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Housing older Australians: Three typologies for senior cohousing

Abstract: Australia’s population is ageing rapidly, yet we continue to make housing choices as though we will never grow old. New housing typologies, including alternative finance and governance models, will be needed to provide housing options suitable to our ageing population. An emerging response is cohousing, which has the potential to provide liveability, affordability and connectivity benefits to residents. 

This paper reports on the outcomes of empirical research involving interviews with housing providers and professionals, as well as focus groups with older people. This research investigated areas of need, demand and desire amongst older people with regards to their housing needs and desires in old age, with particular reference to the potential of cohousing models in response to these gaps. 

Older Australians are a very large and diverse group. Age does not constrain the diversity of other demographic factors such as financial situation, health conditions and household structure (single or couple), which strongly influence the housing needs and desires of older Australians. Thus, there is not a single typology that will be suit older people—and this is especially so when it comes to cohousing—a relatively niche sector. 

Our research identified three different typologies of cohousing that may be appropriate as housing alternatives for different cohorts of older Australians. These are: deliberative development; low-income rental cohousing; and small-scale owner-occupied cohousing. This paper will describe these typologies, the market segments targeted by each and outline challenges and opportunities that each typology presents. 
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Introduction
It is a well-publicised demographic trend that Australia, like many nations around the world, is home to an increasingly aged population. In 2016, 16% of the NSW population was aged over 65 years, and this is expected to rise to 25% by 2056 (NSW Government 2016). 10% of the population of NSW will be over 80 years of age by 2056, and there will be a tenfold increase compared to 2016 in the number of people aged over 100 years in NSW (NSW Government 2016). The aged dependency ratio—that is, the proportion of aged people in our population who are not in the labour force relative to the number of our population in the labour force—will rise from 24% currently to 42% by 2056 (NSW Government 2016).  Further, increased longevity is a trend set to continue, with the life expectancy for NSW expected to rise to 88.6 and 91.4 for men and women respectively by 2056 (NSW Government 2016). 

Baby boomers
 are the first generation to experience a ‘long retirement’—with many able to expect more than two decades of life following their exit from the workplace (Humpel et al. 2010). This means that housing in retirement may need to be suitable for over twenty years of ageing. The literature suggests that not only are the next generation of older people likely to be larger than any generation before, they are also likely to have a wider range of demands for housing in their retirement due to changes in demographic profile. Higher incomes, higher asset worth and easy access to credit has resulted in increased living standard expectations for retirement amongst baby boomers (KELLY Research 2012). Indeed, baby boomers represent the wealthiest households in Australia, having greater average net worth than other age groups (Productivity Commission 2015). This wealth is likely to allow many of them greater choice in accessing services. For the wealthier baby boomers, community care is made more tenable by their financial autonomy. This will allow them to pay for services to support them in their own homes or in retirement villages, although drawing on home equity to pay for retirement is generally seen as a last resort for older Australians, and this mindset may present a barrier to accessing this wealth (Productivity Commission 2015). 
Despite many policies assuming that large numbers of baby boomers will be able to provide for themselves (Quine & Carter 2006), around three quarters of pension-aged people will be eligible for the age pension (Productivity Commission 2008). The average superannuation balance for 65-74 year olds is over $300,000, however this figure can be deceiving, as the median superannuation balance for the same cohort is zero (Chester 2015). Many more older people than previously have significant levels of debt that are worth between 42% and 91% of the value of their superannuation (KELLY Research 2012). Many of these households will use their superannuation to reduce debt, resulting in a loss of income available for their retirement years (KELLY Research 2012). This means that large numbers of Australians will face challenges in affording housing in retirement, especially in seeking alternative options. Retirement villages and market rents may be unaffordable for many older Australians, and staying in their own homes may be unfeasible for many, meaning they will require affordable rental retirement accommodation. Affordability and choice will thus remain a key challenge for housing older people in the future.
Future generations of older people are more likely than previous generations to suffer from neurodegenerative diseases such as dementia (Productivity Commission 2008), to have complex care needs due to severe disabilities (Productivity Commission 2008), be obese and have related health problems (Quine & Carter 2006) and to have diabetes (Humpel et al. 2010). Those who were aged 65 in 2012 can expect to live without disability or limitation until 74 (men) and 75 (women), and would then live with a disability or limitation for 7 years before spending an average of 4 (men) and 6 (women) years with a severe disability or limitation (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2014). This will likely mean an average of 11 (men) and 13 (women) years of living with care requirements, with these care requirements increasing in the final 4-6 years. Clearly, not all older people can expect (nor want) to live in aged care facilities, which in 2015 only provided for 6.6% of seniors (Productivity Commission 2015). This will require changes to the way we age in place, requiring homes that are safe and accessible for older people, as well as new means of providing care to older people at home. 

Combined with a housing crisis
 in most of Australia’s major cities, these factors are likely to present major challenges for meeting demand for housing needs for older Australians. 
The vast majority of Australians (89%) aged 65 and over live in private homes (including private rental, social housing and mobile home communities) and around 4.5% live in accommodation for retirees such as retirement villages (Productivity Commission 2015). The private home is the housing of choice for older Australians, with older Australians overwhelmingly remaining in their homes and more than 80% of people over 60 years old indicating that living in their own home is their preferred living arrangement (Productivity Commission 2015). The living standards of older Australians become increasingly dependent on the characteristics and quality of accommodation as they age (Productivity Commission 2015), however many older people live in unsuitable, inaccessible properties that are unaffordable and insecure (Morris 2009). 
An alternative housing model for older people that has been implemented for decades in northern Europe and the US is cohousing. 

Cohousing is a form of community living that contains a mix of private and communal spaces, combining autonomy and privacy with the advantages of community living. It can occur at a variety of scales, from multi-unit developments to small, self-organised clusters of 2-3 households.
Cohousing has some characteristics that make it distinct from other forms of housing:

· Cohousing communities are usually designed, organised and managed by their residents. Residents are generally involved from the planning stage to design the community, and are engaged in active participation and self-governance once the project is established. 

· Cohousing communities are generally designed to encourage community interaction and collaboration. Shared spaces may include those designed to supplement the private facilities, such as common houses and communal kitchens, or shared facilities such as laundries and outdoor spaces designed for interaction. Buildings are designed to maximise opportunities for community interaction using elements such as sight lines and pedestrian flow to bring people together, while not forcing interaction.

· Cohousing communities do not have communal economies (unlike communes) nor do they need to have shared ideologies (unlike intentional communities). Rather, they are defined by a commitment to neighbourliness and community living. 

The remainder of this paper reports on three cohousing models identified as viable options for addressing challenges in housing older people in NSW. After a brief overview of cohousing, we describe our research methods, which involved interviews with key stakeholders and focus groups with older people. The following section outlines the three models that we identified as having potential as housing alternatives for older people in NSW. 
Cohousing background 
Cohousing is a form of community living that contains a mix of private and communal spaces, ‘combining autonomy of private dwellings with the advantages of community living’ (Williams 2005). It can occur at a variety of scales, from multi-unit developments (usually between 4 and 30 households) to small, self-organised clusters of 2-3 households. Most cohousing models attempt to respond to ‘triple bottom line’ challenges, by securing the ‘three pillars of sustainable lifestyles’: social (through being community-oriented and facilitating social interaction), environmental (through efficient designing and shared resources) and economic (through striving to achieve affordability) (Tummers 2015). 

Variations on cohousing models abound, but a few key elements are consistently identified across the literature as being common to most cohousing developments. These common factors include:

· Resident involvement in the design of the cohousing development (Durrett 2009)
· Self-governance and active participation by residents who manage the community (Brenton 2013) 

· Common facilities (Durrett 2009)
· Use of social contact design (Williams 2005) in planning the development to encourage community interaction, placing an emphasis on communality rather than privacy (Jarvis 2015). 

Unlike communes and intentional communities, cohousing does not generally feature:

· A shared community economy (Glass 2009)
· A common ideology (Williams 2005).

Cohousing, with its deliberate focus on community interaction and communal living, is often seen as a response to the isolation experienced by many due to suburbanisation and security-focused neighbourhood design (including gated communities, internal-access garages and fenced yards). Cohousing, through use of extensive communal space and resident management, goes some way to ‘combating the alienation and isolation… recreating the neighbourly support of a village or city quarter in the past’ (UK Cohousing Network website, 2012). 

The features listed above are common across many projects in the US and northern Europe. However, cultural variations and market preferences may mean that variations on this model are more appropriate for the Australian context. For example, a developer-led model that has some resident involvement in design and community decision making may be attractive if Australians are not so interested in leading the design and development process. Similarly, some Australians may prefer governance and management to be coordinated by a developer or aged care provider. Further, given the stated preference of senior Australians for living in their own home rather than communal facilities that is mentioned above (Productivity Commission 2015), there may be less emphasis on common facilities in Australian models of cohousing. 

Successful models of housing have emerged overseas that may inform a model appropriate for the Australian context. HAPPI – Housing our Ageing Population: Panel for Innovation initiative was commissioned by the UK government in 2009 to ‘advance existing good practice and promote new ideas’ to meet the needs and aspirations of the older people of the future (HCA 2009). It identified European models of cohousing and mutual housing as impressive models of commissioning and managing new housing, and recommended these models should be supported in the UK. Cohousing provides particular benefits for older people, including: 

· Providing informal care through community contact, often reducing care costs 

· Pooled resources to share and offset the costs of care provision

· Allowing older people to age in place, providing dwellings and shared spaces that are designed for elderly residents

· Allowing residents to contribute skills to their community 

· Increasing social contact by fostering a vital community that is truly connected, reducing the social isolation often experienced by seniors 

· Providing an opportunity for older people to downsize to a dwelling that is suitable for their needs, without forcing them to move to a retirement village or nursing home

· Giving opportunities for learning and skill exchange through shared activities and initiatives 

· Participating in their community in ways that keep older people active and engaged, including the ability to manage decisions about their neighbourhood

· Reducing single person dwellings, reducing living costs, demand on housing supply and the physical and environmental footprint of housing 

· Providing intergenerational connections and skill sharing through intergenerational living (depending on the model) (Brenton 2013; Durrett 2009; Abraham & Grange 2006; Daly 2017). 

Given the demographic challenges that are facing Australia, including increasing numbers of single, older people in need of some level of care, cohousing presents a potentially-attractive alternative for ‘living together on one’s own’ (Bamford & Lennon 2008). Brenton argues that given that baby boomers have considerable wealth—and are becoming more discerning about their housing choices than previous generations—but also experience high rates of separation and divorce (Brenton 2008), cohousing offers a ‘realistic alternative to a tradition of paternalism and benign neglect in relation to the old and isolated’ (Brenton 2013). 
Research methods
We undertook interviews and focus groups for this project. 
15 interviews were conducted with 23 diverse participants representing state government agencies (including a planning department and state government land development agency), local governments, academics with expertise in ageing and housing, aged care providers, housing associations (cooperative and low-income rental associations and a peak body representing community housing), architects/developers, advocates for older people, financiers and aspiring cohousing developers.
Interview questions varied based on the interviewee’s area of expertise, but generally focused on housing needs for older people, alternative housing models, opportunities for cohousing and barriers to cohousing. 

Additionally, we conducted five focus groups with older people from across NSW. These groups comprised 41 mainly older people with a mix of incomes, retired/working, tenants and owner-occupiers in several locations, including inner Sydney, Parramatta in Sydney’s west and Nowra, a regional town on the south coast of NSW. One of the Parramatta focus groups had an intergenerational composition to test out reactions to intergenerational cohousing models. The fifth focus group was entirely comprised of residents of cooperative rental developments in Sydney. In addition, we observed a meeting of a group that is seeking to establish a new cohousing development in the Balmain area, in inner Sydney.
Focus groups initially covered general topics such as retirement planning and housing, before moving on to explore attitudes towards cohousing. Most participants were not familiar with cohousing, so were introduced to the idea within the focus group, the research team then asked participants to share their ideas and feelings about it. 
Though participants’ attitudes towards cohousing were interesting in themselves, this is not the focus of this paper—findings relating to this will be shared in a future publication. The remainder of this paper is focused on which models of cohousing might be suitable responses to the housing needs identified in the literature. Through our research, we identified a broad range of cohousing models that exist around the world. Some of these are, of course, more suitable for the Australian context than others. We focus here on a discussion of the three models that we believe present the greatest opportunity for alleviating the housing challenges of older people—small-scale cohousing, deliberative development and cooperative rental—in greater detail. 
Findings
Small-scale cohousing 

Our research identified an opportunity relating to the large size of suburban blocks and houses, particularly in middle-ring suburbs in Sydney. Many middle-ring suburbs are well-served by public transport and other services but have relatively low densities, making them ideal for slight increases in density. Further, there is a clear preference among older people for remaining in their homes, but many will need to unlock equity in order to live comfortably through their retirement or would prefer to have friends or family living close by to reduce isolation and loneliness. 
Voluntary downsizing is not common amongst older Australians, with only 10% choosing to move to smaller dwellings such as single-storey units or apartments in retirement villages or on the private market (Productivity Commission 2015). Therefore, developing cohousing through renovation or rebuild of existing properties could help improve the efficiency of residential occupation by accommodating more than one household on a single site. It could also help free up funds for older home owners by allowing them to receive income on their housing estate without requiring them to sell their home.
Small-scale cohousing refers to developments consisting of two to four dwellings within a similar physical footprint to that of a typical, albeit large, single-family house (McGee, Wynne & Lehmann 2017), or a couple of adjacent urban blocks (McGee & Benn 2015). This could be new-build, but will often involve the adaptation and retrofitting of existing dwellings to accommodate a number of smaller dwellings. It might be implemented by adapting one or two dwellings to incorporate several private and shared spaces for multiple households, or by adding additional dwellings to a block. Generally, some spaces are shared, reducing the overall physical and environmental footprint per household (McGee, Wynne & Lehmann 2017). A single block could be redeveloped with smaller dwellings (Day 2011), adjoining properties could be purchased and adapted (McGee & Benn 2015), a large house already owned by one of the residents could be retrofitted (e.g. Ecoburbia
), or a group of friends could get together like the Shedders
 and purchase a property to build a new cohousing development. Small-scale cohousing appears to be a method that could allow incremental increases in density in middle-ring suburbs, allowing residents to share some space without moving from their home and neighbourhood. 
As our participants noted, cohousing in this form is ‘not a new idea’ (FG3)—in many variations this model has been around for a long time. The most commonly mentioned is the ‘granny flat’, built on an existing block. However, this model is not currently common in the Australian suburbs—there are few multi-household dwellings in Australia. There are some concerns that small-scale cohousing would be disallowed by planning controls on many sites, however case studies indicate that small-scale cohousing on a single site would be possible within current planning controls for a range of typical Sydney sites (Day 2011; McGee & Wynne 2015).
However, subdivision is generally not permitted on small sites. Subdivision would be required to allow all households to have Torrens title over their block. Subdivision can lead to inflation of land prices (due to an uplift in development potential) so may lead to unintended consequences anyhow. Small-scale cohousing is likely feasible without subdivision, through the use of company title, which retains the property on a single title but splits ownership between parties to the contract, or through a tenancy arrangement. 

Having tenants paying rent could pose potential challenges for taxation and pension eligibility. While the primary home is not considered in the pension means test, rental income would be evaluated, and could reduce pension income, as one of our focus group participants noted: ‘it’s a problem when it [rent] is considered income’ (FG3). However, the rent would provide additional income that may well offset pension reductions, so it is unclear exactly what effect this might have on seniors’ incomes, as this would likely differ depending on individual circumstances.  
Unlike larger cohousing developments, small-scale cohousing does not require large parcels of land or complex governance structures (McGee, Wynne & Lehmann 2017)—thus, the cultural and financial barriers to establishment are likely to be lower. 

Deliberative development

Interviews identified affordability and accessibility as key concerns for housing older people in NSW. The high cost of land and housing, particularly in metropolitan areas, has meant that speculative apartment development is rife across Sydney and other cities. This speculative development has led to apartments that are not necessarily responsive to residents’ needs, with a lack of accessibility features that might allow residents to age in place—as one interviewee noted ‘we keep building houses like we never grow old’. 
Development processes that allow residents to have a say in the design and features of their future apartment could provide a response to this. A focus group participant described such developments as ‘well-designed apartments that the buyers get a say in’ (FG1). One prominent development approach that allows future residents input on design is ‘deliberative development’. Deliberative development is when a group of prospective owner-occupiers become the proponents of a multi-unit development in place of the developer (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015c). 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 developer who is facilitating a deliberative development. This model has proven popular in Europe and now delivers a considerable proportion of apartments in cities in Germany (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015a).
Current speculative development relies on a ‘lowest common denominator approach’, whereas deliberative development has the potential to respond to the demands of future residents, rather than merely assuming what their demands will be. In this way, this model has the potential to deliver housing based on resident preferences, rather than the financial and risk-driven speculative property industry. Residents could choose to provide universal design features that will allow them to age in place. An interviewee representing a universal design advocacy group noted that when such features are incorporated at the design and construction stage they add ‘next to nothing’ in costs compared to when these features are added later, requiring redesign and retrofitting.  
Residents can also choose which features they are prepared to compromise on—for example, a shared laundry or a foregone parking space—to reduce the costs of their housing. Deliberative development creates a shift from the speculative drivers of maximising yield and sale price to emphasise quality, sustainability or other factors deemed by the future residents as being important (McGee, Wynne & Lehmann 2017). This can occur through avoiding the cost of the presale campaign required to finance speculative development, and removing the cost of providing a profit margin to a developer (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015b). Deliberative developments in Germany, or Baugruppen, have demonstrated better housing products and consistent savings, delivering apartments at around 75% of market cost over a number of years (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015b; Lloyd, Peel & Janssen-Jansen 2015)—although there is mixed evidence from France and the Netherlands (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015b). One publicly-evaluated Australian example of deliberative development found cost savings similar to the German experience (Dolin et al 1992, cited by Sharam et al., 2015), and more recent investigations into the viability of the model in Australia suggest that replacing the existing speculative development model with deliberative development can enhance affordability (Sharam, Bryant & Alves 2015b). An interviewee representing a deliberative development in Melbourne noted that their developments achieved a 30% reduction on comparable market rates per square metre. 
This deliberative, resident-led development is an emergent model of cohousing that has been in play in Europe for some time but is very new in the Australian context. Participants of our focus groups were attracted to the model because ‘it cuts costs’ (FG1), but had some concerns about how the model would operate in practice. They were concerned that issues could arise when the original residents moved out and others who were not involved in the original design process moved in. Further, they were concerned about the governance of these developments and how they would be managed, with one participant concerned that ‘you can only have so much democracy’ (FG1). In practice, however, such developments are managed similarly to standard strata apartment blocks in NSW, with a body corporate committee overseeing decision making and resolving conflicts, and thus entail only similar risks to standard apartment developments—‘after it’s designed I cannot see it being different to usual strata arrangements’ (FG1).  
Deliberative developments in Australia to date have been intergenerational. Our research found mixed attitudes towards seniors-only and intergenerational options for retirement living, suggesting that while for some older people intergenerational housing may be desirable, for others, a seniors-only deliberative development could be more suitable. 
Cooperative rental

Cooperative housing has been a model for providing affordable housing since the early twentieth century (Schwartz n.d.). It is popular in Northern and continental Europe, with cooperative or mutual housing comprising 18 per cent of housing in Sweden, 15 per cent in Norway, 8 per cent in Austria, 6 per cent in Germany and 4 per cent in Ireland, but only 0.6 per cent in the UK (Bliss 2009) and presumably even less in Australia. 

The cooperative housing model has natural synergies with cohousing as a financial model, particularly focusing on affordable cohousing developments. The cooperative legal and financial arrangement is designed to empower residents and ensure a level of affordability. Housing cooperatives are commonly divided into three different forms (Crabtree 2016): 

· Market-rate of full equity cooperatives: similar in many ways to company title, the residents own a share which entitles them to a housing unit which they can sell as the market allows.

· Limited (or shared) equity housing cooperatives: a type of resale-restricted, owner-occupied housing in which the cooperative defines efficient and fair resale prices of housing in the cooperative when members move on (Some rural-landsharing communities in Northern NSW use this model)

· Common equity rental cooperative housing: focused on providing community or social, rather than private, affordable housing, with residents paying income-indexed rent - up to market rates -  to the cooperative. This type subscribes to similar priorities of community, lifestyle and shared governance as the first two but relies on government and not-for-profit or private foundation funding in order to provide the set-up and ongoing maintenance costs not covered by the cooperative income and labour of members (Crabtree 2016).  
Of the cooperative models discussed, the third option – common equity rental cooperative housing provided by government, not-for-profit and private organisations – is one that has the most potential to deliver affordability and social diversity benefits in Australia. The Murundaka cohousing community in Melbourne is an excellent existing example (Murundaka Cohousing 2016). It was developed and is managed by Common Equity Housing, an affordable, cooperative housing provider managing over 2,200 properties in Victoria. CEH delivers two main models of cooperative housing – a common equity rental housing cooperative (CERC) and a community managed cooperative model (CMC) (more details at http://www.cehl.com.au/co-op-models).
Currently, demand for affordable rental housing that is suitable for older people is extremely high, and vacancy rates even in substandard housing are reportedly low due to this high demand. Older Australians are reluctant to enter public housing due to fears around safety and security. Research suggests that low-income renters in the private market are among the most precariously-housed Australians (Morris n.d.). Low-income cooperative rental might provide an alternative for older Australians who have low incomes and do not own assets—an alternative that can deliver seniors-only housing (possibly tailored to particular demographics: women only, or particular ethnic backgrounds) that is safe and secure, without the challenges and stigma (and waiting list) of public housing. Cooperative rental is a means of providing housing that is affordable and simultaneously reduces social isolation.  
Many cooperative rental arrangements allow people to group together with others who share similar language, ethnic background or interests. This provides an opportunity to reduce social isolation, especially for those who might otherwise be isolated due to limited English. Participants in our focus groups noted that they felt that groups of people with similar backgrounds work best: ‘you’re wanting people with a similar mindset and similar values’ (FG5). 
Residents of cooperative rental noted in focus groups that living in such arrangements provides many benefits. Residents noted that ‘if…one of us needs to jump in and help [another tenant], that’s what you do’ (FG5) and ‘people are happy to help when needed’ (FG5). Another noted the benefits of communal living as being psychological—‘it’s good for my mental health (FG5). Reflecting on how the community addresses challenges of living with tenants with mental health issues, a participant noted ‘they’re a member of the community, so we keep an eye on them’ (FG5), reflecting a caring attitude towards community members.  
Conflicts can be a source of stress and concern among cooperative tenants—one resident noted that their cooperative arrangement is ‘a very good place to live, except when there are frictions’. However, participants noted that there are procedures in place to manage conflicts, and that these conflicts rarely escalate to the point requiring intervention by the managing body. 
Cooperative rental also tends to provide greater security of tenure to residents—a key problem for seniors renting in the private market is that ‘every six months [you are] losing your house’ (FG5). In contrast, cooperative rental provides ‘a sense of continuity’ (FG5) due to ongoing tenancies and more stable rent prices. 

Conclusions
Housing in NSW needs to become more responsive to our ageing population. Older Australians—like all members of society—need and deserve housing that is secure, affordable, accessible and sustainable. Cohousing provides an alternative to mainstream housing models that might help address the shortcomings of the current housing system. We have outlined here three models that may help address key challenges for older Australians. We believe deliberative development could address concerns regarding the high cost and low design value of speculative apartment developments, that cooperative rental could help alleviate social isolation, rental precarity and housing costs, and that small-scale cohousing could capitalise upon the opportunities presented by Australia’s low-density housing stock. 
Governments should be more supportive of alternative housing models. Tax breaks for existing speculative and investor-driven models should be foregone in order to support houses that respond to the needs of those who live in them: homes that are appropriately designed, affordable, communal and sustainable. What is needed are demonstration projects, pilot programs, financial support and guidance for developers, not-for-profits and others who are eager to implement alternative housing models. 
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� Baby boomers are the generation born after the Second World War, up to the early 1960s. They are now aged around 55 to 70.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/property/sydney-housing-in-crisis-survey-finds/news-story/22969c64781bd2354301f643f5711b3c" �http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/property/sydney-housing-in-crisis-survey-finds/news-story/22969c64781bd2354301f643f5711b3c�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.smh.com.au/business/the-economy/the-five-charts-that-prove-there-is-a-housing-affordability-crisis-20170414-gvla09.html" �http://www.smh.com.au/business/the-economy/the-five-charts-that-prove-there-is-a-housing-affordability-crisis-20170414-gvla09.html�  


� http://ecoburbia.com.au/


� https://shedders.wordpress.com/tag/co-housing/page/4/





