and shared resources helped reduce construction and 
maintenance costs.

Sustainability Practices: Emphasis on sustainability practices, 
such as passive solar design and permaculture, helps lower long-
term living costs.

Financial and governance structures play a crucial role in the 
aff ordability of cohousing developments by determining how 
costs are distributed and managed. Cooperative ownership and 
community titles spread expenses among members, while service 
hour contributions can lower maintenance and operational costs. 
Not-for-profi t models with capped developer profi ts and resale 
price covenants maintain long-term aff ordability. Additionally, 
the design elements of shared resources and communal spaces 
reduce individual expenses for amenities, infrastructure, 
and utilities, further enhancing aff ordability. Incorporating 
sustainability practices also helps lower long-term living costs, 
contributing to the overall economic accessibility of cohousing 
communities.

5.0 -Findings
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Community

What particular design features aid in facilitating 
community? 
How do Cohousing developments contribute to community 
and wellbeing in contrast to speculative development?

Shared Spaces and Facilities

Design and Layout: Cohousing communities, such as 
Wybalena Grove and Narara Ecovillage, are intentionally 
designed with shared spaces like common houses, community 
gardens, and shared pathways. This physical layout encourages 
frequent interactions among residents, fostering a strong sense 
of community.

In contrast, speculative developments often prioritise maximising 
individual unit sales and may lack shared communal spaces, 
leading to less interaction among residents.

Participatory Decision-Making

Governance Models: Cohousing communities like Narara 
Ecovillage and Nightingale Urban Coup use inclusive governance 
models such as sociocracy and consensus decision-making. This 
involvement in decision-making processes empowers residents, 
giving them a sense of ownership and responsibility for their 
community.

Speculative developments are typically managed by developers 
or external property management companies, with limited 
input from residents, reducing their sense of involvement and 
ownership.

Social Activities and Networks

Community Events: Cohousing communities often organize 
regular social activities, such as shared meals, gardening days, and 
communal projects. 

For example, Cascade Cohousing hosts community dinners 
and gatherings, which strengthen social bonds. While some 
speculative developments may off er amenities like gyms or pools, 

they often lack organised community events, leading to a more 
fragmented social environment.

Long-Term Commitment

Resident Stability: Cohousing often attracts residents who 
are committed to the long-term success of the community. This 
stability helps build deeper relationships and a stronger sense of 
community.

Speculative developments may have higher turnover rates as 
properties are often bought and sold for investment purposes, 
leading to a more transient population and weaker community 
ties.

Environmental and Social Values

Shared Values: Cohousing communities often share common 
values related to sustainability, cooperation, and mutual support. 
For instance, Narara Ecovillage emphasises permaculture 
and renewable energy, aligning residents around shared 
environmental goals.

Speculative developments may not have a unifying set of values 
or goals, as they are primarily driven by market demand and 
individual investment returns.

Supportive Networks

Mutual Support: Cohousing residents often develop 
supportive networks, providing help with childcare, elder care, 
and other community needs. This mutual support enhances 
residents' quality of life and sense of belonging.

In speculative developments, residents may be more isolated 
and less likely to rely on or off er support to their neighbours, 
reducing the overall sense of community.

5.0 -Findings
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Narara Ecovillage has been designed to 
facilitate community
https://nararaecovillage.com/
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Recommendations to Improve 

Aff ordability and Ease of Procurement for 

Cohousing Developments

1. Incentivise Cohousing Models:

Financial Incentives: Provide fi nancial incentives such 
as grants, low-interest loans, or tax credits specifi cally for 
cohousing projects. This can help reduce the initial capital 
investment required and make cohousing more accessible to a 
broader range of people.

Subsidies for Land Acquisition: Implement subsidies or 
provide discounted public land for cohousing developments to 
reduce the overall cost of the project.

2. Facilitate Access to Finance: 

Specialised Financing Products: Encourage the development 
of specialised fi nancing products by fi nancial institutions 
that cater to the unique structure of cohousing. This includes 
cooperative loans, shared equity schemes, and construction 
loans tailored for multiple owners.

Government-Backed Loans: Introduce government-backed 
loan schemes that reduce the risk for lenders and make it easier 
for cohousing groups to secure fi nancing.

3. Streamline Planning and Approval Processes:

Expedited Approvals: Create expedited approval processes 
for cohousing projects that meet specifi c criteria related to 
sustainability, aff ordability, and community benefi t. This can 
reduce the time and administrative burden involved in getting 
projects off  the ground.

Flexible Zoning Regulations: Amend zoning regulations to 
be more fl exible in allowing for higher density and mixed-use 
developments, which are often integral to successful cohousing 
projects.

4. Supportive Legal Framework:

Standardised Legal Structures: Develop and promote 
standardised legal structures and documentation for cohousing 
developments. This can reduce legal complexity and costs for 
groups looking to establish cohousing communities.

Cooperative Ownership Models: Encourage cooperative 
ownership models through legal recognition and support, 
making it easier for groups to adopt these structures.

5. Promote Awareness and Education:

Public Awareness Campaigns: Launch public awareness 
campaigns to educate the community about the benefi ts of 
cohousing, including its social, economic, and environmental 
advantages.

Training and Resources: Provide training programs and 
resources for individuals and groups interested in developing 
cohousing projects. This can include workshops, online 
resources, and advisory services.

6. Integrate Cohousing into Housing Strategies:

National Housing Strategy: Integrate cohousing as a key 
component of the national housing strategy. Recognise 
cohousing as a viable option for increasing aff ordable housing 
supply and promoting community cohesion.

Local Government Policies: Encourage local governments to 
incorporate cohousing into their housing policies and strategies. 
This includes setting targets for cohousing developments and 
providing local support and incentives.

7. Encourage Public-Private Partnerships:

Collaborative Projects: Foster partnerships between 
government, private developers, and non-profi t organisations 
to develop cohousing projects. These partnerships can leverage 
diff erent strengths and resources to create successful cohousing 
communities.

Pilot Programs: Implement pilot programs that demonstrate 
the feasibility and benefi ts of cohousing. Successful pilot 
projects can serve as models for wider adoption.

8. Ensure Long-Term Aff ordability:

Aff ordability Covenants: Require aff ordability covenants on 
cohousing developments to ensure that they remain aff ordable 
in the long term. This can prevent speculative increases in 
property values that can price out future residents.

Community Land Trusts: Support the establishment of 
community land trusts that hold land in perpetuity for the 
benefi t of the community, ensuring long-term aff ordability and 
preventing land speculation.

By implementing these recommendations, Australia can 
enhance the aff ordability and feasibility of cohousing 
developments, contributing to a more diverse, inclusive, and 
sustainable housing landscape.

[INFORMATION]

Partnering with Nightingale Housing ensures capped developer 
profi ts and resale price covenants at Nightingale Urban Coup
https://architecturearchitecture.com.au/projects/urban-coup
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Intentional community: An intentional community is a planned residential community designed 
to foster a high degree of social cohesion and teamwork. Its members typically share common 
values, goals, or lifestyles and make a deliberate eff ort to live together in ways that refl ect these shared 
principles.

Common house: In the context of cohousing, a common house is a shared building that serves as a 
communal space for residents. It is designed to foster community interaction and provide amenities 
that individual homes might not have.

Community tax: As coined by architect Charles, Durrett, the 'community tax' describes the small 
inconveniences that every individual puts up with to enjoy the benefi ts of living in a high-functioning 
community. I.e. the occasional price one must pay to enjoy common dinners every week, share a car, 
or live within a beautifully landscaped environment.

Housing stress: Housing stress refers to a situation where a household spends a signifi cant portion 
of its income on housing costs, leaving little money for other essential needs such as food, clothing, 
healthcare, and transportation. Housing stress is typically defi ned as being when a household is paying 
more than 30% of its income on housing costs (rent or mortgage repayments).

Suburban sprawl: Suburban sprawl refers to the uncontrolled, expansive spread of suburban 
development into rural or undeveloped areas surrounding a city. It is characterised by low-density 
residential housing, single-use zoning, and heavy reliance on automobiles for transportation.

Deliberative development: Deliberative development is an approach to urban planning that 
involves inclusive and participatory decision-making processes, engaging a wide range of stakeholders 
to ensure development outcomes refl ect the community's needs, values, and preferences. It 
emphasises transparency, accountability, and social equity, promoting collaborative decision-making 
to create more sustainable and equitable urban environments.

Inclusionary zoning: Inclusionary zoning is a policy that requires or incentivises developers to 
include a certain percentage of aff ordable housing units within new or rehabilitated residential 
projects. The goal is to create mixed-income communities, increase the availability of aff ordable 
housing, and promote social and economic integration.

Sweat equity: Sweat equity refers to the non-monetary investment that individuals contribute to 
a project through their labour, eff ort, and time. It is often used in the context of business start-ups 
or real estate, where individuals invest their own work to increase the value of a business or property, 
earning an ownership stake or other fi nancial benefi ts in return.

Participatory decision making: Participatory decision-making is a process where all members of a 
group or community actively engage in the decision-making process. This approach ensures that the 
perspectives, ideas, and concerns of everyone involved are considered, fostering a sense of ownership 
and commitment to the decisions made.

Sociocracy: Sociocracy is a governance system emphasising equality, consent-based decision-making, 
and decentralised structures. It uses circles for decision-making, where decisions are made by consent, 
not majority vote. Roles are elected by consent, and transparency and feedback are key. It’s used in 
organisations valuing collaboration, aiming for more democratic, effi  cient governance.

Consensus decision-making: Consensus decision-making is a group decision-making process 
where all group members collaborate to reach a decision everyone can support or accept. Unlike 
majority voting, consensus seeks to address objections and fi nd solutions that consider everyone's 
input. It emphasises inclusivity, cooperation, and ensuring decisions are mutually agreeable, fostering 
unity and collective ownership.

Collaborative housing: Collaborative housing is an umbrella term that encompasses a variety of 
diff erent housing models which prioritise community building and shared resources. They often 
involve a strong emphasis on sustainability, and participatory design. Diff erent forms of collaborative 
housing include cohousing, cooperative housing, co-living, and building groups (Baugruppen). x
These models can also be combined, for example a cohousing community may use a cooperative as its 
legal entity and a building group for its development process. 
It has gained traction as a movement in Australia in recent years as it provides an alternative to 
conventional, multi-unit development.

Cohousing: Cohousing is one of the best-known models of collaborative housing. Since gaining 
popularity in northern Europe in the 1960s, cohousing has spread across Europe and North America, 
with a small number of projects also in Australia. Cohousing developments typically aim to create a 
sense of community and social belonging through a design that emphasises shared space and social 
interaction, and strong consensus processes around community governance.

Cooperative housing: Focused on the rental market, cooperative housing is a popular governance 
model for housing around the world. In Scandinavia, as much as 30 per cent of housing is cooperative 
housing, and in Australia there are already more than 8,000 people living in this type of housing. 
Cooperative housing providers use the cooperative law structure and apply it to housing; residents 
join the cooperative as members and rent from it. It is one of the best models for providing aff ordable, 
secure rental housing in a collaborative way, often for students and other lower-income groups.

Co-living: Co-living has been described as a 21st-century version of dormitory living for adults 
that helps to address urban housing aff ordability, while reducing resource use and supporting social 
connection. Typically developed under new-generation boarding house provisions, co-living provides 
rental accommodation in buildings that also include signifi cant communal spaces. Some properties 
employ a dedicated community manager to help the community to thrive.

Building groups (Baugruppen): Building groups involve a collective of prospective owner-
occupiers coming together to co-create a development. They provide input to the design and may 
also get involved in putting together fi nance and overseeing development approval and construction. 
There are a number of ways this might occur, ranging from groups of friends coming together 
to develop, to strangers being brought together by an architect or development manager who is 
facilitating a development.

Tenure: Tenure refers to the legal arrangement or status under which property or real estate is held or 
occupied. It defi nes the conditions, rights, and obligations of the occupants or owners of the property. 
Strata title, Community title, and Cooperative are all common forms of tenure in Australia. 

Ecovillage: An ecovillage is an intentional, traditional or urban community that is consciously 
designed through locally owned participatory processes in all four dimensions of sustainability (social, 
culture, ecology and economy) to regenerate social and natural environments.

8.0 -Glossary
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For further information about cohousing and this research journey please follow 
@co.habitate on Instagram. 

For further information about the Paul Pholeros foundation visit: 
https://www.ppfoundation.com.au/




