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- How the cohousing model of community-focused living might be
adapted to the much smaller scale of the single allotment in order to
support collaborative infill housing for people wishing to age within
their community;
- How such a universal design approach for older residents might
support a new general infill model suitable to every age and lifestage;

Executive
Summary

Cohousing for Ageing Well

The Cohousing for Ageing Well project addresses:

- How such infill housing might retain and reuse existing housing
stock in older suburbs in order to strike a balance between the
necessity to provide new and more diverse housing and the desire to
retain and enhance local character as the suburbs change; and
- What policy mechanisms might be necessary to enable such a
model, if it is deemed desirable.
To inform the project, a codesign workshop was held with older
residents of the four council areas, with general support and
encouragement received for the model.
During the project a submission was made by the project team as
part of the public consultation process for the South Australian
State Government’s draft state-wide Planning and Design Code,
advocating that the model be incorporated as a new form of permitted
development defined as ‘Cohousing Accommodation’.
This Design Report presents four detailed Cohousing for Ageing Well
(CHAW) design projects that explore and explain what a small scale
cohousing model might offer in established suburbs. It concludes with
recommendations for the steps to be taken in order to progress the
concept.
The four design schemes demonstrate new infill possibilities across
four allotment types typically seen in older Adelaide suburbs. Rather
than setting a minimum allotment size on which the model might
operate, the work instead explores different site options that test
degrees of sharing indoor and outdoor space.
The sites are defined simply as Small, Medium, Large and Extra
Large. Based on real allotments, they are anonymised in order to
demonstrate deployability of the housing concept across different
suburbs. Together they demonstrate that a whole-of-site design
approach can realise infill housing opportunities that a purely GIS or
numeric site measurement system cannot.
Where the four design schemes illustrate bespoke approaches to infill
cohousing for the sites, broader design tactics that are embedded in
the projects are discussed as discrete elements that can be included
in a project to increase amenity and liveability.
The report concludes with recommended next steps, which include
the authoring of new infill policy in support of the housing model and
an accompanying design guide. Designed in the first instance for
older residents in the inner suburbs of Adelaide, the aim of the work
is to be broadly applicable to general infill housing in other suburbs
and in other cities, under the assumption that good housing for older
members of our communities is good housing for all.
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South Australia’s strategic vision for
Ageing Well is to be “a healthy, connected,
equitable and sustainable community,
which takes a whole of life approach that
fosters many years of living well . . .”
The State has three strategic priorities to
make this happen:

1. Home & Community

Homes and communities enable
flexibility and choice, and support us to
live how we choose, no matter our age,
needs, wants and desires.

2. Meaningful Connections

A future where everyone has the
opportunity, support and encouragement
to maintain and develop meaningful
connections.

3. Navigating Change

A future where we all have the
capabilities and supports for remaining
active participants throughout all life’s
transitions.
South Australia’s Plan for Ageing Well 2020-2025

Cohousing for Ageing Well seeks to
contribute to the realisation of this vision.

Part 1:
A background to
ageing well together
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87.3 years
84.6 years
71%
67%

Australian male life expectancy
of 75+ South Australian females
report being in good health
of 75+ South Australian males
report being in good health

24%

of South Australians are aged 60+

74%

of 50+ South Australians live in the
metropolitan area

95%

of 65+ South Australians live
independently in the community

73%

of 65+ Australians are homeowners

15%
33%

of 50+ South Australians live alone

data source:
South Australian Department for
Health and Wellbeing (2020). South
Australia’s Plan for Ageing Well 20202025. Adelaide, Government of South
Australia.
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Australian female life expectancy

of 80+ South Australians live alone

A Housing
Challenge

For residents wishing to downsize to something smaller within the
neighbourhood and community with which they are familiar, there can
be little choice or opportunity. The same can be true for people of any
age who seek to enter a suburb through the purchase or rental of a
smaller and more affordable property. Even as the suburbs continue
to change through urban densification, they often do so with a like-forlike replacement: a three bedroom family home might be demolished
in order to provide two new dwellings, but these replacement
dwellings will often offer the same three bedroom accommodation
as their predecessor. The city gains the additional housing it needs to
support population growth and longer life expectancies, but does not
gain the housing diversity required of the changing demographic.

Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

South Australia is an ageing community. Its older residents are
diverse and do not form a single homogeneous group.1 They largely
enjoy good health and make up a significant proportion of the State’s
population. The vast majority of older people are fortunate to live
independently in the community, and most do so in their own home
in the greater metropolitan area of Adelaide. Older people often wish
to stay in their own home and within their community, however as the
State’s residents age, many of them do so alone.2

Complicating and often clouding this diversity issue is the fact that the
new infill housing that drives the densification of cities like Adelaide
is often decried as character-breaking. In the efforts to rebuild the
suburbs at a greater density, site coverage, building mass and car
parking have all increased, leading to an increase in hard roof- and
ground-scapes and a loss of mature landscape and tree canopies.
This risks the creation of an urban heat island effect and erodes the
low scale, low density and heavily landscaped nature of older suburbs.
An urban planning counterpoint is to quarantine certain suburbs
against densification, thereby encouraging knock-down-rebuild infill
housing in those suburbs deemed to be less negatively affected by the
loss of character and amenity. However, it can be argued that such a
quarantining of certain suburbs from infill is shortsighted:
- it risks gentrifying entire neighbourhoods, thereby locking many new
residents out;
- by failing to allow smaller allotments and houses, it risks locking
existing residents into their large homes when they feel this is no
longer the right fit for them; and
- it fails to recognise that established suburbs see perpetual change
regardless, as existing houses are altered and extended, even as the
average number of occupants per dwelling decreases.
An alternative form of infill housing exists that sees the pattern of
existing suburban alterations and additions used to create not just
bigger single homes, but smaller multiple homes on the one site;
in essence, building the same amount of material but in a different
disposition. The outcome is 2- and 3-for-1 intensification that
renovates and extends the existing house into multiple dwellings and
reconfigures the garden to be a single high-quality shared landscape
as opposed to small private courtyards.3 The efficacy of this approach
is tested in this project for four local Councils that each face the
pressures of infill. The imagined audience is residents wishing to agein-community with family, with friends or with like-minded others.

1. The Australian Centre for Social
Innovation (2018). Future Directions to
Support Ageing Well. Adelaide, TACSI,
pp 22-24.
2. ibid., pp 4-15.
3. Madigan, D. (2016). Alternative
Infill: a design study of housing
intensification, adaptation and choice
in the established suburbs of Adelaide.
Doctor of Philosophy Thesis, Monash
University.
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What is
‘ageing
well’?

In this project, the people we are hoping to help ‘age well’ are not
defined by their age, but by their ambitions.
They are those who wish to age-in-place in familiar surroundings
and with increased confidence and wellbeing. They are those who
wish to live independently for as long as they can and to do so in
connection with others. These others might be relatives, friends, or
new connections who are coming together with a shared set of goals
for the type of housing to which they would like to transition.
As such, the imagined proponents of these housing propositions
might be a group of hitherto strangers - singles or couples - who
redevelop an allotment together in order to create independent
dwellings that enjoy the spatial and personal benefits that some form
of sharing can deliver. They might be a community housing provider
creating a new model of lifetime rental properties that sit alongside
their traditional portfolio. They could be a family who decide to adapt
their existing home and garden to preemptively create the final home
for the oldest members and a first home for the youngest.
Thought of in this way, the concept of cohousing for ageing well has
a common thread: the desire for a suburban housing model that sits
alongside existing single family homes but with a downsized footprint
and in a more socially connected manner. Such a model works to
achieve the ‘independence, integration and innovation’ crucial to
creating age-appropriate housing, while strategically avoiding any
planning, aesthetic or organisational manoeuvres that can otherwise
render housing for older people as institutional.4

4. Cameron, C. ‘Housing for an
ageing population’, in Levitt, D. and J.
McCafferty (2018). The Housing Design
Handbook: A Guide to Good Practice,
2nd Edition. London; New York,
Routledge, p 82-85.
5. When Bridge et al surveyed lower
income older Australian residents,
asking them to comment on their
attitudes to sharing, only 27% felt that
it was important to share with those
of similar religious, gender or other
characteristics. Bridge, C., L. Davy, B.
Judd, P. Flatau, A. Morris and P. Phibbs
(2011). Age-specific Housing and Care
for Low to Moderate Income Older
People. Melbourne, AHURI Final Report
No. 174, Australian Housing and Urban
Research Institute Limited, p 44.
6. Park, J. and J. Porteus (2018). Agefriendly Housing: Future Design for
Older People. London, RIBA Publishing,
p 114.
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While home modifications for elements such as grab rails and stepfree doorways are often the focus of housing considerations for older
people, they are assumed as givens in this project. The advantage of
moving beyond modifications towards a model that encompasses a
broader housing strategy, is that housing designed for ‘ageing well’
can be considered more directly as housing for living well. Designing
with older residents at the forefront of the imagined occupant group
results in housing that can be appropriate for anyone of any age who
wishes to live in a smaller suburban house in a garden setting.
Perhaps more challenging, though, is the concept of sharing living
arrangements with others. Two factors are key here. The first is that
the cohousing model put forward in this project is for those who
proactively decide to share and have control of their living choices,
meaning they are predisposed to wanting to share. The second is that
many people are not only happy to share, but to do so with others who
are not necessarily the same as themselves.5
Co-living arrangements seem particularly likely to gain popularity.
Multigenerational living in purpose-built housing with distinct,
but connected, domains would be ideal for some extended
families. Choosing to live with friends is also beginning to feel a
very natural instinct later in life - for single people and couples.
Today’s young people have to wait longer for a home of their own
and many, perhaps even most, will have house-shared . . .
- Julia Park and Jeremy Porteus 6

What is
‘cohousing’?

Often mistaken for a commune, cohousing is increasingly becoming
a mainstream housing form. In 2016 the UK Government established
The Community Housing Fund aimed at creating a national network of
technical, regulatory and financial services to support those wishing to
undertake a cohousing development.8

Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

Cohousing is by no means a new concept. The first development
was undertaken in 1972 by 27 families outside Copenhagen. Kathryn
McCamant and Charles Durrett, architects who introduced the
concept of cohousing to the United States in the 1990s, describe it as
a contemporary approach to a new idea. They explain it as a logical
extension to the traditional notion of the village, noting that where a
village develops organically over time along with a set of social rules,
cohousing develops strategically and deliberately, defining its rules
through consensus.7

Usually consisting of between 20 to 30 homes arranged across a
large site of often agglomerated allotments, cohousing developments
usually work off a common structure:
- the houses are privately owned, with residents owning a share of
common areas, as per a unit development;
- houses are self-contained, with their own kitchen, dining space,
living space and bedroom(s);
- houses often have a front porch or some form of outward-facing
design to encourage engagement among residents;
- a common house provides a large kitchen, dining area and a
living space(s) for residents to share a meal when they choose, to
undertake hobbies, to socialise and to have meetings;
- a common laundry and drying areas can be included, freeing space
in the individual houses;
- a guest room in the common house can be booked by residents for
when family, friends or a carer come to stay, further freeing space in
the individual houses;
- shared amenities such as a swimming pool and barbecues can be
incorporated;
- car parking is consolidated such that residents must walk through
the facility and past residences, further encouraging interaction
and providing passive surveillance as a check on the welfare of
neighbours.
Importantly, cohousing developments are designed with the residents
rather than for them. Designed to create a neighbourhood within the
neighbourhood, the system functions well for families as much as
it does when designed specifically for older people, where there is
a particularly good fit between the ambitions of cohousing and the
needs for older residents to stay connected as they age.9
The four design propositions of this Cohousing for Ageing Well project
display a range of sharing, but on a vastly reduced scale. Ranging
from a full common-house model down to simply sharing the garden,
cohousing in this model takes the form of what might be described as
cohousing ‘lite’.10

7. McCamant, K. and C. Durrett
(2011). Creating Cohousing: Building
Sustainable Communities. Gabriola
Island, British Columbia, New Society
Publishers.
8. Levitt, D. and J. McCafferty (2018).
The Housing Design Handbook: A Guide
to Good Practice, 2nd Edition. London;
New York, Routledge, pp 301-303.
9. Durrett, C. (2009). The Senior
Cohousing Handbook: A Community
Approach to Independent Living, 2nd ed.
Gabriola Island, British Columbia, New
Society Publishers.
10. ‘Cohousing lite’ is a concept
described by Park et al, whereby some
of the key concepts and advantages of
traditional cohousing developments are
integrated into an otherwise normative
residential development. Park, A., F.
Ziegler and S. Wigglesworth (2016).
Designing With Downsizers: The Next
Generation of ‘Downsizer Homes’ for
an Active Third Age. Sheffield, England,
University of Sheffield.
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The
Codesign
Workshop

Rather than confirming a hypothesis, the workshop sought the ‘lived
experiences’ of participants, regardless of their level of interest in
living in a cohousing development themselves. As such, residents
were tasked with individually identifying the degrees of sharing they
could imagine living with, and those that would be barriers or outright
‘deal breakers’. This enabled those who were very open to shared
living and those who were not to share their knowledge of how the
cohousing model could be made to work. Importantly, the workshop
was designed such that every participant was able to record their own
experiences and their individual responses. This enabled information
to be gathered from all participants equally, thereby avoiding the
feedback being dominated or skewed by the most vocal participants.

Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

Informing the project with the wants and needs of older people
has been important for this project and was achieved by running
a codesign workshop in its early stages. Two draft designs were
prepared to illustrate to residents how a cohousing model might be
created for the Small and Extra large sites. These were presented to
residents of the four councils at the workshop, which was facilitated
by the City of Unley and designed for the project and run by Dr Aaron
Davis from UniSA’s Match Studio.

The workshop began with a presentation of preliminary designs
for the Small and Extra Large sites, to show how a cohousing
development on a single allotment might function and be arranged,
and to demonstrate that the model required a potentially substantial
downsizing from the type of dwelling in which the participants might
currently be living. Designed in two parts, participants were first
tasked with working through a spatial budgeting exercise.
The typical elements of a house (large bedroom, small bedroom,
laundry, kitchen, etc) and its garden (large shed, small shed, small
garden, large garden, etc) were provided as cutout blocks, all to scale.
A base sheet at the same scale, allowing 50m2 for a private dwelling,
20m2 for private outdoor space and 50m2 for shared indoor facilities,
was provided for residents to fill with their cutout functions. These
budgeted sizes were determined from the two preliminary designs,
which suggested that a backyard dwelling of around 50m2 and a
common house of 50-70m2 was a good balance when attempting
to maximise the number of additional houses created while still
maintaining a garden setting compatible with the existing conditions.
Going over these spatial budgets was not permitted. With more choice
in the functional cutouts than space allowed for their allocation, the
exercise challenged participants to prioritise their inclusions and
exclusions, as they imagined downsizing to a much smaller dwelling
footprint. Furthermore, the exercise enabled participants to consider
which elements they felt they could forego in their private dwellings by
locating them in the shared facilities.
In the second exercise, split into three worksheets, participants
reflected on and described the elements of a common house they
would be happy to share and not share (and the reasons why), the
people they would be happy or unhappy to share with, and the things
that would help them feel more comfortable about sharing facilities.

facing page:
the spatial budgeting exercise in
the Codesign Workshop, which
was attended by residents who
responded to open invitations
issued by each of the four Councils
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What we
heard

The methodology of the Codesign Workshop provided the opportunity
for individuals to provide honest feedback on the concept of a smallscale cohousing model for the established suburbs, based on their
lived experience. It allowed them to highlight potential problems and
opportunities in the model and to provide the project team with the
insight that it otherwise lacked. We heard that:
- People are generally open to the principles of cohousing and can
see the benefits when they are explained to them.
- Residents strongly support a contextualised infill model that retains
existing character housing and greenspace.
- The perceived benefits of sensitive infill extend beyond housing for
older people, to housing for multi-generations of the same family
as well as multiple generations of non-related people. Participants
could see the social and financial benefits of creating an additional
dwelling for renting to a younger person, couple or small family.
- A cohousing model can be difficult to envisage, particularly when
certain aspects might resemble existing retirement villages or socalled ‘granny flats’ or accessory dwelling units (ADUs).11
- A governance system is desirable. Beyond the scope of traditional
body corporate rules that cover general building maintenance
and operational issues, a residents’ charter that covers agreed
behaviours and grievance procedures was considered important.
- A good social mix of residents is key, however not everyone wants
to share with people who are similar to themselves. Some people
like the idea of sharing with others who are different to themselves,
with a cohousing model potentially providing the opportunity to
broaden their connections and experiences.
- Some people would only consider sharing with immediate or
extended family while others never want to share with family.
- Depending on the individual and their lived experiences, shared
facilities such as laundries (and even sharing the same washing
machine) can be anything from a non-issue to a deal-breaker.
- Storage is important, and overflow seasonal storage in something
like a small garden shed becomes increasingly important as the
dwelling footprint reduces.

11. The term ‘granny flat’ is used as a
comparison reference here only due to
its general use within the community.
It is more easily understood and
identifiable than the equivalent
‘Accessory Dwelling Unit’, or ADU,
which is the technical term used in
planning nomenclature. ‘Backyard
dwelling’ is preferred over both labels.
It avoids unnecessary and potentially
discriminatory age labels, opens up
the possibility that the new house can
be more than a mere accessory to the
existing, and points to the universality
of a well-designed small house for
occupants of any age.
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- Even for those in good health, potential short-term mobility
issues and longer-term physical decline are considered very real
possibilities. Housing that can cater to reduced mobility is desirable.
Together, these workshop insights point to the potential for a
cohousing model to be successfully implemented in established
suburbs. Whilst each development’s creators will need to determine
the level of sharing involved and the form their development will take,
the model as a concept appears robust, allowing older residents to
see its potential as a new housing form not only for themselves, but
for a potentially broad age mix.
The key appears to lie in the residents having a common belief in how
they want their particular system to work, coupled with the tools to
ensure that it can.

Why one
bedroom?

In this project, a mix of mostly one- and two-bedroom dwellings have
been strategically proposed for two reasons: it allows for a doubling
and tripling of existing density to be trialled, while testing the amenity
of small dwellings. It is easy to challenge the appropriateness and
appeal of one bedroom dwellings, and it can be argued that two
bedrooms should always be provided as a minimum in order to
provide residents with space. However, as more and more people
live alone and housing affordability moves further out of reach for
many - particularly in established suburbs - it is important that high
quality, efficient and adaptable one bedroom homes be added to
our suburban housing mix. While it is relatively inexpensive to add a
second bedroom when building a house (due to it being an unserviced
space, unlike a bathroom), this additional accommodation not only
significantly increases the building footprint over a one bedroom
offering, it increases the purchase and rental prices of the property.
If we are to add to our suburban housing stock at an affordable
price point for both purchase and rent, it is important to provide
well-designed one bedroom dwellings, and these are tested in the
Small, Large and Extra Large schemes. The Medium scheme tests a
three-bedroom backyard dwelling that can be converted to two onebedroom dwellings.

Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

When designing context-appropriate low rise infill in and around
existing housing, it becomes necessary to reduce the building
footprint when extending an existing house and when proposing a
backyard dwelling for the garden. Put simply, reducing the footprint of
a house helps to reduce its height, makes it easier to minimise its bulk,
and retains more of the landscape. This emulates a typical suburban
house with additions, thereby reinforcing the existing character and
prevailing garden setting of the neighbourhood.

So they’re
tiny houses?
small footprint,
high amenity:
the Small scheme

The one bedroom dwellings of this project are neither ‘tiny
houses’, ‘granny flats’, nor ‘ADUs’. Although small, the cohousing
accommodation being proposed is differentiated by both its size
and its amenity. Importantly, none of the housing in this project is
designed to be subordinate to a ‘main house’, but as dwellings of
an equal hierarchy with others on the site. This is achieved through
taking a whole-of-site design approach, rather than treating the site
as only that residual backyard space where something small might be
possible. The diagrams that follow compare two of the one-bedroom
units of this project with tiny houses, a commercially available ‘granny
flat’ and a typical 40m2 ADU.12

12. The draft South Australian Planning
and Design Code stipulates that one
form of ADU that can be considered as
complying development is one that is
no larger than 40m2, subject to meeting
conditions related to height and a
subservient relationship with the main
house.
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WM
DR

CHAW (Cohousing for
Ageing Well) 1 bedroom
backyard home designed
to the Livable Housing
Australia Gold level:
6.5m x 10.4m (64m2)

WM
DR

vs 6.5m x 6.0m (40m2)
Planning and Design Code
complying 1 bedroom ADU

WM
DR

vs 5.4m x 7.2m (39m2)
commercially available
1 bedroom ‘granny flat’
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Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

WM
DR

vs 2.4m x 7.2m (17m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 bedroom

WM
DR

vs 2.4m x 6.0m (14m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 loft bedroom

WM
DR

vs 2.4m x 4.8m (11.5m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 loft bedroom
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22
50
22
50

CHAW (Cohousing for
Ageing Well) 1 bedroom
backyard home designed
to the Livable Housing
Australia Platinum level:
9.0m x 7.5m (65m2)

22
50

vs 6.5m x 6.0m (40m2)
Planning and Design Code
complying 1 bedroom ADU

vs 5.4m x 7.2m (39m2)
commercially available
1 bedroom ‘granny flat’
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Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

22
50
22
50

vs 2.4m x 7.2m (17m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 bedroom

22
50

vs 2.4m x 6.0m (14m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 loft bedroom

vs 2.4m x 4.8m (11.5m2)
commercially available
Tiny House with 1 loft bedroom
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A new
housing
definition

As the project attempts to transition a large established cohousing
model to a much smaller single allotment scale, and to do so in an
established suburban setting, it may be that ‘cohousing’ is ultimately
the wrong (or at least a misleading) term for this new infill model.
Where a traditional cohousing development would see many dwellings
accommodated across very large allotments with a large common
house and associated shared facilities, this Cohousing for Ageing
Well project seeks to create sensitive 2-for-1 or 3-for-1 infill housing
designed in the spirit of cohousing.
While something like a shared laundry may free space in individual
dwellings and shared parking and garden space might increase
amenity and foster resident connectivity, ultimately it remains for the
proponents to develop the operational model, site design and dwelling
designs appropriate for their needs, the site and the neighbourhood
context. It may be that ‘cohousing’ becomes increasingly misleading
or irrelevant as the model develops.
How best to label the model has therefore been debated during the life
of the project, particularly in relation to the project group’s response
to the South Australian State Government’s draft Planning and Design
Code (the Code).
The Code is a single planning policy and assessment source that
replaces the state’s individual council-based development plans.
It seeks to provide state-wide planning rules in order to deliver
consistent and clear policy while making the planning application and
approval process simpler, quicker and more reliable for applicants.
The public consultation phase of the Code’s implementation coincided
with the development of this project and a joint submission was made
by members of the project group, recommending a new housing
definition be adopted in further iterations of the Code.13
The four design propositions of this project suggest a new form of
housing not currently covered in the Code. Whilst the schemes may
share certain properties with existing definitions, they are neither:
- Detached Dwellings;
- Accessory Dwelling Units;
- A Residential Flat Building; nor
- Group Dwellings.
This definition difficulty results from two key design traits:
1. The allotment is not subdivided into separate land titles nor
discrete measured areas attributable to any one dwelling.

13. Given the State Government is the
author and implementor of the Code,
the public consultation submission
for this project was made collectively
by the four councils and Dr Madigan.
The State Planning Commission, DPTI
and SA Health were not a party to
the submission in order to maintain
propriety.
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2. Each dwelling, while identifiable, self-contained and not subservient
to any other dwelling on the site, relies on some level of common
built and/or landscape space and/or shared facilities.
The draft Planning and Design Code submission therefore
recommended a new ‘Cohousing Accommodation’ definition be
created, based on the preliminary designs and observations of this
project.

Cohousing for Ageing Well: Background

Encouraging a design-led and site- and neighbourhood-specific
development approach, the group’s recommendation for Cohousing
Accommodation puts the onus on the proponent to establish the
appropriate mix of dwelling density, open space and car parking
provisions and to demonstrate this as fit-for-purpose and context
before an expert local design review panel. It allows for the
consideration of reduced or zero car parking requirements and for
density increases above anticipated maxima for a neighbourhood,
based on evidenced need and a design response that demonstrates
success across the entire site. Mandating a site strategy that
retains mature landscape and/or establishes deep soil space, the
recommendation initially suggests the model only be considered
where existing housing is retained and incorporated into the scheme,
regardless of whether or not it is subject to heritage protections.
This is under the assumption that once established with a number
of built examples, the model might be considered for expansion to a
compatible and complementary knock-down-rebuild model.
A new housing definition is needed that sits outside current
land use definitions for dwellings and accommodation and is
referred to as ‘Cohousing Accommodation’.
Cohousing Accommodation comprises development that:
- Is situated on the same allotment as the existing dwelling
and requires a land management agreement (or similar) to be
entered into to maintain this relationship;
- Provides site density dispensation, while maintaining site
coverage and technical numerical variations in accordance
with zone requirements;
- Retains and incorporates the existing dwelling in association
with other accommodation that is not subordinate to the
existing dwelling;
- Includes shared facilities (eg. common internal spaces) and
utilities (eg. water, electricity, gas, sewer);
- Reconsiders private open space in favour of consolidated
areas of shared open space;
- Is designed to contribute to local context and is fit-for-purpose
within the site (eg. resolves private and communal areas and
pedestrian and vehicle movement) and includes a recognised
design review of the development as part of the pre-lodgement
process;
- Retains mature landscaping and/or provision of deep soil
space and provides additional landscaping treatments to
soften the appearance and provide ‘green leafy’ views from the
street and to adjoining properties; and
- Provides car parking (including the consideration of reduced
and zero car parking requirements) using a flexible formula,
relative to the nature of the development, its degrees of
sharing, and demonstrated need.
- extract from the CHAW Project Group
public consultation submission to the
South Australian Draft Planning and Design Code
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