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Abstract
This thesis is about finding out what liveability is especially in urban 
housing design and urban neighbourhoods and can it be evaluated 
somehow. The research is being carried out through literature review, 
design studies, and statistics analysis. The context of this thesis is 
Finnish cities and apartment block concentrated neighbourhoods. 

There are as many definitions for liveability as there is research 
concerning it. In this thesis, the term ‘liveability’ is understood 
as a comprehensive concept, which qualifies whether a place is 
comfortable, desirable and sustainable place to live in. Liveability can 
be considered consisting of many elements or many sectors and it 
can be also observed in many scales. Some contributing factors are 
being easy to understand and easy to measure when some of them 
are completely subjective, non-measurable and depend on a person 
or even context. 

In conclusion, this thesis is producing an evaluation tool for urban 
liveable housing (EVLI). In other words, defining and evaluating 
liveability at least at some level is possible. However, this thesis also 

justifies the complexity of liveability since the evaluation tool has so 
many levels. 

On the side, this thesis is also raising up some issues what there are 
in the Finnish housing industry. One of the biggest problems seems 
to be the too small sizes of the dwellings, which undoubtedly affects 
liveability. 

Keywords: liveability, urban, housing design, housing neighbourhoods, 
health and well-being, sustainability, quality

The originality of this thesis has been checked using the Turnitin 
OriginalityCheck service.
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Tiivistelmä
Tässä diplomityössä selvitetään mitä on elävyys urbaanissa kerros-
taloasumisessa ja voidaanko sitä mitata jollakin tavalla. Tutkimusme-
todeina käytetään kirjallisuuskatsausta, suunnitelmatarkastelua sekä 
tilastoanalyysejä. Työn kontekstina on suomalaisten kaupunkien ker-
rostalovaltaiset asuinalueet.

Elävyyden käsitteelle on olemassa yhtä monta käsitystä, kuin on laadit-
tu sitä käsitteleviä tutkimuksia. Tässä diplomityössä elävyyden käsite 
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1. Introduction

This chapter is an introduction to the thesis. What is the topic and 
how was it defined? What are the objectives, purpose and working 
methods?
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1.1 The aim and purpose of this thesis
This thesis is researching what is liveability in urban housing design 
and urban housing neighbourhoods. The primary objective is to 
determine and open the international term/concept of liveability, and 
how it can be adapted to urban housing design and urban housing 
neighbourhoods. What are the qualities of the apartment block and the 
dwelling that result in liveability? How is it linked to quality, functionality, 
health and well-being? People have to choose from what the market is 
offering, but what is it that would honestly be good for people?

The secondary objective is to find out, can liveability be evaluated 
somehow. Is there a way to rate dwellings, apartment buildings or 
different neighbourhoods by their liveability qualities?

As a result and as a synthesis, this thesis is producing a liveable urban 
housing evaluation tool (EVLI). The intention is that the tool can be used 
in many situations – as a guiding tool for designers, as an evaluation 
tool for researchers or building permit authorities for instance, or as a 
help for a layman in the dwelling purchase process. In this thesis, the 
evaluation tool is being tested with a former course work of the author 
to help in reshaping the tool, to understand the usability of the tool and 
as well as to improve the author as a designer. 

1.2 Defining the topic
Firstly, the term ‘liveability’ is better known and used in bigger scales, for 
example when talking about cities. It has started to make an appearance 
in the Finnish context, but its conception is very ambiguous. The first 
idea for this thesis was to be more urban, cut liveability into sectors 
(buildings & architecture, greenery, traffic, etc.) and research the 
sector of buildings & architecture in more detail. However, detaching 
one sector out of the whole concept appeared very soon to be too 
complicated. After a bit of discussion and thinking, the idea changed 
from researching a sector to researching just a smaller whole. 

Secondly, housing production in Finland has been on the increase 
during the last few years. The number of new dwellings was over 40 
000 in both 2018 and 2019 when the yearly normal level after the 1990’s 
depression has been around 25 000 – 30 000. (Statistics Finland, 2020) 
The production is going a lot towards into e.g. energy-efficient, safe and 
accessible direction and these aspects are nowadays being widely 
regulated in The National Building Code of Finland. Also, sustainable 
design has become a trendy word, yet that is still a lot less considered 
point of view compared to the already mentioned ones. The legislation 
is mainly concentrated on small details and direct effects. No decree 
is taking a stand on e.g. the overall sustainability of a building, which 



3

means that the majority of designers, builders and developers aren’t 
either. 

For example, safety regulations are being updated all the time when 
it is realized that some design solutions can turn out to be directly 
dangerous for the residents. But, what is being passed over, is the big 
picture. A room with a window opening into another room might look 
healthy on paper and it might be okay for some people in short-run, 
but is it in truth good design? A front door can be designed without a 
threshold, but if it’s automatically closing, heavy door, for which one 
needs both two hands to open it, is it in truth accessible design? The 
current feeling in Finland is that housing production is concentrating 
too much on just meeting the standards as they are written in the 
legislation and too little attention is being paid to the overall comfort 
and delight of living.      

Finally, the year 2020 was extraordinary all over the world. Because of 
the newly discovered coronavirus disease (COVID-19), announced as 
a global pandemic in March 2020 by the World Health Organization 
(WHO), millions of people have been forced to spend more time at 
their homes and even work from home. The pandemic has been hitting 
the hardest in urban areas with a high-density population. People have 
been seeking ways to escape the rush and small dwellings of the 

city centres. According to the statistics, there have been on average 
20% increase in the demand for summer cottages in Finland after the 
outbreak of COVID-19. In the Pirkanmaa region, the increase has been 
as high as 80%. (Tornberg, 2020)

COVID-19 has aroused a lot of discussion regarding the living 
conditions that many people have to live in. When people have been 
forced to be so much at home, having a comfortable, spacious, and 
pleasant dwelling in a nice and safe neighbourhood has suddenly 
become extremely important. (Kanerva, 2020) 

For the majority, working from home is new. A separate study is not 
meant to be thought in every design process and implemented into 
every dwelling unit. On the other hand, all the other functions, e.g. 
cooking, eating, sleeping, and spending time both indoors and 
outdoors, are something that should already have been well-designed 
in every dwelling. Those functions have been the base for housing 
design for a long time. In other words, COVID-19 as a pandemic has 
not been creating the lack of quality and lack of space in people’s 
homes. It has shown us, what is the current level of our housing design. 
It has shown us, that there is a lack of functionality and lack of space 
in people’s homes.
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So, this is how the idea of this research was born. Let urban housing 
design be the ’whole’, within which liveability is being studied. The 
ongoing housing production concentrating too much to just meet the 
standards with the maximal profit and the issues that COVID-19 has 
raised into sight work perfectly as an inspiration. 

1.3 Research method
This thesis uses literature review, design studies and statistics analysis 
as its research methods. The process of this thesis writing began with 
simple research around the research questions in chapters 3 and 4. 
From the research, it moved to the definition -phase and from that 
onwards to the evaluation and design phase. These three phases 
didn’t go through one by one, but it was an iterative process. After first 
“round”, the process was bouncing one phase to another, regarding 
the new questions and notices that turned up during the process.  The 
process is being described in Figure 1.

The main sources of this thesis are The National Building Code of 
Finland, The Building Information Foundation (RTS) sr’s RT-files, 
Drexler and El Khouli’s Holistic Housing: Concepts, Design Strategies 

1st

2nd

3r
d

Research

Define

Evaluate 
&design

Figure 1 – The process of the research - ‘test and refine’. 
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and Processes, Baker and Steemer’s Healthy Homes: Designing with 
light and air for sustainability and wellbeing, The UK’s housing design 
standards and guidelines, and Kaupunkisuunnittelu ja asuminen of 
Jalkanen et al. The National Building Code of Finland and RTS sr’s 
RT-files are important since they are outlining the current legislation 
in Finland. As for Drexler and el Khouli’s and Baker and Steemer’s 
books, they are contemporary, holistic, and high-quality guidebooks 
for housing design, written by academic researchers and underpinned 
by research. A lot of other guidelines and laws from different countries 
have been selected in order to compare the level of housing design in 
different countries. Also, the UK is being strongly present not only due 
to language reasons but also because they have recently improved 
their housing regulations to achieve better housing.



666
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2. Background and 
terminology

This chapter is opening up the background for the themes that are 
dealt with in this thesis. It is also for clarifying some terms and their 
relationships. 
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2.1 Liveability
The term ‘liveability’ is better known and used in bigger scales, e.g. 
when talking about cities. For example, The Economist Intelligence Unit 
(the EIU), Mercer, and Monocle are making “the most liveable cities” 
-rankings yearly, with Australia, Austria, Japan, Canada, Switzerland, 
Germany, and many other European countries’ cities high on those lists.  
Especially in Australia, the cities have various policies and guidelines 
in connection with liveability and the term is widely used in the country. 

The EIU’s (2019) definition of liveability is very simple: which locations 
around the world provide the best living conditions. They have divided 
the topic into five categories (stability, culture and environment, 
education, healthcare, and infrastructure) and in these categories, 
they are evaluating both qualitative and quantitative factors. Giok 
Ling and Yuen (2010) define liveability as performance in three areas: 
individual’s well-being, neighbourhoods’ amenity and environmental 
quality. The keys for these areas are attractive, walkable, mixed-
use, green neighbourhoods with good transportation connections, 
affordable housing, and social, exciting and vibrant experiences for 
people. As for Partners for Livable Communities (2020), they describe 
liveability as 

“the sum of the factors that add up to a community’s quality of life—
including the built and natural environments, economic prosperity, 
social stability and equity, educational opportunity, and cultural, 
entertainment and recreation possibilities.” 

Briefly described liveability is whether a certain place is nice to live 
in. However, the term is very extensive and hard to place. The more 
detailed definition of liveability and how is it understood within this 
thesis is being described in Chapter 3. 

2.2 Sustainable development
Sustainable development or sustainability has become an important 
aspect during times of climate change. It is a whole that consists of 
many small parts. Yet, it can be thought as an addition that should be 
implemented into the design. The main idea of sustainability is to fulfil 
the current needs without compromising the future of both people and 
planet. (UN, 2015) The three main pillars of sustainability are economic 
development, social development, and environmental protection. 
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These three are interconnected and necessary for individual and larger 
(society) well-being – see Figure 2. (UN, 2015; Hall & Aicher, 2020)

Sustainable development is being explained quite briefly as just three 
elements. Some researchers or even organizations have developed 
more advanced ways to explain and visualize sustainability. The UN, 
(2015) has divided it into 17 goals. Stockholm University’s Stockholm 
Resilience Centre (2017) has created a concept of “planetary 
boundaries”  – see Figure 3. It is a set of nine planetary boundaries 
which need to be achieved to the humanity to be able to continue, 
develop and thrive.

However, the UN’s 17 goals are probably the most widely utilized. 
The goals are the same for all countries all over the world despite the 
economy of the country with the main “goal” being to promote prosperity 
and protect the planet. From the UN’s goals the most relevant ones in 
connection with this thesis are numbers 3 and 11: good health and 
well-being and sustainable cities and communities. (UN, 2015)

As can be seen, liveability and sustainability are very close to each 
other, and they both share common fields and common goals. Roughly 
put, liveability is probably more about just the quality of life and 
sustainability is that same, but in a more nature conserving way. As for 

Environmental protection 
- planet

Social development 
- people

Economic 
development - 

profit

Sustainability

Figure 2 – The three elements of sustainability – three overlapping 
themes.
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health and accessibility that are described in the next sections, they 
can be seen more as sub-topics of both liveability and sustainability.

2.3 Health
The present description of health according to the Finnish institute for 
health and welfare (THL) and The World Health Organization (WHO), 
is not just an absence of disease or infirmity, but a state of complete 
physical, mental and social well-being. Good health is a resource of 
overall well-being and good life. Health is a decent basic value and 
essential for social and financial growth. (THL, 2020) 

Over time, the term ‘health’ has been understood in many ways. Also, 
there have been many theories about which factors determine health. 
For a long time, the health care system and the quality of medicine 
were thought as the primary and most dominant determinant of health, 
because of their effects are so clearly to be seen. Marc Lalonde (1974) 
in his report in 1974 was the first one to divide health into four broad 
elements – human biology, lifestyle, health care organization, and 
environment.Figure 3 – Stockholm Resilience Centre’s (2017) planetary boundaries. 
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Human biology is something that cannot be changed, neither on an 
individual nor on a society level. The second one, lifestyle, is something 
that can be affected especially on an individual level, but as well by 
little on a society level. The health care organization and environment 
are something beyond an individual’s level. They can be affected for 
example, via laws, policies, planning, etc. (Barton & Grant, 2006)

To continue from Lalonde’s work, Barton and Grant have been doing 
research concentrated on the relationship between health and the 
environment. (Barton & Grant, 2006) They have produced a health 
map shown in Figure 4 to understand more the links between health 
and the built environment.  In summary, Barton & Grant have found out 
that there are many levels from small scale, individual’s choices and 
lifestyle, to large scale, natural environment and natural premises that 
affect and determine health. 

It is clearly not only the level of healthcare or absence of disease that 
determines health. Everything from people’s age and sex to their living 
and working habits and to the streets and routes they use affects one’s 
health as it is shown in Barton et al.’s health map. (Lalonde, 1974; 
Barton & Grant, 2006)  

Design can affect someone’s health either directly or indirectly. It can 
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be the reason for the illness, but sometimes it could also be healing or 
palliative cure. (Evans, 2003) This emphasizes the importance of good 
design. For example, structurally poor housing may cause people to 
slip or fall and to have bone fractures. Bad indoor air causes respiratory 
issues and heat illnesses and overcrowded housing able infectious 
diseases to spread. (WHO, 2018)

Design that affects people with an existing illness (e.g. Alzheimer’s), 
can make the situation either worse or better, i.e. in that case the 
design could be the palliative cure. According to Brawley, access to 
safe and secure outdoor areas with activities, for example, gardening 
or raking leaves stimulate elderly people’s long-term memory. Sun-
light and interesting views from the dwelling heal the soul when on 
the contrary, monotonous or dull surroundings could increase anxiety, 
stress or fear. (Brawley, 1997) Another very good example is also 
the Paimio Sanatorium by Alvar Aalto. When there was no medical 
cure for tuberculosis (TB), the only option was to try to improve the 
person’s physical condition via a good-quality living environment. 
Aalto designed the sanatorium to have a great number of windows, 
lots of natural light, good ventilation, and relaxing spaces, colours and 
furniture, which helped a lot of patients to rest, improve their general 
condition and therefore get better from the TB. (Väre, 2004)
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Outer route qualities

Entrance qualities (both entrance to the plot and entrance to the 

building)

Slope qualities

Door qualities 

Inner route qualities

Space qualities

Connections between floors (need for an elevator) 

Bathroom qualities

2.4 Accessibility 
In this thesis by accessibility, it is referred to people with disabilities 
of a different kind and people who have difficulties in their movement, 
for instance elderly people with walking frames or parents with a 
pram. These people need well-planned design solutions to be able to 
manage in their everyday life. Accessibility in especially new buildings 
is covered widely in Finland nowadays, thanks to the strict legislation. 
However, a lot of old housing buildings are still lagging behind. 

The National Building Code of Finland has a decree for accessibility 
and it must be applied to all new buildings. The qualities defined for 
housing are presented on Figure 5. The decree is concentrated on 
determining the measures, for instance that the opening of the door 
must be at least a given width (e.g. 800 mm) and that there must be 
a wheelchair turning circle (Ø 1,3 or 1,5 m) in the hall, kitchen and 
bathroom. However, a little attention is being paid to general usability. 
(Suomen lainsäädäntö, 241/2017)

The Finnish Association of People with Physical Disabilities (Invalidiliitto 
ry, n.d.) has a wider checklist for accessible housing design. The 
checklist includes sections in housing environment and neighbourhood, 
yard and outer spaces, entrance and hall, kitchen, bathroom, and other 

Figure 5 – Accessibility qualities in the Finnish legislation.
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living spaces. There are also a couple of things to be noted concerning 
other spaces, safety, rental dwellings and single-house construction. 
The association reminds that accessible design solutions as primary 
solutions enable living in the dwelling even if the lifestyle is changed 
when people age.

In good design, accessibility should not be an additional or separate 
part of the plan. It should be included in the plan from the very 
beginning as a self-evidence. Many associations encourage planners 
to do inclusive design so that the living environment and the dwellings 
should be usable for all people and sustainable for all the changes 
that happen during the inhabitant’s lifetime and ageing. (Invalidiliitto ry, 
n.d.; Housing LIN, n.d.)

2.5 Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 
Psychologist Abraham Maslow proposed a “hierarchy of human 
needs” in 1943, in his research paper A Theory of Human Motivation. 
He suggested that human beings are motivated by certain needs and 
that those needs have a hierarchy. To be able to fulfil the highest needs, 
one needs to satisfy the lowest ones first. (McLeod, 2020) Later on, his 

theory has been put into a pyramid-shape – see Figure 6. His theory 
has been widely criticized, e.g., according to Wahba and Bridwel, it is 
sparse and according to Cianci and Gambrel, it is too simple. (Gambrel 
& Cianci, 2003; Wahba & Bridwell, 1976) Yet it is still well-known and 
widely used in multiple disciplines. 

Self-actualization

Esteem, respect

Love & belongingness

Safety

Physiological

Figure 6 – Original Maslow’s hierarchy.
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The first step of the pyramid (or hierarchy) is physiological needs. 
They are the natural and essential requirements for human survival; 
food, water, air, shelter, clothing, etc. The second one is safety needs 
– emotional, financial, law and order, security etc. These two can be 
grouped as basic needs and these needs are quite objective. They are 
very easily connected with many basic principles of housing design. 
A house has been bringing shelter for humans for ages. People are 
constantly seeking a safe neighbourhood to live in, a home inside walls 
provides a sense of safety from the outside world.   

As a third comes needs for love and belongingness – needs for 
friendships, intimacy or trust and as the fourth there is esteem needs – 
prestige and a feeling of accomplishment. These two can be grouped 
as psychological needs. Also, psychological needs can be connected 
to housing design. Many social relations happen inside someone’s flat. 
A home is a place where people build relationships and bond with their 
family members and friends. Psychological needs have less objective 
and more subjective characteristics than the basic needs. 

The fifth and final is self-actualization needs – seeking self-fulfilment, 
personal growth or peak experiences. When a person meets the need 
for self-actualization, he or she is at one’s best. For example, living in 
an impressive flat can help one to gain self-esteem. (McLeod, 2020)

According to Ahmed and Kennedy, the basic needs can also be 
considered as ‘viable’, the psychological needs as ‘liveable’ and the 
self-actualization needs as ‘loveable’ (Figure 7). The hierarchy can be 
used to explain why liveability and health feel that they are different 
concepts, but at the same time, they cannot be separated. Fulfilling 
health and other basic needs is essential before one can seek for the 
fulfilment of the psychological needs, the liveability. In the same way, 
the housing environment must be viable before it can be liveable. 
(Ahmed, 2020; Kennedy, 2010)

Researchers Zavei and Jusan (2012) have come into a conclusion that 
current mass housing production is ignoring the motivational factors of 
human behaviour and it may lead to both individual and social disorder 
and dissatisfaction. As for Estaji (2014), he suggests in his research 
that an “ideal house” covers all the human needs. According to him, 
the ideal house is motivational and it helps the resident to flourish and 
reach the maximal potential of oneself. Anyway, as the biggest problem 
in achieving the ideal house he names flexibility.1

1 He divides flexibility in three: physical (climate change, seasonal changes), social 
(changes in age, family size, etc.), and cultural (different wishes). 
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morality, 
creativity, 

spontaneity

safety, primal, 
physiological

MEMORABLE 
/ LOVABLE

Original Maslow’s hierarchy Diversity spectrum

Describing adjective

esteem, 
respect

friendship, 
family, 

intimacy

LIVEABLE

security of body, 
employment

air, water, food, 
sleep, shelter

VIABLE

Figure 7 – Extended Maslow’s hierarchy – derived from Ahmed and Kennedy . (Ahmed, 2020; Kennedy, 2010)

cultural, 
peak 

experiences

achievement, 
social, community, 

belonging
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3. Liveability in connection to 
urban housing
This chapter is going deeper into the definition of liveability. It is 
explaining what liveability is in urban housing and how it is connected 
with housing quality. It is also clarifying how the term is understood and 
handled within this thesis. 

As an individual word, ‘liveable’ is in many dictionaries being explained 
as an ‘able to be lived in’ or ‘barely meeting the standards’ -solution. 
Especially this is happening when the term is being translated into 
Finnish. (Kielikone Oy, 2020; Cambridge Dictionary, 2020) However, 
‘liveability’ on the other hand is being understood more as a quality 
term and being given more positive definitions. However still, the exact 
definition is nowhere to be found. Like the National Research Council 
(2002) states, 

“Livability is a broad term with no precise or universally agreed-upon 
definition.”

In this thesis, liveability is seen as a high-quality and sustainable 
whole. It is not only defining in which kind of housing solutions one can 
‘fit to live in’ but which kind of housing solutions create a good living 
environment. An environment that delights people and helps them to 
be healthy and happy. To differentiate liveability with feasible and ‘just-
to-meet-the standards’ -solutions, the word ‘viable’ is being used in this 
thesis to describe the poorer, but habitable, solutions.
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3.1 Liveability, Sustainability and Health
As there is no clear guideline within the definition of liveability, there 
is also no clear line between sustainability, health, and liveability. In 
some sense, they could all be thought of as different terms. Whereas 
actually, both liveability and health can be considered as subtopics of 
sustainability, health probably more clearly as being one of the main 
points of social development and one of the 17 goals of the UN (2015). 
Also, Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs speaks on behalf of health being a 
subtopic of liveability and sustainability. Health as a basic need needs 
to be fulfilled before seeking for higher level fulfilments. (McLeod, 2020) 

When looking at liveability goals, they are also valid to be sustainability 
goals, which proves the overlapping of sustainability and liveability. 
(Giok Ling & Yuen, 2010) Many research also place liveability under 
sustainability.  (Metronet, 2019; Lowe, et al., 2013) 

Australian government agency Metronet (2019) places liveability 
(Figure 8) in between the social and environmental in the diagram 
of sustainability. According to them, liveability is being adaptable, 
accessible, and connected places for people in a nature-conservant 
and protective way.  Lowe et al. (2013) suggest that sustainability is 
a bigger picture, what happens now and later, here and there and 

Environmental protection - 
planet

Social development - 
people

Economic 
development - 

profit

Sustainability

LiveabilityViability

Equity

Figure 8 – Australian Government’s agency Metronet’s impression of 
sustainability, equity, viability and liveability (Metronet, 2019)
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3.2 Different ways to evaluate liveability 
and quality
Liveability is not only bound to the quality of the environment but also 
to the functionality and processes happening in the living environment. 
It is partially subjective, so it altogether depends on the observer. 
Besides, it is also very location and culture-dependent. For example, 
liveability is being experienced differently in the northern welfare state 
of Finland than the slums of Mexico. Different researchers, institutions, 
and for example countries have slightly different methods to describe 
liveability. All these make liveability hard to determine and evaluate. 

The EIU’s (2019) Global Liveability Index is based on five categories, 
which consist of altogether 30 indicators. The categories are stability, 
healthcare, culture and environment, education and infrastructure. 
They rate each indicator as acceptable, tolerable, uncomfortable, 
undesirable, or intolerable and thereby they give a place (or a city) a 
liveability rating. They also have a weighting for the categories, putting 
stability and culture and environment as most important (25% of total 
each), healthcare and infrastructure as second (20% of total each) and 
education as last (10% of the total). The categories and indicators are 
presented in Figure 10.

Figure 9 – The relationship between sustainability and liveability 
according to Lowe et al (Lowe, et al., 2013)

Later

Now

Sustainability

ThereHere

Liveability

liveability is the core of it, what happens now and here (Figure 9).



Culture & Environment
25% of total

Education
10% of total

Infrastructure
20% of total

Category
Stability 
25% of total

Healthcare
20% of total

Humidity/temperature rating
Discomfort of climate to travellers 
Level of corruption 
Social or religious restrictions
Level of censorship
Sporting availability 
Cultural availability 
Food & drink 
Consumer goods & services
Availability of private education
Quality of private education
Public education indicators 
Quality of road network 
Quality of public transport
Quality of international links
Availability of good quality 
housing
Quality of energy provision
Quality of water provision1
Quality of telecommunications

Indicators
Prevalence of petty crime
Prevalence of violent crime
Threat of terror
Threat of military conflict
Threat of civil unrest/conflict
Availability of private healthcare
Quality of private healthcare
Availability of public healthcare
Quality of public healthcare
Availability of over-the-counter 
drugs
General healthcare indicators

Figure 10 – Categories and indicators of The Global Liveability Index 
by The EIU. (The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2019)
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Economy

Health
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Figure 11 – Domains of liveability and the quality of life by Leidelmeijer and van Kamp. (2004)

Leidelmeijer and van Kamp (2004) have 
researched liveability and the quality of life 
and their diagram describing the contents of it 
is presented in Figure 10. According to them, 
the human-environment fit is a state where 
all health, characteristics, lifestyle, culture, 
community, safety, security, nature, natural 
resources, built environment, accessibility, 
and economy meet. I.e. there are lots of 
factors that need to be taken into account 
when researching liveability and the quality of 
life. 

The Living Building Challenge (LBC) is the 
International Living Future Institute’s (2019) 
creation, that is simultaneously a tool, 
certification and philosophy for sustainable 
and liveable buildings. They compare living 
buildings as flowers and nature – a liveable, 
sustainable building generates its own 
energy and treats the rainwater with a beauty 
of a flower. The main categories, or as they 
call them, ‘petals’ are water, energy, health 



22

& happiness, materials, equity, and beauty. The petals are onwards 
divided into 20 core imperatives, which are presented in Figure 12.

According to Streimikiene (2014) the main indicators that are relevant 
in connection with the quality of life are overcrowding, housing 
deprivation, too dark dwellings, crime, noise, pollution, housing costs, 
and too cold dwellings. (Streimikiene, 2014)

As for Lowe et al. (2013), the 11 indicators of liveability are crime 
and safety, housing, education, employment and income, health and 
social services, transport, public open space, social cohesion and 
local democracy, leisure and culture, food and other local goods, and 
natural environment. Each indicator they have divided further into more 
detailed subjective and objective indicators and as useful/not useful 
for their purposes. In housing, they are focused mostly on affordability 
and diversity. 

Lukuman et al. (2017) have researched liveable, sustainable housing 
and their factors and attributes for it are presented in Appendix 1. They 
have each factor divided into more detailed attributes, which there are 
92 in total. The research is very comprehensive and the attributes are 
at a very detailed level, for example, do people like their neighbours 
or do they find it difficult to live in their dwelling because that is the 

Figure 12 – The petals and core imperatives of the Living Building 
Challenge. (International Living Future Institute, 2019) 

Petal
Place

Water

Energy

Health + happiness

Materials

Equity

Beauty

Imperative
Ecology of place
Urban Agriculture
Habitat Exchange
Human Scaled Living
Responsible Water Use
Net Positive Water
Energy + Carbon Reduction
Net Positive Energy
Healthy Interior Environment
Healthy Interior Performance
Access to Nature
Responsible Materials
Red List
Responsible Sourcing
Living Economy Sourcing
Net Positive Waste
Universal Access
Inclusion
Beauty + Biophilia
Education + Inspiration
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only choice they have. What they have also done, is that they have 
ranked all the attributes. Interestingly, nearness to a shopping centre 
and markets was found the most important, even over dwelling unit 
qualities. 

Sinha et al. (2017) have made a literature review of housing quality 
indicators. Their main indicators are personal satisfaction aspects, 
dwelling unit design characteristics and features, neighbourhood 
environmental aspect, economic aspects, and institutional aspects. 
Within the indicators, they have a wide range of criteria, which are 
presented in Appendix 2. Even though the research is about housing 
quality and not liveability, the indicators are very similar to all the other 
research. In conclusion, Sinha et al. remind that the conception of 
quality is varying between people. Instead of saying what is good and 
what is bad, people should be offered such information that they could 
be able to process the level of quality within their own culture, price-
range, etc.

In summary, there are a lot of similarities seen in all the different ways 
of rank and evaluate liveability or quality. There are also similarities 
between research that concentrate on liveability and research that 
concentrate on quality. Most of the factors and indicators are relevant in 
the Finnish context, however, there are some exceptions. For example, 

guarded apartment blocks and walled neighbourhoods do not exist in 
Finland. The education is mostly organized publicly and so is health 
care. Some aspects, for instance the Finnish tradition of sauna, these 
foreign research don’t take into account.

Also, since there are such a lot of similarities between liveability and 
quality research, liveability indicators can be in fact seen as quality 
indicators and vice versa. However, none of the research presented is 
identical with each other, which means that in the end every ideology 
or method for evaluating liveability or quality is unique. 

3.3 Definition of liveability in urban 
housing
As a conclusion from the different kinds of conceptions of liveability 
and housing quality of the previous sections, a definition for liveability 
in urban housing can be made. Hence, within this thesis, liveability is 
understood as a comprehensive concept, which qualifies whether a 
place is a comfortable, desirable and sustainable place to live in. 

Comfort can be achieved in temperature levels or in functionality of 
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Dwelling unit

Housing-related health & well-being

Housing-related safety & security

Natural environment 

Urban neighbourhood

Mobility

the layout for instance. Functional kitchens, bathrooms, etc. enable 
effortless everyday life. The qualities that create comfortable housing 
are more quantitative. As for desirable, it refers more to the definitions of 
‘places, where people want to live’ (e.g. EIU 2019; Partners for Livable 
Communities, 2020) and it is more about what people find attractive 
and beautiful. It is more qualitative. 

All these needs to be achieved sustainably, so that the continuum of 
life can be secured. After all, the continuum of life is quite an absolute 
requirement for liveability.

Liveability can be processed and evaluated via multiple elements as it 
can be concluded also from section 3.2. It can also be used in various 
contexts, e.g. EIU (2019) uses it within complete cities and the LBC 
(2019) within buildings. Within this thesis the context is urban housing 
and urban housing neighbourhoods and the elements (6 pcs) that are 
being used are presented on the right.

The next chapter – Chapter 4 is being devoted to finding out what the 
qualities within these elements that create liveable urban housing are. 
It is devoted to finding out what the numbers and variables that are 
generally understood as feasible and liveable are. 
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4. The qualities of liveable 
urban housing design
This chapter is collecting the fundamental and non-essential 
qualities of good housing design from more factual references, for 
example, literature, research, law, and guidelines, and from several 
industrialized countries. Some of these qualities have scientifically 
proven background, or they are written into the law, and as for some 
of these, they are founded more on general perception. Common for 
all – these qualities are the indicators that are fulfilling the six elements 
of liveable urban housing. 

All the information is throughout the research being compared and 
reflected with the main context of this thesis, Finland. It is also being 
connected with the statistics and the public opinions to justify the 
existence and importance of the qualities.
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4.1 Quality list 
The qualities are processed in this chapter within the liveability 
elements (dwelling unit, housing-related health & well-being, housing-
related safety & security, natural environment, urban neighbourhood, 
and mobility). The scale of the qualities goes approximately from small-
scale to big-scale. The complete list of the sections and subsections is 
presented on the right.

4.2 Dwelling
In this thesis, by a dwelling unit, it is referred to a separate dwelling 
inside an apartment block. Statistics Finland (n.d.) defines a dwelling 
as “a space with at least 7 m² of floor space in one or more rooms, with 
cooking facilities and an own entrance, and which is meant to be lived 
in all year round”. Fortunately, that size is only for the statistics. The 
size of the dwelling that is decent is being examined more accurately 
in the next chapter. With the own entrance, it is meant that one cannot 
enter a dwelling via another dwelling. A dwelling needs to be entered 
straight from outdoors or from a staircase.

 Dwelling
   Size
   Essential living spaces
   Flexibility
   Openings & natural light
   Aesthetics
 

 Health & well-being
   Physical health 
   Mental health

 
 Safety & Security
   Structural safety
   Financial safety
   Neighbourhood safety  
   Crime rates

 
 Natural environment 
   Access to greenery
   Greenery's quality level
   Climate
   Natural resources

 Urban neighbourhood &  
 Infrastructure
   Massing and site   
   planning
   Diversity
   Functions
   Waste removal
   Sanitation
   Pollution
 
 
 Mobility
   Traffic
   Bike parking
   Car parking
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Osuuspankki (OP, 2020), has conducted a survey for Finnish people 
about what are the most important qualities when choosing a dwelling 
and what they would like to change in their current dwelling. Nearly 
a third (32%) of the respondents would like to have more space in 
their home and the most important feature when choosing a dwelling 
is to have enough space. Good layout, connections to outdoors and 
greenery and location rise also high on the survey. The complete 
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The most important qualities when choosing a dwelling

survey results are presented in Figures 13 and 14.

Also, Finlay et al. (2012) have asked British people “what do they want 
from their homes?”. Their key findings were that people want period 
features1, large main living areas, private space both indoors and 
outdoors, space for storing things and layouts that take technology 
into account and are variable. The hopes and wishes have similarities 
compared to the OP survey for Finnish people. Especially space and 
access to nature (greenery, light) arose in both surveys. 

Figure 14 – Survey results from OP survey – what would people like to 
change in their dwellings? (OP, 2020)

Figure 13 – Survey results from OP survey – the most important 
qualities when choosing a dwelling. (OP, 2020)

1 By period features they mean large windows, large rooms and high ceilings. These, 
according to them, increase the inhabitants’ sense of space inside their home, which 

is important for mental well-being.
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The Finnish Association of Architects, SAFA (2020), has recently made 
a statement about the quality of the current housing production in 
Finland. They are worried about how the functionality of a home has 
decreased during recent decades. According to them, the flats are 
small, the depth of the building is too deep for natural light, those flats 
too small are hard to be furnished and there are even ‘rooms’ without 
windows. Staircases are made as cost-effective as possible.

Seppo K. Niiranen (2020) who have been part of the group that prepared 
the statement of SAFA continued his talk in the Finnish magazine 
Arkkitehtiuutiset (Architecture news in English) number 10/2020. He 
calls for a quality certification system for new dwellings. He says that 
new build dwellings are often bought before the building is ready, which 
means that the buyer cannot see the dwelling in nature, he or she only 
sees it as planned in construction drawings or visualizations. This is 
bad because a normal person cannot visualize construction drawings 
in their heads like the architects can do. They can’t see the lacking 
quality in the pictures, which is why some kind of quality certification 
system would be helpful for the buyers. He also reminds of the fact, 
that a lot of dwellings, especially the smaller ones are being bought by 
investors who have no intention to live in the dwelling themselves. What 
is the matter of quality if the product is not for your own use?

Finlay et al. (2012) have also found out that people are more emotional 
than practical when choosing a home, and that people have difficulties 
in quantifying space at home. It is more important to people how the 
home feels than how it meets their needs. What they have had as a 
child matters. Especially first-time buyers have serious problems trying 
to estimate how much space they need for themselves and for storing 
things. Most of the people prefer to live in a safe environment with a 
feeling of community and good transportation connections.

Harri Hautajärvi (2020) asks in the same number of Arkkitehtiuutiset 
(10/2020) that how come is it possible that we could afford to build 
light, well-functioning and through building dwellings after the second 
world war when we were at the poorest? He is saying that arguments for 
small and cost-effective dwellings are clumsy. Narrow dwellings with 
no proper natural light inside increases inequality. They also increase 
mental problems during the Finnish autumn and wintertime, when the 
sun is not shining that much.

In the next number of Arkkitehtiuutiset (11/2020), Salla Mustonen  
(2020) continues with the talk with her piece “Minimum has become 
new maximum”. As an official of Helsinki Building Control Services, she 
reminds that even though the officials would like to, they can’t deny a 
building permit from a poorly designed building, if it is legal. 
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There are similarities within the opinions of people and the opinions 
of Finnish architects. It can be argued, that the lack of space and the 
lack of functionality that it causes is a problem in the Finnish housing 
industry. Natural light, openings and access to nature are also themes, 
that could be handled better. 

4.2.1 Dwelling unit size 
The decree of housing design in The National Building code of Finland 
determines a dwelling by a minimum of 20 m². A dwelling for students 
can be 16 m² if the building has decent communal spaces. The floor 
plan should include appropriate spaces for resting, spending time, 
cooking and eating, taking care of one’s hygiene, and storing one’s 
belongings. The size of the dwelling should be appropriate for the 
number of people considered living there. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 
1008/2017) The amount of space and the demand for more space 
were the most wanted qualities in the OP (2020) survey. It has also 
been an aspect that has been provoking discussion among the Finnish 
architects recently, which tells something about the level of Finnish 
housing. 

The size of a room must be 7 m², with a height more than 2,5 meters. 
A minor part of the room can be lowered to 2,2 meters. (Suomen 
lainsäädäntö 1008/2017) In Sweden, the height of a dwelling must be 

2,4 m at least. In minor parts of the room, the height can be also lower, 
with no such lower limit as Finnish law has (2,2 m). (Boverket, 2018)

In the Technical housing standards of the UK, the minimum total gross 
area of a dwelling is defined depending on the number of people 
living in the dwelling (Figure 15). Contrary to Finland’s small minimum 
dwelling size, the minimum size for a one-bedroom dwelling is 37/39 
m² in the UK (37 with a shower, 39 with a bathtub) for one person. 
For two people the minimum size is 50 m², three people 61 m² etc. 
(Department for Communities and Local Government, 2015)     

The numbers in the UK are almost double compared with the Finnish 
minimums set in legislation. The Finnish legislation doesn’t either 
concern the number of people living inside the dwelling or the number 
of the bedrooms. As a matter of fact, the 20 m² limit in the Finnish 
legislation is valid not only for studio dwellings but also for one-or-more-
bedrooms dwellings, yet that is spatially somewhat impossible. When 
everything is being built with the minimum of one person, there is a risk 
of that minimum becoming the assumed minimum criteria also for two 
people or even three people. There is also a risk that people accept it 
as a “normal”, and they don’t even understand to demand better. 

The standard of the UK also itemizes the sizes according to how many 
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storeys does the dwelling have. This is because a staircase inside of 
a dwelling naturally increases the average floor area needed, and it 
complicates the furnishing close to the stairs. Two-storey dwellings are 
rare in apartment blocks, but there are few of them in Finland. 

For clarity, in the Finnish context, one-(bed)room dwellings are often 
called studios or micro-homes (yksiö in Finnish) and a dwelling with 
one bedroom means it is a two-room dwelling (one living room and 
one-bedroom, kaksio in Finnish). Also, a kitchen is usually reported 
separately. In most of the newly built dwellings, the kitchen is part of 
the living room. It can also locate in its own “room”, but either way, it 
is reported separately. For example, 1H+K means a studio dwelling 
that has a combined living room and bedroom and the kitchen is in an 
additional room. 1H+KT or 1H+TK  means that all the functions are in 
the same space; living room, bedroom and kitchen. 2H+K means that 
there are overall 3 rooms: one as a living room, one as a bedroom and 
one as a kitchen. This differs from the style that the UK has to inform 
only the bedrooms and not specify the kitchen type.

Surprisingly, in Sweden, which is a very similar country compared with 
Finland in the functioning of the society, there is no minimum limit for a 
dwelling size. Boverket’s (2018) building regulations, BBR, define only 
that a dwelling should be sized, fitted and equipped with consideration 
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Figure 15 – Minimum sizes in of the dwelling (m²) in the UK according 
to the Technical housing standards of the UK. (Department for 

Communities and Local Government, 2015)
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taken to their long-term use. 

However, even though there is no minimum size for a dwelling in BBR, 
they divide smaller dwellings into three categories and have slightly 
different rules for them. The smallest ones are dwellings smaller than 
35 m². Those dwellings have no requirements for separable rooms, but 
the demanded functions can be placed in the same space, and they 
can overlap. In dwellings sized 35 – 55 m² either the room for cooking 
or the room for sleeping and resting should be a separable room with 
a window. As for dwellings larger than 55 m², they should be designed 
to be suitable for the number of people intended to live in the dwelling. 
(Boverket, 2018)

Where the number of new studio dwellings per year has doubled, 
tripled or even quadrupled during the 2010s, the dwelling sizes have 
dropped even dramatically. (Kokkonen & Paavilainen, 2020) The overall 
average size of a dwelling in an apartment block has stayed more or 
less in between 55-56 m² in the 21st century, however, the direction 
of the size growth has been negative the last few years. (Statistics 
Finland, 2019) The worst it has been on small dwellings. Figures 16 
and 17 show the dwelling size development for the studio and one-
bedroom dwellings and the graphs are on a downhill.
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Figure 16 – The average size of a new studio dwelling. (Karikallio, et 
al., 2019) 
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Backman (2015) has found out in her research, that there are not many 
people who would want to live in a dwelling smaller than 40 m². All age 
groups between 25-75 would choose one-bedroom dwelling instead 
of a studio, if they didn’t have to consider other contributing factors, 
e.g. the price. It is often young people that live in small dwellings. 
Similar results got Haltia et al. (2019), according to them, 62% of the 
respondents living in an apartment block would not like to move into 
a smaller dwelling even though the building had adequate communal 
spaces. 17,8% didn’t have an opinion and only 20,2% would move into 
a smaller dwelling. 

Also, Tervo and Lilius (n.d.) have collected single living persons’ hopes 
for a dwelling. What they have found out is that the need for living 
space does not decrease linearly with the size of the housing unit. For 
example, the size needed for a kitchen for one person is not 50% of the 
size needed for a kitchen for two people. On the contrary, the meaning 
of the kitchen – cooking and dining, is also important for people living 
alone and in a small dwelling. Also, personal space and arose in the 
hopes of people living alone. 

4.2.2 Essential living spaces
The essential living spaces include spaces to cook, eat, sleep/rest, 
spend time, take care of one’s hygiene, and store one’s belongings. 
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Figure 17 – The average size of a new one-bedroom dwelling. 
(Karikallio, et al., 2019)
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The Finnish legislation requires these spaces to be included in a new 
dwelling, but there are no accurate demands for the quality of the spaces 
(Suomen lainsäädäntö 1008/2017). The same is also in Sweden. The 
BBR (2019) has listed the functions that need to be in a dwelling and 
more further instructions are only general recommendations. 

A private and non-profit-making Foundation Building Information 
Foundation RTS sr (n.d.) has a wide collection of building information 
files, where one can find guides for good planning and building methods. 
Nearly all the Finnish building construction industry professionals are 
clients of the RTS. Their collection of building information files, the RT-
collection, is the most used in Finland. 

The aggregate size of good-quality living spaces according to the RT-
files is no less than 40,5 m². It is not reported anywhere straight, but 
by counting together the different spaces that are presented as good-
quality living spaces, one can get that 40,5 m² number. It includes 
cooking and eating (9,4 m²), a bedroom space (7 m²), living space 
(16 m²), bathroom (3,3 m²) and space for storing one’s belongings (4,8 
m²), but it is not taking into account that some storing space is usually 
inside the bedroom and that at least the bathroom requires partition 
walls, which are counted into the dwelling floor space. 

As can be seen, the good-quality sizing is far from the Finnish 
legislation’s requirements. It is much more close to the standards of 
the UK. And since the need for space doesn’t grow linearly with the 
number of people, the biggest sufferers are single people living in 
small dwellings. 

Kitchen and dining
According to RT-93-10929 an adequate kitchen for a normal dwelling 
is around 3550-4600 mm wide at least. If the kitchen is for more than 
one or two people, then the standard is even bigger - see Figure 18. 
The miniature kitchen with a width of 1000-1200 mm is suitable only for 
side dwellings, as a secondary kitchen or for supported living. (RTS, 
2008) However, compact ‘kitchens’ sized 1500 – 1800 mm are popular 
in new housing design. (SRV, 2019) 

A small dining table with two chairs for two persons with a reservation 
for passing needs overall around 3,6 m² of space. The same space 
needed for 4 people is 4,8 m². (RTS, 2008) With 0,7 meters of moving 
space and the required Ø1,5 m wheelchair turning circle in front of the 
kitchen fittings the overall space needed for cooking and eating for 1-2 
people is 9,4-10,8 m². However, this is often not available in smaller 
units. Pelsmakers et al. (2020) are arguing that in the currently built 
typical micro-homes the kitchen is usually just a small row of cabinets 
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Figure 18 – Kitchen equipment needed for a different number of people. (RTS, 2008) 

(the miniature kitchen) with poor access to 
natural light. Also, there is usually space only 
for undersized table and the only furnishing 
option is to place the bed next to the kitchen 
cabinets. 

In London Housing Design Guide, the 
minimum floor area reserved for the kitchen, 
dining and living is 21 m² for one person, 
23 m² for 2 people, 25 m² for 3 people, and 
always 2 m² bigger when an extra person is 
added. In the Space Standards Study, the 
minimal kitchen is presented as 6,2 m² big 
and with dining area included as 9,4 m² big 
(from which the dining takes 3,2 m²). (Design 
for London, 2010) This is approximately the 
same that can be counted from the RT-files.  

In connection with accessibility in the kitchen, 
The Finnish Association of People with Physical 
Disabilities (n.d.) suggests in its checklist that 
water point(s) and electrical point(s) should 
be located practically. One should reach 
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them while seated. Also, the worktops and cabinets should be on a 
decent level or easily adjustable, household appliances positioned to 
be easily used and at least 400 mm from corners, with enough worktop 
space left for usage. 

Bedroom
In the RT collection, a bedroom for one person is dimensioned to be 
7-11 m2 whereas a bedroom for two people is 13-15 m². (RTS, 2008) 
An adequate bedroom to be accessible is 10-12 m² according to 
the Finnish Association of People with Physical Disabilities (n.d). The 
accessible bedroom is also easy to furnish (there is enough undivided 
wall) and after the furnishing, there are at least 900 mm wide passages 
available.

Many standards define the bedroom sizing via overcrowding. According 
to the British Bedroom Standard, the limits to overcrowding in bedroom 
sizes are for one child 4,6-6,5 m², for one adult 6,5-8,4 m², for one 
adult and one child 8,4-10,2 and for two adults no less than 10,2 m². 
(UK Parliament, 2002) In their national housing standards anyway, the 
limit for a single bedroom is 7,5 m² and for a double bedroom 11,5 m². 
They also have a minimum width for the rooms: 2,15 m for a single and 
2,55/2,75 m for a double (2,75 m for the first bedroom and 2,55 for 
the next ones if the dwelling has many). (Department for Communities 

Finnish legislation
RT
BBR
NHS
LHDG

7 
7-11 
6,5-8,4 
7,5 
8

7 
13-15 
10,2 
11,5 
12

Single (m²) Double (m²)

and Local Government, 2015) The London Housing Design Guide 
recommend single bedrooms to be 8 m² and double 12 m². (Design 
for London, 2010)  

By comparing the bedroom sizes it can be seen that the sizing in the 
Finnish legislation is again the absolute minimum – see Figure 19. 
The 7 m² is the lower limit to all standards for single bedrooms. As for 
double bedrooms, the standards are even bigger and yet the Finnish 
legislation requires the same 7 m². A normal-sized double bed (1600 
mm x 2000 mm) takes 3,2 m², and with 700 mm passages left on three 
sides of it takes 8,1 m². If any, this argues strongly against a minimum 
of 7 m². 

Living space

Figure 19 – Comparing the sizing of bedrooms.
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The key to good living space is flexibility in furnishing. Sofas, 
armchairs, tv-tables etc. are such not standardized as the dining table, 
for instance. In RT 93-10926, the recommendable minimum width for 
living space is 3,6 meters so that the room can be used in different 
ways (i.e. furnished differently). It is also suggested that in addition to 
the space that the furnishing takes, there should be 3-5 m² free zone 
left for hobbies, playing or working. (RTS, 2008) With a zone of 3,6 
times 3,6 m for the furnishing and 3-5 m² for free space, the minimum 
size for living space is 16-18 m², which is almost the size of a minimum 
Finnish dwelling. In other words, living space is inevitably trimmed in 
small dwellings sized just 20 m² or little more.    

The total floor area in the London Housing Design Guide for kitchen, 
dining and living was defined in the “Kitchen and dining” section above. 
The part that is left for living is 12 m² at minimum (for one person). For 
2 people it is 13 m² and always 1 m² bigger when an extra person 
is added. This is a bit smaller than the RT’s recommendations, but it 
seems like this is not taking into account the free hobby or working 
zone of 3-5m2. (Design for London, 2010)

Bathroom
In Finland, the primary option for washing oneself is a shower. Baths 
are rare and if they exist, the dwelling or house has both. According 

to the accessibility decree’s 9 §, there must be a Ø1,3 m wheelchair 
turning circle in the bathroom. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 241/2017) 

In the RT-collection, for one or two people the functions of the bathroom, 
toilet, and clothing care can be conjoined into one space. For a bigger 
number of people, separating them is recommended. Clothing care 
can also be arranged commonly within the building. The built-in units 
needed in a bathroom at a minimum are a bathtub or a shower with a 
tap, a sink and a tap with a hand shower (bidee in finnish), a toilet seat 
a tap and a sewer connection for a washing machine, and a heated 
towel rack. The space needed for these is presented in Figure 20.

With the average sizes specified in RT 93-10932 the minimal size for 
a bathroom with a toilet, sink, shower and Ø1,3 m free circle can be 
counted as approximately 3,3 m². Laundry washing and drying are 
then taken care of somewhere else, for example in the common laundry 
room of the apartment block. The additional size needed for a laundry 
cabinet and a washing tower is 1,8 m². (RTS, 2008) 

In addition to accessibility, the checklist for accessible housing design 
reminds that there should be at least 800 mm free space next to the 
toilet seat, free space to put down personal stuff next to the shower and 
also some space for a storage unit. There should be free wall space 
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The London Housing Design Guide has a slightly different approach 
to space requirements and accessibility in the bathroom and toilet. 
The free space needed for the toilet seat is described as approaching 
zones – an 1100 mm free zone in front and 1000 mm zone on the 
other side of the toilet seat. The 1100 mm deep zone should be 
provided also for other functions, e.g. the sink. The area required for 
showering is 1000 mm times 1000 mm. For accessible showers, there 

available where one can install handrails. (The Finnish Association of 
People with Physical Disabilities, n.d.)

Korpinen Oy has an example of a minimal bathroom in the Finnish 
context that is accessible and has all the basic functions – presented 
in FIgure 21. The size of it is approximately 4,9 m². 
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2008)
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is an annotation about either Ø1,5 m free wheelchair turning circle or 
a 1400 mm times 1700 mm ellipse. The minimal size of the combined 
bathroom and toilet without the clothing care presented in the Space 
Standards study is 3,6 m². (Design for London, 2010)

In summary, the space needed for the bathroom and toilet is 
approximately the same that is needed for a dining table for 4 people 
– 4,8 m2. With added clothing care, the size even increases. 

2500

18
00

1500

GSEducationalVersion

Figure 21 – Example of an accessible bathroom by Korpinen. 
(Korpinen, 2018)

Storing and maintenance
The spaces needed for linen, clothes, outerwear, cleaning equipment 
and hobby equipment according to RT 93-10945 are listed in the Figure 
22. For 1-2 people, the total width of the cabinets is 3,7-5,1 m. With the 
common depth of 0,6 m and 0,7 m passing space in front of them, the 
space required is therefore 4,8-6,6 m². 

The space required for the built-in storage per the number of people 
according to the Technical housing standards of the UK was described 
in the figure Figure 15. The spaces presented there are not including 
the space needed in front of the cabinets (if the storages are built as 
cabinets), which needs to be taken into account when comparing the 
numbers to the ones in RT-files. In this issue, the UK is having smaller 
recommendations than Finland. For one person, 1 m² is smaller than 
the RT-files suggest (1 vs. 1,92 m²) and the same is for 3 or 4 people 
(2-2,5 m² vs. RT’s 1,8 – 3,24 m²). (Design for London, 2010; RTS, 2009)

As for Drexler and El Khouli (2012), the storage space is divided into 
two – the space inside the dwelling and space within the building. The 
size required for storage room (can be located outside the dwelling but 
inside the building) is 2,6 m² per each person. In addition to that, each 
room should have at least two 600 mm times 600 mm cabinet modules, 
with a 900 mm free space in front of them. 
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The accessibility checklist reminds that also external storages for 
example in the basement and all communal spaces should be 
accessible and spacious. Building maintenance technology should 
be easy-to-use. (The Finnish Association of People with Physical 
Disabilities, n.d.)

4.2.3 Flexibility 
Bearing concrete walls as a structural system has been one of the 
most used, if not the most used, in the Finnish housing industry since 
the ’60s-’70s industrialization. Concrete walls between two dwellings is 
an easy solution since no additional noise insulation or fireproofing is 
needed. (Betoniteollisuus ry, n.d.) Otherwise, this is an excellent way 
to build, but flexibility-wise this is a very limited option. Merging or 
other dwelling boundaries crossing modifications are extremely hard 
and expensive to carry out. 

Pelsmakers et al. (2020) noted that there is a major problem in flexibility 
especially in the Finnish micro-homes. They found that in only 0,25% 
of the studied micro-homes dwelling boundaries crossing divisibility 
or connectivity were included. In other words, 99,75% of the studied 
micro-homes (with an average size of 29,4 m²) were not designed to 
be modified in the future.

Drexler and El Khouli (2012) suggest a few ways to evaluate the 
flexibility of a dwelling. In best practice 2/3 of the dwellings of an 
apartment block should be modifiable. To evaluate flexibility, they give 
five key points – the clearance of the premises should be more than 
2,75 m, the ceilings should bear at least 5 kN/m², the external façades 
should bear most of the load of the building, the overall plan should be 
modular, and that the primary and the secondary structures should be 
separated.

Figure 22 – The width of the cabinets needed for linen, clothes, outdoor clothes, cleaning equipment and hobby equipment. (RTS, 2009)

Persons
1-2
2-4
4-6

Linen
500-600
600
600-1200

Clothes
1500-2600
2400-4800
3600-7200

Total
2000-3200
3000-5400
4200-7800

Outdoor clothes
600-800
800-1200 + 400
1200-1400 + 600

Cleaning equipment
500
500-600
600-800

Hobby equipment
600
600-1000
1000-1200



40

However, the demands of flexibility in the Finnish legislation are again 
very approximate. The Land Use and Building Act section 117 for 
instance say that a building must be capable of being altered, but 
the requirement stays in that very general level. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 
132/1999) Giving any specific recommendations or guidelines on how 
to create flexible buildings is hard.

4.2.4 Openings and natural light
According to the Finnish legislation, a room must have a window(s) 
sized at least 10% of the floor area of the room. Distance to the nearest 
building in front of the main window has to be at least the height of the 
opposite building or a minimum of 8 m. The main window wall needs to 
be above the ground level and the other walls can be no more than 1 
meter below the ground. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 812/2017)

In the Swedish BBR, there is only a requirement that “a separable 
part of a room shall have windows facing the open”. There are no size 
requirements or other requirements, yet the word windows are in the 
plural, which is interesting. (Boverket, 2018)

Drexler and El Khouli (2012) suggest that openings in only one direction 
is below average design and should be avoided. A dwelling with one 
or two rooms should have openings in at least two different directions 

and a dwelling of three or more rooms should have openings in at least 
three directions. The directions should differ from each other with at 
least 90°. As well should differ the type of view (e.g. view to greenery, 
view of buildings, distant views over a landscape or a city). In addition 
to the views, the majority of the living spaces should also have natural 
light throughout the year. Also, the Living Building Challenge (LBC) 
demands views outside and daylight for at least 75% of the building’s 
occupied spaces and that each dwelling has at least one operable 
window. (International Living Future Institute, 2019)

In the Finnish context, it needs to be taken into account that the amount 
of sunshine and daylight varies during the year since Finland is located 
high up in the north. There may be a full month with only cloudy days 
and in the wintertime, daylight hours are just five to six hours or less 
per day for several weeks. In the northern part of Finland, there is also 
a polar night, which means that there is no sun or daylight at all for a 
certain period. There are three different ways in measuring how much 
daylight and direct sunlight a dwelling can get – the number of cloudy 
days, the altitude of the sun, and the direction of the sun.  

In Helsinki, the average amount for sunshine has varied between 26 
and 291 hours per month between 1981-2010. (Pirinen et al., 2012) In 
altitude, the angle of the sun varies between 6,5 – 53,5° and in direction 
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Figure 23 – Sunshine’s direction sector in Helsinki in the Winter 
solstice. (Agafonkin, 2009)  

77-293°. (University of Oregon Solar Radiation Monitoring Laboratory, 
2007) The direction affects which façades can gain sunlight throughout 
the year in the first place and the altitude on how much there will be 
shade from the adjacent buildings. Figure 23 explains why no dwelling  
in Finland should have openings facing only north.

What is often done in housing planning, is a shading study, which 
demonstrates how high the sun will shine and how much shade the 
buildings are creating throughout the year. And, what is often being 
forgotten, is the direction from which the sun is shining. Due to Finland’s 
northern location, the direction sector, within which the sun is shining 
in Helsinki in the Winter solstice is approximately 77°. It means that 
the façades facing that same sized sector towards the north, have no 
direct sunlight.

The situation is even worse in the northern parts of Finland. In 
Jyväskylä, the sector is only 68º. Above the Arctic Circle (which goes 
through Rovaniemi), because of the polar night, the sun stays above 
the horizon for days, so the direction sector can be considered as a 
zero. 

The importance of natural light and its effects on physical and mental 
health has been widely recognized. The seasonal affective disorder 
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(SAD) is common in Nordic countries, including Finland. About 1% 
of Finnish people suffer SAD repeatedly every year and 10-30% have 
occasional symptoms during the darkest months. (Huttunen, 2018)

70% of human being’s sensorial receptors are in the eyes. Natural light 
is the most powerful factor that regulates human beings’ circadian 
rhythm. (Hosey, 2012) The circadian rhythm determines a lot of 
important functions and processes in a human body, when we sleep 
for instance. It is a very crucial factor related to both physical and 
mental health. (Suni, 2020) Also, vitamin D is something that can be 
gained by spending time in natural light. In summary, spending time in 
natural light affects hugely into one’s health and well-being. 

4.2.5 Aesthetics 
For example, the condition of the dwelling, colours, materials and 
design elements create the aesthetics of the dwelling. The aesthetics 
is something that can be in a sense put into a scale, but in the end, 
it depends completely on the observer. A crowd of people can be 
asked to vote for the most beautiful building or dwelling and some 
conclusions can be drawn from the results. Yet, it doesn’t give any 
scientific background to assessing beauty e.g. in different materials. 
Also, professionals can give their opinions about something, yet it still 
isn’t any truth. 

There is research about some elements that have been found out 
to please the eye. For example, the golden ratio or fractals are one 
of these. The golden ratio has been used as one of the basic rules 
of graphic and architectural design since ancient times. There are 
assertions that the golden rectangle relates to the visual area we see, 
and that our eyes scan the fastest the things which are created with the 
golden ratio, which are the reasons for the importance of the ratio. As 
for fractals and other natural-like patterns, just seeing them can reduce 
one’s stress by as much as 60%. (Hosey, 2012)

Hosey (2012) also writes about the importance of beauty in sustainable 
design. He argues many times that people take better care of beautiful 
things (not only buildings but also other things in life, e.g. mobile 
devices or furniture). That taking good care of things will provide a 
long life for them, which is sustainable.

In the Healthy Homes report, there are also some principles concerning 
the usage of colours. For example, monotonous colours may lead 
to restlessness or difficulties concentrating and on the contrary, too 
coloured environment may cause rising blood pressure or over-
stimulation. Interior spaces should always have some variety in colours, 
saturations, contrasts, and textures. This is believed to relieve stress 
and promote well-being. (UK Green Building Council, 2016)
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Evaluating the condition of a dwelling is relevant when it is an already 
built or older target that is under evaluation. Estate agents categorize 
dwellings and buildings verbally usually as good, acceptable, 
tolerable, weak or bad. However, the condition that is reported is often 
based on a single person’s opinion. The condition categorizing has no 
general standards or specifications in the legislation. (Rosén, 2020) 
The condition of the dwelling is not only linked to the aesthetics, but 
also to the health & well-being and safety & security. For example, a 
bad condition in wet spaces may enable mould to grow up and through 
it respiratory issues. (Sisäilmayhdistys ry, n.d.) Extensive renovations 
are a large expense, which may cause stress or anxiety over finances. 

4.2.6 Statistics concerning the dwelling units
There is a justification for the need of one-bedroom dwellings and small 
dwellings as the Figure 23 shows. The number of one-person households 
has more than doubled in the past 35 years. Also, the number of two-
person households have increased when the bigger ones (3-5) have 
decreased and the biggest ones (6 and more) have stayed the same. 
(Statistics Finland, 2020) Nevertheless, a need for smaller dwellings 
doesn’t mean that the size of those small dwellings should be shrunk 
to an absolute minimum. As well as couples or bigger families, also 
people living alone need all the decent functions described in section 
4.2.2. With all the good housing design recommendations, an average 

Figure 24 – Number of households divided by the size of a household. 
(Statistics Finland, 2020)
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size of a dwelling as small as 28,2 m² seems to be below the space 
that a good, below liveable design. According to Karikallio et al. (2019) 
research, decreasing family sizes, urbanization, increasing housing 
costs and financialization of the housing market have been speeding 
up the trend of small dwellings. 
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4.3 Health & well-being 
As already mentioned in Chapter 2, the term ‘health’ is explained 
as a complete state of both physical and mental well-being. Design 
solutions can affect health either directly or indirectly. Even though 
the most visible health issues are strongly related to safe and secure 
housing (Section 4.4), health issues have relations to all qualities in 
housing. For example, the lack of natural light or access to greenery 
are causing mental health problems. (Collins, 1975) Not having a 
decent kitchen might also affect one’s health via poor nutrition. 

COVID-19 as a pandemic has not only affected the physical health 
of those who have been diagnosed with the disease but also it has 
indirectly affected many people’s mental health. For example, limited 
services, restrictions of different kind, and recommendations not to 
meet in person have caused distress to people. (THL, 2020) According 
to the National Housing Federation’s survey in Britain, more than 30% of 
adults have had health issues, mental or physical, due to poor housing 
solutions and the pandemic. (National Housing Federation, 2020)

4.3.1 Physically healthy housing 
WHO (2018) is in its housing and health guidelines concentrated 
mainly on the fundamentals of health and well-being, of which many 
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Figure 25 – Household size in Finland with dwelling size. (Statistics 
Finland, 2020)

The Majority of the one-person households live in a studio dwelling 
(35%) or one-bedroom dwelling (50%), which is not within the definition 
of overcrowded. From two-person households, there are 6% living in a 
studio dwelling, which on the contrary is within the definition. What is 
even more alarming is that there do exist e.g. 3 or 4 person households 
which live in a dwelling that has only one bedroom and 5 or 6 person 
households which live in a two-bedroom dwelling. 
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of the aspects are especially related to physical health. As the main 
elements for good health concerning housing WHO lists:

 Structurally stable and injury safe housing (included in Section  
 4.4.1)
 Accessible housing (included in Section 4.2)
 Not overcrowded housing
 Stable indoor temperature and indoor air quality
 Noise levels
 Water quality
 Ambient air quality 
 The absence of asbestos, lead and radon (included in indoor  
 air quality) 

Not overcrowded housing
A house is defined as overcrowded by Eurostat (2014) if it doesn’t have 
at least one room for the household (single or couple), one room for 
each single aged 18 or more, one room per pair of same-sex children 
aged 12-17, one room per different sex children aged 12-17, and 
one room per pair of children under the age of 12. By this definition, 
6,6% of the Finnish population lived in an overcrowded house in 2016. 
(Eurostat, 2018) Different standards have slight differences compared 
with Eurostat. Also, the term used in Eurostat’s definition is only a room 

when in many others it is a bedroom. For example, according to the 
Canadian National Occupancy Standard children with different sex 
should have their own rooms after the age of 5. (Statistics Canada, 
2019) As for British Bedroom Standard, two people of the same sex 
aged 10-20 or children under 10 regardless of the sex can share their 
bedroom. (UK Parliament, 2002)

Statistics Finland uses the same definition as Eurostat in its statistics. 
Unlike in e.g. Canada, nothing is regulating about living in overcrowded 
housing in Finland. Whether people live cramped conditions or not in 
Finland, is in the end up to them, i.e. nothing denies living cramped 
conditions. However, usually, it’s not just a pure choice but for instance 
the lack of money that drives people to live how they live. 

Indoor temperature
WHO Housing and health guidelines suggest that the inside 
temperature should stay between 18-24 ºC. According to them, the 18 
ºC is a minimum limit for indoor temperature because it has been widely 
recognised as a limit for medical problems in cold temperatures. Cold 
indoor temperatures can cause for example respiratory conditions or 
infections. The upper limit, 24 ºC, is set because there is no evidence 
in the increase of health problems yet in that temperature. 
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The Finnish legislation has its own limits for indoor temperature, 
which are presented in the decree of the Ministry of Social Affairs and 
Health on Health-related Conditions of Housing and Other Residential 
Buildings and Qualification Requirements for Third-party Experts. 
According to that decree, the minimum indoor temperature is the same 
18 ºC that is in WHO guidelines and the maximums are 26 ºC during 
the heating season and 32 ºC off the heating season (summer). There 
are no temporal limits for how long one can expose to the minimum/
maximum. Some facilities, for example, retirement homes, childcare or 
educational buildings have slightly different limits. In both seasons the 
minimum is higher – 20 ºC. In the heating season, the maximum is the 
same 26 ºC. Off the heating season, in retirement homes, the upper 
limit is 30 ºC and in childcare facilities and educational buildings 32 ºC. 
(Suomen lainsäädäntö 545/2015)

Interestingly, there are corresponding values for indoor air temperature 
also in the decree of the Ministry of the Environment on the Indoor 
Climate and Ventilation of New Buildings. In section 4, there are values 
20-25 ºC given for heating season and 20-17 ºC off heating season. 
(Suomen lainsäädäntö 1008/2017)   

Indoor air temperature is easy to measure when the building is already 
built. Thermometers are neither expensive nor hard to use for each 

dweller. Measuring the averages and peaks during the heating 
season and off heating season takes time, but it can be done. Some 
modern ventilation systems are even automated – they measure the 
temperature and increase/decrease the airflow depending on the 
current numbers. However, saying in the design phase that how hot or 
how cold a dwelling is going to be is not that simple – though it can be 
estimated through models. It also depends on the user and how does 
he or she uses blinds for instance.

Indoor air quality
The decree of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health on Health-
related Conditions of Housing and Other Residential Buildings and 
Qualification Requirements for Third-party Experts determines also the 
indoor air quality, ventilation and noise levels that are accepted. For 
the indoor air quality, there are many limitations concerning volatile 
organic compounds, formaldehyde, carbon monoxide, tobacco 
smoke, corpuscular impurities and microbes. The open-air flow should 
be at least 0,35 dm² per second per person. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 
545/2015)

In Finland, smoking is prohibited inside the communal spaces of 
an apartment block, but in principle, one can smoke inside his/her 
dwelling. Health authorities can prohibit smoking on a balcony or inside 



47

someone’s dwelling if the migration of the smoke to the other dwellings 
cannot be blocked. Also, housing association can prohibit smoking 
inside the dwellings and on the plot, but the decision needs to be 
accepted in the general meeting of the housing association. (Suomen 
lainsäädäntö 549/2016) In the LBC’s core imperative number 5, the 
demand is to prohibit smoking within buildings, enclosed spaces close 
to building openings and air supply vents. (International Living Future 
Institute, 2019)

In the LBC’s core imperative number 9, they demand that every dwelling 
must also have operable windows, flexible options for living, learning 
and working, the possibility to control the airflow and temperature via 
direct controls. Also, it demands that exhaust is provided as a direct 
extract from the kitchen and bathroom. (International Living Future 
Institute, 2019) The mention of an operable window was added back 
to the National Building Code of Finland in 2018. It had been removed 
from the 2017 version though before that it was in use. (Suomen 
lainsäädäntö  1008/2017; 127/2018; G1/2005)

Using asbestos in Finnish buildings has been prohibited since 1994. 
When renovating old buildings, built especially in the ’60s and ’70s, 
precautions are recommended for demolition work. (bestLab, n.d.) 
Using lead has also been prohibited for over 80 years and even before 

that, in the housing construction lead was used mainly in paints. 
(Hatakka, 2016)

Due to geology, radon on the other hand is heavily present in Finland 
and Finland is more exposed to radon than many other European 
countries. High levels of uranium in the soil and the gravel and sandy 
ridges cause that more radon is being released from the soil. In the new 
buildings, radon can be prevented with the right construction methods. 
For example, with a monolithic slab foundation, crawl-space or tight 
ground slab foundation the migration of radon is usually preventable 
in new buildings. As for the old buildings, the most used methods of 
controlling the radon-contaminated airflow are sub-slab suction and 
radon wells. (Stuk, n.d.)

Indoor air quality and the levels of harmful substances are also 
measurable as are the temperatures, but the equipment needed for 
all the substances is demanding to get and to use. There doesn’t exist 
one measuring device which tells everything, but instead, an individual 
device might be needed even for each substance. Also, knowing the 
levels is difficult in the design phase. 

Indoor noise levels
The average noise level day-time should stay at 35 dB in housing 
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and residential facilities and 40 dB in kitchens and other facilities. In 
the night-time, housing and residential facilities’ noise level should 
decrease below 30 dB. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 545/2015) This is in 
most of the cases in Finland taken care of without extra effort since 
the requirements for thermal insulation are such demanding. The outer 
walls include a thick layer of thermal insulation and that takes care of 
noise insulation simultaneously. 

The studies of noise levels are usually based on models. Not are often 
noise levels being measured after the construction phase. What is 
interesting, is that the noise level requirements do not take into account 
operable windows. A bedroom can be directed into a heavily operated 
road and the noise sealed off with good walls and windows. However, 
that means that the dweller doesn’t have a choice to keep the window 
opened during the night. 

Water quality
Most of the Finnish households use organized water supply services. 
The exceptions are practically some single-family households in rural 
areas where they use well or spring water. Because of legislation, the 
drinking water provided by organized water supply services is world-
top quality and safe to use all over the country. (THL, 2020) 

Also, LBC has demands for water usage. There the core imperative 
number 5 is demanding not only potable water but also reduced water 
usage through the building’s life cycle, storm water treating on-site 
without chemicals or connection to a combined sewer system. The core 
imperative number 6 is more about net positive water. (International 
Living Future Institute, 2019)

4.3.2 Mentally healthy housing
Socially high-quality living environment help people to esteem and 
respect both them-selves and others. Creating and maintaining 
relationships with friends and family is easier in a high-quality living 
environment. (McLeod, 2020)

A diverse area creates possibilities for social interactions. Nowadays, 
people’s everyday life is happening inside cities. Social interactions 
are related to school or work and hobbies. According to Jalkanen et al. 
(2017), if people have to seek services, hobbies and work from outside 
of their neighbourhood, the neighbourhood is not providing enough 
opportunities for social interactions. Urban spaces and spaces inside 
the neighbourhood have become extremely important for people. 

The New Economics Foundation has developed for the UK’s government 
a mental well-being project called “Five ways to well-being”. The work 
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has aimed to increase the understanding of the population’s mental 
health and well-being. The five ways are: 

1. Connect
2. Be active
3. Take notice 
4. Keep learning
5. Give 
 (Aked & Thompson, 2011)

Baker and Steemers (2019) have gone through the five elements in 
more detail. They have also concentrated on how the five ways are 
related to the built environment – briefly summarized as next.

Connect - well-designed places enable people to randomly connect 
and meet each other, they provide spots to organize small and big 
gatherings and get-togethers, and via comfort, well-designed places 
attract people. An adaptable and flexible dwelling provides space to 
be alone and to be with other people. Be active - physical activity is 
not just how often do people go to the gym or jogging to the park. 
Physical activity can be seen in nearly everything in daily life. Choosing 
stairs instead of an elevator or taking an attractive natural path to the 
barber’s instead of a bus or a private car are something that cannot be 

forced. (Baker & Steemers, 2019) But if the environment is designed 
so that people would prefer the stairs over the elevator, let’s say that 
for instance, because the elevator is closed, dark, and slow and the 
staircase is full of sunshine and has a wonderful view over the park 
next to the building, the designer can nudge people to stay active. 
(Thaler & Sunstein, 2008) 

Keep learning - the distance and orientation to other people, eye 
contact, clean and safe home with enough light and spatial variety 
enhance especially children’s learning. There is also evidence found 
out that an adequate environment is proved to improve learning 
compared with a poor environment. (Baker & Steemers, 2019; Aked & 
Thompson, 2011) 

Give - Giving rather than getting has been recognized to have a positive 
impact on happiness. Giving not only physical things but also social, 
for example, compliments, smiles, hugs, or effort for something can 
enhance the social connectivity within people and communities and 
through that happiness and well-being. Altruism even though being 
a hard topic to research, has been proved to happen more in diverse 
neighbourhoods, which are accessible and good quality. (Baker & 
Steemers, 2019; Anderson, et al., 2016) Ultimately, take notice – nice 
design attracts one’s attention and enables all the other four ‘ways’.
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4.3.3 COVID-19 and housing
In the late spring of 2020, during the first wave of the pandemic, 47,7% 
of Finnish people said they were working from home, according to 
Eurofound’s Living, working and COVID-19 survey. 60,5% of Finnish 
respondents said they had started to work from home because of 
COVID-19. Finland’s percentage of people changing to remote work 
is the highest in Europe. Only the Netherlands and Belgium in addition 
to Finland got over 50%. 78,6% of Finnish respondents were thinking 
they were able to do their work properly with the equipment they 
had at home and 70,9% were satisfied with the working from home 
experience. The satisfaction has been quite high during the first wave, 
but unfortunately, the data doesn’t cover the second wave. (National 
Housing Federation, 2020) A human being can tolerate stress for some 
time, but if the situation gets protracted things get different. 

Smaller cities, for example, Sastamala has started to advertise cheaper 
and spacious homes under the guise of COVID-19. They are saying 
that one could get so much more with their money, for example, more 
space for working from home. (Sastamala, n.d.) According to the 
Central Federation of Finnish Real Estate Agencies, the average price 
per m² in Sastamala is half of what it is in Tampere. (Kiinteistönvälitysalan 
Keskusliitto, n.d.)

Staying at home has been varying during the waves of the pandemic. 
Some countries, e.g. Italy have even had curfews. The distribution of 
the virus has also been varying depending on the country, the city and 
even the neighbourhood. Some neighbourhoods are less dense than 
others and the virus spreads in crowded places. There are findings of 
how the virus has been spreading unequally between different regions 
and even different people, because of the unequal living conditions. 
Poor people have had the worst living conditions, and therefore a high 
incidence rate of COVID-19. In New York, the death rate has been 
the highest among black people due to structural inequalities. (West, 
2020) Rayman and Goodier (2020) have come into a conclusion that 
it has not only been the quality of the home but also access to the 
greenery that has been on a very unequal level among the people.
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4.4 Safety & security
Safety and security issues in housing relate strongly to health. The 
lack of structural safety or failures in structural safety can cause direct 
injuries and affect one’s health. The feelings of financial safety and 
neighbourhood safety are important aspects when considering one’s 
mental health. Liveable housing should be affordable. If a dwelling is 
liveable by its qualities, but the price of it is absurd and nearly nobody 
could afford it, can the dwelling be defined as liveable? 

Safety can be subjective or objective and absolute or relative. Objective 
safety can be measured via e.g. crime rates, yet the subjective 
perception of the safety of a dwelling or neighbourhood varies between 
people. It is quite obvious that a physically strong person having some 
kind of martial art as a hobby might feel safer in a dark street than a 
small person with some kind of physical disabilities for instance. The 
absoluteness/relativeness is connected more to financial safety and it 
is being explained in more detail in the section 4.4.2. 

4.4.1 Structural safety
As for the most important injury prevention methods WHO (2018) 
lists smoke detectors, stair and safety gates and handrails, window 
guards, fireplace guards, protected stoves and other hot surfaces. In 

the Finnish legislation structural safety, fire safety, and the safety of use 
have all their own decrees in The National Building Code of Finland. 

The biggest questions concerning the structure of the building are 
eventually structural engineers’ responsibility in Finland. All the smaller 
qualities, e.g. handrails are being designed by the architect. However, 
they depend on the user of the dwelling. The user might tear down 
some structures either by his/her own will or by mistake if there are no 
decent instructions for the usage of the dwelling provided. 

According to The National Building Code of Finland, a Use and 
maintenance manual must be provided for all new dwellings. The 
manual should include for instance information concerning the 
appropriate usage and maintenance obligation. The building cannot 
be legally marked as ‘finished’ if it’s missing the manual. (Ministry of 
the Environment, n.d.)

4.4.2 Financial safety
Haltia et al. (2019) have surveyed “how and where do urban people 
want to live?”. They have a lot of preferences divided by different 
factors: age, family type, the current form of housing, and housing 
ideology for example. However, regarding the background, the most 
significant factor when choosing the next home was the price of it. 
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Decent living costs also rose up in the OP (2020) survey (31% of the 
respondents).

The cost of housing and living is a major factor causing poverty. 
Poverty onwards may cause e.g. social exclusion, health problems 
(both mental and physical – if one cannot afford for healthcare), over-
indebtedness, or even homelessness. Generally, poverty is divided 
into two: absolute and relative poverty. Absolute poverty means that 
one cannot afford even the most fundamental things of life – food, pure 
water, etc. Absolute poverty is more common in developing countries, 
which is why in Finland the term ‘relative poverty’ is more used. Relative 
poverty is being described via being ‘at risk of poverty’, AROP, and it is 
bind to the general income level. The limit for AROP in Finland is 60% 
of the median income of the whole country. (Eskelinen & Sironen, 2017) 
In 2018, 15,8% of Finnish people were at a risk for poverty and social 
exclusion. (Statistics Finland, 2020)

Another term that is describing the housing finances in general, is the 
housing cost overburden rate. Eurostat (2014) has set the housing cost 
overburden rate into 40% of net income. In 2019, the housing cost 
overburden rates were for single persons 11,3%, two adults 2,2% and 
three or more adults 0,5%. In total, the rate was 4%. (Statistics Finland, 
2019)

In addition to the poverty definition, for example, Lowe et al. (2013) 
have listed many useful measures to evaluate the finances of housing. 
What are the median prices (owner-occupied dwelling, rental dwelling, 
supported rental dwelling)? What are the average costs for all the bills, 
e.g. electricity, water, internet? How a big proportion of the population 
can afford all the averages? 

By using all the averages (dwelling prices, mortgage repayment 
periods, maintenance costs, etc.), it can be counted that a single 
person can afford only a micro-home sized under 30 m² in Helsinki. 
(Laitinen, 2019; STT-Yle, 2018) When the dwelling is being bought 
by a couple, the average amount of money used to buy the dwelling 
doubles when the average size needed doesn’t. A couple doesn’t 
need two kitchens or two living rooms, but instead just a little bit bigger 
kitchen, living room and bedroom. This is putting the house-buyers in 
a very unequal position – buying a dwelling as a couple, people get a 
lot more with the money than buying a dwelling by themselves. And, 
the same is in the rental market. (ARA, n.d.)

The prices and rents of dwellings follow the same rule – the smaller 
the dwelling the higher the price is for one m². (ARA, n.d.) Together 
this and the fact that couples have relatively a lot more money to use 
for housing costs put people in a very unequal position. The risks of 
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poverty are much higher for people living alone and in small dwellings. 
The relation between the sizes of the dwellings and the prices per m² 
is shown in Figure 26.  

Are the prices aligned with the costs then? Helsinki Housing Production 
Agency’s Riitta Eloranta (2014) has kept a presentation about the 
construction costs in Finland. According to her, 50-60% of construction 
costs of the building are related to the location. 20% of the costs are 
related to the ongoing economic cycle and another 20% to the design 
solutions.

Why is the proportion of location such big? According to Eloranta 
(2014), at first, urbanization is driving people to live in the growth 
centres, the growth centres are already built, so there is not that much 
free land to build anymore. That increases the price of the remaining 
land. Remaining land might also be more challenging by its foundation 
conditions because the best sites have already been built (soil and 
foundation conditions can affect construction costs by 50 – 500 €/m²). 
Also, construction is denser in the growth centres, which also increases 
the building costs. Denser areas tend to have higher demands for the 
buildings (materials, gross area, number of floors, parking type) in the 
city plan.

Figure 26 – The relationship between the price per m² and the size of 
the dwelling in RAKLI (2015) research.
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Most of the design solutions are directly disadvantageous for smaller 
dwellings. For example, according to RAKLI (2015) research, the price 
of accessibility per m² is almost three times higher for studio dwellings 
than for two-bedroom dwellings with a sauna. If the requirement for 
parking spaces is one for each dwelling and the price of the space 
stays constant, the price per m² will also be more expensive for studio 
dwellings.

In Finland, there are organisations and methods for keeping the 
costs lower for people with lower income. For example, The Housing 
Finance and Development Centre of Finland (ARA) grants guarantees, 
subsidies and grants for housing construction and administrates 
some reasonably priced rental dwellings. (The Housing Finance and 
Development Centre of Finland, n.d.) Hitas is a programme developed 
by the city of Helsinki, which determines a maximum selling price for 
dwellings within the programme. (Helsingin kaupunki, 2020) As one of 
the best known Finnish organizations, the Social Insurance Institution 
of Finland (Kela) provides a housing allowance for people with low 
income. (The Social Insurance Institution of Finland, 2018) 

Defining decent limits for prices and costs is impossible. In other 
words, economics is a field, which has no minimum or maximum 
recommendations and requirements in the law and guidelines. There 

can be no conclusions made from the average incomes, prices, and 
costs since there are so many factors contributing. What is evident is 
that the prices and costs are high and that the possibilities for buying 
a dwelling are not equal at all for all Finnish people, not even after all 
the readjustments to justify the financial differences in house-buying. 
However, by using the averages and relative percentages some kind 
of evaluating is possible. 

4.4.3 Neighbourhood safety
Kemppainen et al. (2020) have researched the perceived security in 
Helsinki neighbourhoods. They found out that in neighbourhoods, where 
people maintain social connections with their immediate neighbours, 
the perceived security is higher. Also, intervention in cases of fight or 
where there is an unconscious person on the ground, was more likely 
to happen in neighbourhoods where the perceived security is higher. 
These kinds of results confirm Hosey’s (2012) assertions that people 
take care of what they experience as meaningful. People take care of 
a neighbourhood, where they are friends with their neighbours and 
through that, the whole neighbourhood feels better and safer. 

From the objective safety measures, as useful for indicating liveability 
Lowe et al. (2013) have listed crime rates against other people and 
property and the rate of domestic violence. They also mention crime 
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rates of a differnt kind and the amount of street lighting as an indicator 
for liveability, but not as useful for their purpose.

4.5 Natural environment
The benefits of nature have been widely recognized. Nature can, for 
example, restore mental energy, relieve stress, improve short-term 
memory, reduce inflammation, improve one’s concentration or way of 
thinking creatively, among many others. (Friedman & Loria, 2016) The 
connection through the eyes can be formed also by watching pictures 
of nature, not only by watching actual nature. According to Hosey 
(2012) nature and nature-like patterns, for example, fractals have an 
important part in our well-being. 

Recent research carried out in daycare centres in Tampere and Lahti 
gave results that a green contact as a child can enhance one’s immune 
system significantly. There had been forest floor and sod dumped on the 
yards of the day-care centres and the children had been also planting 
plants as an activity for one month. Compared with a control group with 
normal yards, children having a green contact had a better immune 
system after the research. (Roslund, et al., 2020) In can be argued that 

not only is greenery affecting mental health but also physical health.

4.5.1 Access to nature
Access to nature is one of the topics that need to be considered in 
many scales. Nature is mostly located outside the buildings, but it can 
also be related to the smaller, dwelling scale. How? There are many 
ways of how people can access nature and its elements. Being able to 
sit on a balcony and watch a view over a park, is having visual access 
to the park. Indoor plants and small garden in a balcony bring parts of 
nature to the dwelling.   

According to OP survey (2020), 29% of the respondents chose ‘lots 
of greenery/parks nearby’ as an important quality when choosing a 
dwelling (Figure 13). Private space both indoors and outdoor rose up 
as an important home quality for British people too in Finlay et al. (2012) 
surveys. In Haltia et al. (2019) surveys, an own yard or a balcony was 
found out as the most important attractiveness factor among all the 
respondents. 

Baker et al. (2019) have formed a table for expressing access to nature 
– based on Gareth Chalfont’s book Design for Nature in Dementia Care. 
They divide the environment into four zones: inside, edge, near and far. 
The zones can be experienced sensorially or via access. All of the four 
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zones are important to get to, either sensorially  (e.g. visual, smell) or 
via a physical connection. This is explained visually in Figure 27.

In the Finnish legislation, access to the greenery is regulated in the 
Land Use and Building Act instead of The National Building code of 
Finland. Yet again, the level is very general and there are no valued 
requirements for instance. The section 54 says, that a zoning plan 
should be made in a way that there are a decent amount of parks and 

recreational areas. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 132/1999) 

Drexler and El Khouli (2012) suggest that each dwelling should have 
a walk-in or otherwise plantable area, e.g. balcony, terrace, or garden 
that is accessible directly from the dwelling. In the best practice, that 
should be sized as 4 m² / each room and not facing the ±30° of the 
north. For the apartment block, there should be private larger outdoor 
area, which can accommodate a dining table, protected from unwanted 
viewers. That may also be a roof garden for instance. According to 
Baker and Steemers (2019), designers cannot make anyone have 
gardening as a hobby but they should be able to garden by designing 
for example balconies and proper window sills. 

In addition to the private green spaces, Drexler and El Khouli (2012) 
suggest that the listed elements below should be within the listed 
distance from the apartment block. 
 Playground 200 m 
 Park, open space at least one in sight or two within 600 m 
 Recreational area 1 km or 12 min by public transport 
 Access to footpaths and cycle paths, safe and lit access to  
 the building 

inside

ed
ge near

sensorial

physical connection

far

GSEducationalVersion

Figure 27 – Different ways to access nature. (Baker & Steemers, 2019)



57

As for, Pelsmakers (2015), the ideal distances are:
 Playground 100 m
 Small open space 200 m
 Playing field / recreational area 700 m 
 General park 900 m 

Compared with the ones that Drexler and El Khouli suggest the latter 
ones are even shorter. Such a small distance to a playground (100-200 
m) could also be described in other words that the playground should 
locate in the plot. According to Lodenius (n.d.) the ideal distances are:
 Playground 50 m
 Small park or a city block park 150-200 m
 Neighbourhood park 400-800 m
 An allotment garden 20 min drive
 Recreational park 0,5-2 km or 20 min drive

and he speaks with the knowledge of the Finnish context, unlike Drexler  
and El Khouli and Pelsmakers. 

According to the National Sports Council (2019), the average distance 
from one’s dwelling to the nearest forest is 0,7 km, to the nearest park 
1,5 km, and to the nearest recreational area 4,9 km in Finland. It seems 

like the amount of forests is compensating the lack of man-made made 
greenery in Finland. However, from the overall short reccommended 
distances it can be concluded that there should be a lot of greenery 
close to the apartment blocks and housing neighbourhoods. The short 
distances reinforce the importance of access to greenery. 

Also, the LBC has access to nature as its one core imperative. They 
call for post-occupancy evaluation for all projects. The access to nature 
and benefits of daylight and fresh air should be evaluated within half a 
year to year of occupancy. (International Living Future Institute, 2019) 
This is something that rarely happens in the Finnish context.

To keep all these distances in perspective, an average walking speed 
for a normal, healthy adult is 1,2 m/s. (Verne, 2015) For 100 m, it 
takes approximately (100/1,2) 1 minute and 23 seconds and for 1 km 
approximately (1000/1,2) 13 minutes and 53 seconds. Nevertheless, 
there are a lot of conditions that affect one’s walking speed, e.g. age, 
sex, physical characteristics, walking environment, weather, carryings, 
etc. Aged people walk significantly slower than young adults.   

4.5.2 Greenery’s quality 
As it is with the interiors of a dwelling, also a rich and high-quality 
outdoor environment provides a socially and mentally healthy 
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environment (section 4.3.2). Well-designed places enable people to 
connect, and random connections happen in a park for instance. If 
the park has benches or other attractions that are likely to get passing 
people to stop, people will probably stop in order to sit on the bench 
and in the best scenario, they change a word with a stranger next to 
them. (Baker & Steemers, 2019) A need for good quality urban space 
arose also in Tervo and Lilius’ (n.d.) surveys. 

Even the fact that different sources recommend greenery to be 
located close to a dwelling speak on behalf of the variability and 
quality of green spaces. There should be possibilities to play, spend 
time, garden, etc. in all the green spaces. (Drexler & El khouli, 2012; 
Pelsmakers, 2015) The Healthy Homes report reminds that various 
green spaces encourage people to be active and exercise. They also 
enrich the biodiversity of the area. (UK Green Building Council, 2016) 
Well-planned furniture (e.g. benches, trash cans, lamps) in the green 
areas increase the functionality and comfort of the space. Placed and 
dimensioned right, they also reinforce the feelings and the human 
scale of the space. (Junttila, 1995)

4.5.3 Climate
Climate Change has been predicted to affect liveability in many ways. 
Not only will the unpredictable meteorological phenomenon disturb 

people’s everyday life as heavy rains for instance but also our buildings 
will be affected in many ways. When the life cycle of a building is taken 
into account, the changes in the design should have been applied 
already. But in the end, whether one is satisfied with the climate of the 
living environment or not, depends completely on oneself.

Laakso (2020) describes that heavy rains become more common in 
Finland, which affects especially the moisture-controlling in buildings. 
Heat waves will raise the indoor temperatures into intolerable readings, 
which affects especially older people. Slippery roads as a result of 
±0°C temperatures and rains will cause more falling and injuries. 

European Commission (2020) puts regularily together an evaluation of 
the natural and man-made risks that there are in the EU. In the latest 
summary (2020) there are 12 key risks listed from which seven could 
be caused by nature (at least directly, however, there might always 
be man-made indirect reasons behind). They are extreme weather, 
flooding, drought, wildfires, geophysical risk, epidemics/pandemics, 
and animal and plant diseases. Even though most of the risks are at 
a low level in Finland, we are currently suffering from the COVID-19 
pandemic, which if any proves that the risks do exist.
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4.6 Urban neighbourhood & infrastructure
The urban neighbourhood is a mixture of apartment building blocks, 
greenery and other functions (e.g. schools, shops, workplaces). It 
also includes all the infrastructure, for example, the roads for all the 
transportation methods of different kind, and energy, water and sewer 
networks. The urban setting is, in fact, the setting in which people have 
started to use the term ‘liveability’ in the first place.  

The context and the location are important parts of the design process. 
Sometimes the designer has a lot of influence on the location, often 
none. In Finland, an apartment block is allowed to be built built only to 
a plot that has a town plan. If the town plan already exists, the designer 
of an individual building can do very little to improve the urban settings. 
And on the other hand, sometimes the architects have to design 
the town plan without thinking about the shapes, or materials of the 
individual buildings. This complicates the comprehensive approach to 
urban housing. 

4.6.1 Massing and site planning 
The typology and scale of the building should fit into the urban context 
it is planned. The existing environment should be protected because 
of aesthetic reasons and to prevent urban sprawl. Right scale, respect 

towards the context and existing conditions, traditions and people living 
in the area are a key to successful planning. (Drexler & El khouli, 2012; 
Hosey, 2012) One of the objectives in the Land Use and Building Act 
is to create a living environment that is safe and pleasant, aesthetically 
harmonious, and functional for the users. (Suomen lainsäädäntö 
132/1999)

Architects often seek inspiration from all over the world. Many trends in 
current housing production in Finland come from abroad. Nevertheless, 
if the architectural style is copied from one location and context to another 
without any environmental, social or cultural integration, it won’t have 
a normal building-environment relationship. Designing international 
trends in Finland needs knowledge about Finnish city planning, history, 
housing production history and society’s characteristics. The design 
should be responsive to local culture, history and heritage. (Jalkanen, 
et al., 2017; Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, 
2019) For example, the traditional Italian window shutters would be 
shading too much and be too hard to use during winter in the Finnish 
context.  

However, even though the general guidance is to take the surroundings 
into account, a new design should not be a copy of its surroundings. 
A design can and it should reflect the contemporary way of life and 
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trends. (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, 
2019)

Sim (2019) has some good principles for massing – see Figure 28. He 
encourages designers to create small scale and enclosed spaces with 
layered, joined and multifunctional buildings which are concentrated 

and walkable. He emphasizes the importance of enclosed building 
blocks, since they create private outdoor space, reduce noise that 
is travelling to the yard, and maximizes the buildable floor area with 
minimum height (which again creates small scale). Also, Pelsmakers 
et al. (2020) have proved in their research that building on the edge of 
the plot is a more sustainable way. 

Figure 28 – Some principles for site planning (Sim, 2019)

From large scale to small scale From open space to enclosure From stacking to layering

From spread out and drivable to concentrated and walkableFrom mono-functional to multifunctionalFrom stand-alone to joined-up
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The National Design Guide of the UK directs context-aware planning 
with the following instructions to be taken into account: 
 The existing built environment  (scale, forms, layouts,   
 materials, details and appearance)
 Geography and ground conditions 
 Landscape, biodiversity and ecology 
 Environmental factors (water treatment, flooding, air quality,  
 noise levels, etc.)
 Inward and outward views
 The patterns of current usage and activity in the area. 
 (Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 2019)

It is clear that the aesthetics of a building is an unique puzzle within every 
case. The architect needs to solve how to fit the new, contemporary 
design into the existing environment without destroying the harmony.

The five most established apartment block typologies in Finland are 
slab block, corridor on the side, corridor in the middle, point block or 
tower block, and terraced. (Huttunen, et al., 2011) The shapes of these 
are presented below in Figure 29. The usage and their popularity have 
been however changing over time. 

The main factors that are defining the measurements for different 

Figure 29 – Building typologies in Finland. (Huttunen, et al., 2011)

slab block    corridor (side)     point block     corridor (middle)     terraced

building typologies are fire and window regulations. The maximum 
distance from a dwelling to the nearest exit is 30-60 m depending on 
e.g. whether there are sprinklers or not. This causes that the building 
masses with only one exit cannot grow extremely wide. 

For natural light purposes, the buildings cannot either be too deep. 
How far within the dwelling does the daylight reach is described in 
Figure 30. Only approximately two times the height of a window 
distance is properly lit with daylight within the dwelling. (Pelsmakers, 
2015) The building width can be extended of course by placing dark 
spaces (storages for example) in the middle of the building. According 
to Jalkanen, if a dwelling has openings for two opposite sides, with 
6-9 meters depth all the spaces can have natural light. Together with 
the requirement of windows for each room this cause that the building 
depth cannot either grow extremely deep.  
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The beauty of the building mass is being created from many things 
such as reliefness, plasticity, structure, gaping, composition and 
materials of the façade. Also, balconies, eaves, lattices and canopies 
are part of the façades and they affect on how does the building feel. 
(Huttunen, et al., 2011) Not to forget the colours. But again, a little 
information about what kind of solutions people find beautiful and why 
was found. Not at least with a context.

From the 20 core imperatives of the LBC, three are related to context 
and location. What they demand is that the environment and its habitats 
(e.g. greenfield, wildlife, prime farmland) are preserved, the existing 
site and community conditions are documented before the project, 

positive contribution to the ecology is proven, cultural and social equity 
needs are identified and taken into account, and places to gather and 
connect with the community are provided. Also, they call for human 
scale and contribution to nature preservation.

4.6.2 Diversity  
All kind of diversity in neighbourhoods is desired. Not only functional 
diversity (functions in section 4.6.3) but also the social, visual, public 
spaces, etc. diversity, and diversity between neighbourhoods. 

Research shows, that for example, high-poverty neighbourhoods have 
been proven to offer fewer jobs and poorer social networks. Children 
grown up in a high-poverty neighbourhood have been proven not to 
have equal chances to grow wealthy. (Cortright, 2018) Many of the UN’s 
(2015) sustainable development goals speak for diversity and equality, 
e.g. 1. No poverty, 5. Gender equality, and 10. Reduced inequalities.

People tend to seek for a neighbourhood that tells something about 
them. People with different backgrounds have different desires for 
their home and living environment. In the Finnish context, for example, 
immigrants might have bigger family units than native Finns. Students 
or young adults seek for something else than families with small 
children. Not to mention reconstituted families. (Haltia, et al., 2019)

h

2xh

Figure 30 – How far does natural light reach within a dwelling. 
(Pelsmakers 2015)
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Hirvonen (2013) is saying that the dwelling sizing effects lucidly into the 
socio-economical structure of the neighbourhood. For example, a lot of 
small dwellings in a neighbourhood (monotonous design) may create  
a bad neighbourhood because the turnover is high. It is usually young 
people, e.g. students, who live in small dwellings and their intentions to 
live and stay in that dwelling and area is usually only for the time they 
are studying. The same is with young people not studying, they don’t 
have intentions to stay in the small dwelling after they have children for 
instance. Over 80% of people living in a dwelling sized smaller than 40 
m² live in a rented dwelling in Finland. (Karikallio, et al., 2019)  Karikallio 
et al. (2019) argue that people who live in a rented dwelling tend not 
to take such good care of it compared with if it was owned. The same 
is also with the relationships between neighbours – people living in a 
rented dwelling are less likely to get to know their neighbours. 

By ensuring diversity in dwellings within an apartment block, the socio-
economical structure could be more even and people would commit 
more to the community. With flexibility and modifiability in the small 
dwellings, young people might consider continuing living there even 
after an addition to the family. Enabling all kind of people to live in 
the neighbourhood increase the diversity of it. Also Drexler and El 
Khouli (2012) suggest that there should be no more than 30% of each 
dwelling type within the building to ensure diversity. By implementing 

that rule in each building of the neighbourhood, the neighbourhood 
should support the diversity of households. 

However, the mentioned diversity between the neighbourhoods should 
not be based on the economical disparities of the residents or the 
different family sizes. From a social and equal sustainable point of view, 
the neighbourhoods should offer housing solutions for all kind of people 
with different cultural and socio-economic backgrounds. (Jalkanen, et 
al., 2017) The diversity between neighbourhoods can be, for example, 
that one neighbourhood is being concentrated on community and co-
living whereas other is concentrated on urban farming. Yet, both of 
them have people with different family sizes and with a different kind of 
socio-economical background. (Haltia, et al., 2019)

The general instruction in architecture is to design a versatile environment. 
Sim (2019) encourages to design layered (different visual elements) 
and multifunctional (diversity of functions) architecture. Salingaros 
has researched architectural and design theory through mathematical 
models. What he suggests is that a (visually) monotonous environment 
is in a way chemically boring to the human brain. (Salingaros, 2011)

4.6.3 Functions
According to Jalkanen et al. (2017), at least kindergarten, primary 
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school, neighbourhood shop and public transport stop should be 
within walking distance from the home. A diverse area with housing, 
services and workplaces is best for not only the success of commercial 
services but also it creates possibilities for social interactions (section 
4.3.2). The space for small commercial services or workplaces inside 
a housing area should be reserved in an early stage. Diversification 
is harder when the area is al-ready built. According to Jalkanen et al. 
(2017), the distance to the nearest neighbourhood shop should not be 
more than 400 meters (approximately 5,5 min by foot), but for other 
functions, there are no detailed values given. 

Drexler and El Khouli (2012) suggest for the best practice the following 
values: 
 A city centre or downtown area within at least 400 m 
 A regional business centre 15 min by public transport
 Childcare, elementary schools at least two facilities within 400  
 m or three in 800 m 
 Secondary schools at least two facilities within 800 m or 10  
 min by public transport or at least three facilities within 1 km or  
 15 min by public transport 
 College, adult education at least two facilities within 800 m or  
 10 min by public transport or at least three facilities within 1  
 km or 15 min by public transport 

 Social services 400 m 
 Medical care at least two facilities within 800 m or three within  
 1,2 km
 Doctor, pharmacy at least two facilities within 800 m or three  
 institutions within 800 m 

For Finnish cities, the distances presented by Drexler and El Khouli feel 
very optimistic. 400 m to a city centre would mean that every district 
should fulfil the standards of the city centre. Jalkanen et al. (2017) 
suggesting that a neighbourhood shop should be located within 400 m 
feel more rationalistic compared to that a city centre should be located 
within the same 400 m. 

As for Lodenius (n.d.), he suggests the following values: 
 Neighbourhood market 400-800 m
 Supermarket small 0,8-1,5 km; large1,5-3,0 km
 Library 400-800 m
 Theater 20 min by car
 Regional centre 400-800 m

Principally, people in Finland live sparse. The present state is far from 
the suggested values of good design. According to Nurmi (2018), for 
example, the average distance in 2016 to a grocery store was 2 km 
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and to a primary school 4,1 km. However, these number are not directly 
proportional with the urban suggestions since they include also people 
living in the rural areas. 

One possible approach to the distances to different services is the 
15-Minute City project. The idea is very simple – all essential urban 
services should be reachable within 15 minutes by foot or by bike. 
(Whittle, 2020) 15 minutes by foot means approximately 1 km in 
distance. 1 km as a maximum could be a nice compromise for Drexler 
and El Khouli, Jalkanen et al., and Lodenius’ suggestions and the 
sparsely populated Finland. The C40 Global Mayors have suggested 
in the recently launched agenda that creating 15-minute-cities, where 
people walk and cycle, could help in recovering from the COVID-19 
pandemic. (C40 Cities, 2021)

4.6.4 Waste removal and sanitation
Household waste removal and taking care of sanitation are within 
municipalities’ responsibility in Finland. In the 21st century, the 
processing of waste has been changing dramatically. Where in 2002 
most of the waste was put into rubbish dumps, in 2018 the share of 
rubbish dumps was only 0,7%. The rest is being used as recycled 
materials or as an energy resource. (Statistics Finland, 2020) As are 
pure water services, also sanitation services are one of the best in the 

world in Finland. (Katko, 2000; Suomen Vesiensuojeluyhdistysten Liitto 
ry, n.d.)

4.6.5 Pollution
According to the European Environment Agency (EEA) report (2019), 
Finland is one of the best countries in Europe when it comes to air 
quality. Nearly all levels measured are the lowest in Finland. In many 
individual building’s design cases there is no need to consider the 
ambient air, only the noise. And usually, they are being managed in the 
city plan. Ambient air and noise quality, however, are being regulated 
in multiple decrees.

4.7 Mobility
Safe and efficient transportation between one’s home and all the 
places (work, grocery store, friends, hobbies, etc.) is very important. It 
also has many benefits. Not only are injuries avoided and lives saved, 
but also there is an economic success from decent public transport, 
healthier people (because they walk and cycle), cleaner air, less CO2, 
quicker journeys, etc. (International Transport Forum, 2021) In a sense, 
traffic and parking could be seen as an accessibility matter. Without 
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different traffic systems, people wouldn’t be able to reach and access 
their homes. Being able to move freely and receive visitors increase 
liveability remarkably. 

Finland is going through a transition phase in traffic and parking 
planning. The policies are changing dramatically towards preferring 
public transportation instead of private cars because of climate change 
and tackling it. Traffic and parking policies, however, share people’s 
opinions and they also vary a lot between the cities, regions and even 
neighbourhoods. 

Good public transport connections showed up as a 5th important 
quality when people are choosing their home, according to OP 
(2020) survey. In Haltia et al. (2019) survey, under 40-year-old people 
preferred good transportation connections even over dwelling size 
and quality. The existence of share-drive car and electric car charging 
point was found increasing the attractiveness of living in an apartment 
block. Over 40-year-old and people with children underlined the need 
for parking space. An own parking space increases the attractiveness 
when the apartment block is further located from the services. 

4.7.1 Biking 
Biking is effective, joint-friendly, and very advantageous for health. It 

reduces risks for many known diseases, e.g. diabetes. It is economic 
and climate-friendly way to move from one place to another and it is 
getting more and more popular all the time. (Aittasalo, 2020) In Helsinki, 
bike parking guidelines and the main principles for housing buildings 
are that there should be a decent space for one bike per each dweller, 
spaces for both short-term and long-term parking and that the spaces 
should be accessible and easy to use. More guidelines, for example, 
placing bike parking spots and about their quality is presented Figure 
31 next page. (The City of Helsinki, n.d.)

The quality of bicycle parking is very important because according 
to the Finnish police, bicycle theft is the most prevalent form of crime 
in Europe. The Finnish police get approximately 20 000 notices of a 
bike theft yearly. Storing bicycles inside the buildings and locking them 
with frame locks have been proofed to reduce the chance of theft. 
(Police, 2020) Also, the LBC demands that there should be secure 
and weather-proof storages and maintenance facilities for bicycles. 
(International Living Future Institute, 2019)
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Figure 31 – Recommendations for bike parking in housing in Helsinki. (The City of Helsinki, n.d.)

Dimensioning
1 space/30 m2 GFA

1 space/1000 m2 GFA
1 space/30 m2 GFA

1 space/1000 m2 GFA

Location
At least 75% in a lockable, 
weather-proof bike storage at 
the ground level
Rest outdoors close to the paths 
and doors
Close to the paths and doors
At least 75% in a lockable, 
weather-proof bike storage at 
the ground level, distance at 
maximum 50 meters from the 
main doors of the building with 
effortless access
Rest outdoors close to the paths 
and doors
Close to the paths and doors

Quality
Indoors 90% of spaces for 
bicycle racks, 10% for special 
bikes
Outdoors possibility to use 
frame locks
Possibility to use frame locks
Indoors 90% of spaces for 
bicycle racks, 10% for special 
bikes
Outdoors possibility to use 
frame locks

Possibility to use frame locks

Other
Lighted space in the storage for 
maintenance and bike washing
Space for special bikes can be 
merged with the car parking if 
decently marked

Can be used for multiple 
apartment blocks
Lighted space in the storage for 
maintenance and bike washing
Can be merged with car parking 
if decently marked and safe-to-
use
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4.7.2 Public transport
In connection with the public transport traffic and parking Drexler and 
El Khouli (2012) suggest for the best practice these following values: 
 Nearest public transport stop (buses) 150 m 
 Railway station within 10 min
 Public transport frequency for buses 5 services per hour and  
 for trains 1-2 per hour between 6 am and 11 pm

For Lodenius (n.d.) the values are:
 Bus stop 400 m
 Tram stop 400 m
 Metro, Commuter train 400 m

Public transport needs to be close to the users so that they will choose 
to use it instead of private cars. Figure 32 shows the relation between 
the travel time and whether people will choose public transport or 
private car. It is clear that if the public transport is ineffective, people 
will choose private cars and on the contrary, if public transport is faster 
than private car, people will choose public transport.

4.7.3 Private cars and parking
The policies concerning private car usage and parking vary between 
different cities, districts and neighbourhoods. The bigger the city and 

Choosing public transport divided by choosing private car

0,01 0,1 1 10 100 1000 10000

Travelling time by public 
transport two times longer 

than by private car -> 1 
person chooses public 

transport and 10 people 
private car.
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Figure 32 – The relationship between the travelling time and the 
transportation method (public transport vs. private car).(Väylävirasto, 

2020)
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the closer to the city centre or regional centre the target area is, the 
tighter are the parking regulations. Over 80% of the public transport 
usage is happening in the biggest cities and as intercity traffic in 
Finland, which means that the traffic in the smaller cities consists 
mainly of private cars. (Metsäranta & Weiste, 2019)

The specific value for how many parking spaces an apartment building 
needs is tricky to determine. Big cities have divided the city into zones 
and are regulating parking by those zones or e.g. via population density. 
In Tampere, the parking norm for private cars (in apartment block 
housing) is varying between one per 80 – 150 m² and one per 120-170 
m² if there is a tramway stop within 400 m. (Tampereen kaupunki, 2019)

In connection to private cars and parking Drexler and El Khouli (2012) 
suggest for the best practice that there is electricity for electric cars 
in parking areas, alternative fuel gas station within 5 km, at least two 
different sized sharing cars available, and the nearest motorway within 
3 km. The distance to the nearest motorway, however, can be argued as 
unnecessary in Finland since the motorways are quite rare in Finland. 

In the core imperative number 4 of the Living Building challenge, 
they demand that a surface used for parking has to be minimized to 
20% of the project plot and any surfaces bigger than 60 m² needs 

to be divided into smaller ones by greenery. Also, single-occupancy 
vehicle trips and fossil-fuel-based vehicles must be reduced by 30% 
in the project region or the project needs to implement at least four 
practices that encourage people not to make single-occupancy car 
trips or not to use fossil-fuel-based vehicles. At least two or one per 30 
parking spaces electric vehicle charging stations should be provided. 
(International Living Future Institute, 2019) 

Interestingly, for example, the city of Oslo is promoting the completely 
car-free city in their “The Car-free Livability programme” (Oslo kommune, 
2019) and so is Melbourne. Their ten-year transport plan is concentrated 
on creating more space for people instead of private cars. (City of 
Melbourne, 2019) In other words, the car-free environment is being 
described as liveable. But on the other hand, e.g. the LBC, Finnish 
cities’ parking norms and even Drexler and El Khouli speak on behalf 
of decent car parking availability. Normal Finnish people, especially 
ones with children, in Haltia et al. (2019) survey find dwellings that 
have a parking space attractive. These make drawing out conclusions 
about liveability and private car usage very conflicting. Are private 
cars necessary in a liveable environment or not? It also highlights that 
traffic and parking divide and share opinions. 
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5. Evaluating urban liveable 
housing
This chapter is defining the evaluation tool for urban liveable housing 
(EVLI). It is done by making conclusions and combining the previous 
chapters. To be noted, the EVLI is just one outlook of liveability. It is 
always possible that what feels viable for one, feels liveable for other – 
and the other way around.

Evaluating urban liveable housing is comprehensively tricky. Liveability 
is after all very extensive concept, even when it’s being trimmed to 
the housing design context. It is also at least to some extent very 
subjective. People have different opinions and fondnesses. Then there 
are factors which vary between regions and which cannot be changed, 
for example, the weather. Some factors need special measuring 
equipment and time to be noted. This is why there needs to be different 
levels in the usage of the tool.
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5.1 The process
From the beginning, it has been clear that the EVLI needs to be 
divided into three different scales: dwelling unit, building & site and the 
neighbourhood scale. The first idea was to divide those three scales 

onwards, into viable and liveable criteria. By fulfilling the viability 
qualities, one could start to count how many liveability qualities can be 
fulfilled (a concept derived from the Maslow’s hierarchy – the first step 
or ladder, here viability, needs to be fulfilled before stepping to the next 
one, here liveability) – see Figure 33. 

Viable/Liveable
Viability

Liveability

Viability

Liveability

Viability

Liveability

Quality
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Total liveability score
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Total liveability score
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc.
Total liveability score

Tick-box
x
x

x
75%

x
x
x
x

100%
x

x

50%

Scale
Dwelling unit

Immediate neighbourhood

Urban

Figure 33 – The concept of the first version of the EVLI. 
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This type of evaluation tool turned out to be problematic. Firstly, the 
qualities needed to be “yes/no” -type so that the viability qualities 
could be fulfilled. For example, whether there is an additional bedroom 
or not is easy to put in that kind of scale whereas that bedroom being 
decently sized is not. Of course, e.g. the size 7 m² that is in the Finnish 
legislation could be put as a limiting value, but in that case, as a 
scenario, a room with dimensions 1 and 7 meters could have passed 
the limits. 

Secondly, to determine the decent numbered values of what is viable 
and what is liveable would demand research worth a thesis for each 
value. This thesis is ultimately only identifying the qualities that create 
urban liveable housing and the range of numbers within which it can 
be achieved but it is not enough to specify such important values. 

Thirdly, this type of viability/liveability categorizing caused that there 
would have been the same qualities in both categories, and the tool 
would have repeated itself. The size of the bedroom, first in viability 
category with e.g. the 7 m² size and then again in liveability category 
with e.g. 10 m² size. Also, the liveability score was counted as a 
percentage of ones and zeroes. Some kind of weighting might have 
been necessary.Figure 34 – Testing the first version of the EVLI (dwelling unit scale) 

with a course project. 
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The present state
Good
Bad

Lacking
Good
Good
Bad

Good
etc.

Quality
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc. 
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc. 
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc. 
Quality 1 
Quality 2 etc. 

Scale
Dwelling unit

Immediate neighbourhood

Urban

Intangibles

Figure 35 – The concept of the second version of the EVLI. 

The next step was to get rid of the viability/liveability -division. Changing 
the table into only guiding and approximate version removed the problem 
of exact values (Figure 35). However, it turned out to be too general 
and Finnish-law-like – recommending doing minimum decisions but 
without giving any defined measures of what is ‘good’. This kind of way 
of thinking might have lead to “just meeting the minimum standards”, 
which is the exact opposite that this thesis is aiming for. 

Also, in this phase, there were some difficulties found within some 
qualities, the intangibles, i.e. immeasurable criteria. These qualitative 

aspects are really important qualities when talking about liveability, 
but evaluating them properly is either tricky or nearly impossible. For 
example, whether there is tobacco smoke inside the dwelling and 
within the yard. It is undoubtedly something that affects liveability, but 
can it be measured easily or predicted in the design phase? Can the 
architect tick the box of the evaluation tool where it says “no tobacco 
smoke” before the building is even ready? Or the aesthetics of the 
building. Who is competent to say whether the building is beautiful or 
not by its shape, colours, proportions, materials, etc.? Even though 
there are some rules and for example, the golden ratio pleases human 
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eyes verifiably, still people argue about beauty all the time.

The third version of the tool started to be close to the final one. There 
was again the division into three scales as in previous phases. There 
was also another division within the scales: qualities that can be seen 
straight from the design, qualities that need e.g. the project to be built 
or special measuring equipment, and qualities that are not measurable. 
Then there were grounds and suggestion for good practice for each 
quality. 

However, the tool didn’t give any comparable results. To be able to 
compare different targets under evaluation or versions of design 
some kind of visual comparison tool would have been useful. After 
these testing rounds, the tool developed into its final shape and it is 
presented in the next section (5.2). 

Figure 36 – Testing the second version of the EVLI (dwelling unit scale) 
with a course project.
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Suggestions for good practice
Numeric suggestions

Grounds
Brief justifications

Quality
Quality 1 
Quality 2
Quality 3
Quality 4
Quality 5
Quality 6 etc.
Quality 1 
Quality 2
Quality 3
Quality 4
Quality 5
Quality 6 etc.
Quality 1 
Quality 2
Quality 3
Quality 4
Quality 5
Quality 6 etc. 

Scale
Dwelling unit

Building and site

Immediate 
neighbourhood

Type
Design-phase

Specials

Intangibles

Design-phase

Specials

Intangibles

Design-phase

Specials

Intangibles

Figure 37 – The concept of the third version of the EVLI.
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5.2 The EVLI
The EVLI consists of three scales, which all include qualities from 
different measurability levels. One can choose to evaluate the project 
entirely or one can pick only qualities that relate to the chosen scale 
and measurability level. By counting together how much (%) of the 
suggested good practise is being satisfied, one can also compare 
the results visually. The percentages are not for telling the ‘liveability 
level’ like the idea was previously, but they enable comparing different 
designs. An example of the comparing is presented in Figure 38.

For evaluating an already built target, all the three scales are useful. 
However, if the tool is used to help in a design process some scales 
might be irrelevant. For example, if the architect has nothing to do with 
the urban setting and the plot is predefined, then evaluating urban 
scale doesn’t help the design process. Or, if the tool is being used 
in evaluating urban planning stage and the building interiors are not 
yet designed, evaluating the dwelling units is not possible. However, 
the results will be the best if the tool is used for a coherent whole. 
The scales and the measurability levels and their usage are briefly 
described as next.

Figure 38 – An example how to compare the different design 
solutions.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Good practice! Halfway to 
good practice

Not good 
practice...

The dwelling unit (D)
The dwelling unit is understood as the individual dwelling or housing 
unit in an apartment block. It has its own entrance from the staircase/
outdoors. The dwelling unit must fulfil the requirements of a dwelling 
that are written in the Finnish legislation. 
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The building and site (B)
Most of the Finnish apartment blocks form a housing co-operative. 
The building and site -scale means the building and the plot that the 
housing co-operative administers. Some immediate neighbourhood 
functions may also happen outside the plot, for example, parking can 
be arranged centrally together with the neighbouring buildings and 
neighbouring housing co-operatives.  

The urban neighbourhood (N)
The urban neighbourhood -scale is for evaluating e.g. how close are 
the services, is the area generally nice and rich in greenery or is it 
socially and economically diverse for instance. 

Design phase (1)
The design phase means that the quality can be easily measured 
without any special equipment. For example, the size of the dwelling 
or the distance to the closest park are design phase qualities. Design 
phase evaluation is also useful for homebuyers.

Special (2)
Special qualities are in a sense measurable, but they need maybe 
special equipment, modelling or professionals to do the work. It is also 
possible, that to be able to measure, the building needs to be built 

before in can be measured. 

Intangible (3)
Intangibles are completely non-measurable and subjective. However, 
if it is desirable, a professional or a group of professionals can make 
an evaluation based on one’s opinions. 

The scales and measurability levels’ letter and number codes are being 
explained briefly in FIgure 39. The concept of the EVLI tables is shown 
in Figure 40 and an example in Figure 41 – both on the next spread. 
The more detailed tables can be found in the appendix 3. 

Letter
D = dwelling unit scale

B = building and site scale
N = urban neighbourhood scale

Number
1 = Design-phase

2 = Special
3 = Intangible

Figure 39 – The codes for different scales and measurability levels.
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Suggestions for good practice
Numeric suggestions1

Comments
For example, brief justifications

Quality
Quality 1 
Quality 2
Quality 3
Quality 4
Quality 5
Quality 6
etc. 

Tick-box
x

How many fulfil the suggestion for good practice? (%)

Figure 40 – The concept of the final version of the EVLI together with explanatory annotations.

Letter
D = dwelling unit scale

B = building and site scale
N = urban neighbourhood scale

Number
1 = Design-phase

2 = Special
3 = Intangible

For evaluation: tick in the 
box means that the good 
practice is being realized.

How many ticks within the 
evaluation level form the 

percentage. Count in only 
the ones that are under 

evaluation!

The scale and measurability level within 
which the quality can be evaluated. 

Which of the original liveability 
elements is the quality related

(not relevant with the evaluation 
itself but enables returning to the 

research)

Use
D1

Relates

Red number = reference
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Suggestions for good practice
37m2 - 40,5 m2

At least two different varying with 
More than 90º.
The depth of the room should not 
exceed the measure that light can 
reach (approximately two times the 
height of the window). 

The limit is 30dB in housing and 
residential facilities in night-time. 

For 1 person a bedroom that is 
accessible is 10-12 m². For two 
persons, the bedroom should be 13-
15 m².

Grounds
There should be enough space for all 
the everyday functions of life. 

Natural light has positive effects on 
people’s health and it should be 
available in all living spaces. 

Operable windows are an important 
aspect in cosiness and many times 
the only tool to resist overheating. 
Operable windows should not be 
directed to noise pollution.

At least one bedroom should be fully 
accessible. The room should fit the 
clothing cabinets and a bed (for one 
person: 900 x 2000 mm + passage, 
for two people: 1600 x 2000 mm + 
pass. on both sides and in the end).

Quality
The size of the dwelling

Openings to different directions

Natural light in the bedroom(s)
Natural light in the living room
Natural light in the kitchen
Natural light in the dining space
Natural light in the hall
Natural light in the bathroom(s)
The possibilities to open windows 
and to keep them open all night* 
(noise levels)

The size(s) of the bedroom(s)

Use
D1

D1

D1

D2

D1

Relates Tick-box
X

X

X
(maybe 

½)

X

Figure 41 – An example spread of the EVLI and how it is used to evaluate the family dwelling of the original project. (Will continue on the next 
page)
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Suggestions for good practice
1-2 persons: 2000-3200 mm x 600 
mm 
2-4 persons: 3000-5400 mm x 600 
mm
4-6 persons: 4200-7800 mm x 600 
mm2

Without space for dining:
1 person: 6,2 m2 
2 persons: 6,8 m2 

3-4 persons: 7,5 m2 
5 persons: 8,3 m2 - 1

1-2 persons: 3550-4600 mm x 600 
mm
2-4 persons: 4000-5300 mm x 600 
mm
4-6 persons: 5200-6300 mm x 600 
mm2

1-2 persons: 2400-2600 mm x 1400 
mm
3-5 persons: 2400-2600 mm x 2000-
2200 mm
6-7 persons: 3100-3200 mm x 2900-
3100 mm2

Grounds
There should be also a passage left 
in front of the cabinets and in an 
accessible room a wheelchair turning 
circle. 

The dining table can be placed either 
into a kitchen or into a separate room. 

A miniature kitchen is considered an 
option only in e.g. care homes.

The dining table can be placed either 
into a kitchen or into a separate room. 

Quality
The width of the clothing and linen 
cabinets

The size of the kitchen

The width of the kitchen cabinets

The size reserved for dining table

Use
D1

D1

D1

D1

Relates Tick-box

X

X

Suggestions for good practice
A living room should not be narrower 
than 3600 mm.2

1-2 persons: 12-13 m2

3-4 persons: 14-14,8 m2

5-6 persons: 16-17 m2 - 1

Coat racks for 1-2 persons: 600 - 800 
mm rack
2-4 persons: 800-1200 mm rack and 
400 mm x 600 mm cabinet
4-6 persons: 1200-1400 mm rack and 
600 mm x 600 mm cabinet2

1300 mm in regular housing
1500 mm in care homes5

1-4 persons: 500 mm x 600 mm 
4-6 persons: 600-800 mm x 600 mm2

1-2 persons: 600 mm x 600 mm
2-4 persons: 600-1000 mm x 600 mm
4-6 persons: 1000-1200 mm x 600 
mm2

High (>2,75 m) room height, modular 
plan, most of the load for external 
walls, primary ans secondary 
structures separable (some of these)3

Grounds
There should be empty wall space 
(no doors, windows, and radiators on 
all 4 walls) to ensure the furnishing 
and also 3 – 5 m² free space left after 
furnishing.
There should be coat racks, space 
for a small bench and a wheelchair 
turning circle in the hall. 

There should be a separated cabinet 
for cleaning equipment.
There should be a separated cabinet 
for hobby equipment (can be also 
within the dwelling-external storage 
space).
The dwelling should be mergeable 
with the neighbouring dwellings. 

Quality
The size of the living room

The width of the hall

Wheelchair turning circles in all 
spaces
The cabinet(s) for cleaning 
equipment
The cabinet(s) for hobby equipment

The possibilities to combine the 
dwelling with the neighbouring 
dwellings

Use
D1

D1

D1

D1

D1

D1

Relates Tick-box

X

X

X (next 
to the 
door)

There should be a sauna either inside 
the dwelling or inside the building.
Good condition and no unexpected 
renovations ahead.

Harmonic, pleasant and beautiful.
1 person: 40,5 m2 - 2, 37 m2 - 1

2 persons: 50 m2

3 persons: 61 m2 
4 persons: 70 m2

5 persons: 86 m2

6 persons: 95 m2 - 1

One bedroom per couple of adults, 
per each adult over 18, per pair of 
children aged 12-17 (same sex), per 
each children aged 12-17 (different 
sex), and per pair of children under 
127

18-24 °C5

The condition evaluable only for 
existing targets. The condition is an 
important aspect in e.g. predicting 
operating costs. 
Colours, materials, etc.. 
The size of the dwelling should be 
adequate for the number of people. 

The number of people living in a 
dwelling should not exceed the 
definition of overcrowded.

Overheating should not happen. The 
temperatures should be achieved 
carbon neutrally. 

Grounds

Access to a sauna (dwelling or 
building)
The condition of the dwelling

The aesthetics of the home
The size of the dwelling for the 
number of people

The number of bedrooms for the 
estimated number of people

Indoor temperature

Use
D1

D2

DB3
D2

D2

D2

Relates Tick-box
X

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice

Detailed values in the decree 
545/20155

The best practice is if the whole 
building and plot is smoke-free.5

Daytime: 35 dB (residential), 40 dB 
(kitchen and others)
Night-time: 30 dB (residential)4

People are satisfied.

Housing costs should not exceed 
30% of the household income.3

People feel safe.
People feel safe.

4 m2 / bedroom3

All tobacco smoke is harmful. 

Connection to organized water 
supply services can be considered 
as good practice in Finland. 

The price of the dwelling should be 
reasonable. 
Feeling of safety inside the dwelling.

Crime rate of the neighbourhood.
Private outdoor space can be e.g. 
balcony, terrace, or roof garden.

Indoor air quality

Tobacco smoke

Water quality

Indoor noise levels

Satisfaction with the living conditions
Living condition’s affects to children’s 
growing up
The price / affordability 

Perceived security within the dwelling
Perceived security within the 
neighbourhood
Crime rate
The size of private outdoor space 
(e.g. balcony)

Use
D2

D2

D2

D2

D2
D3

D2

D3
N3

N2
D1

Relates Tick-box

X

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice
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Use
D1

B1

B1

B2

B2

B1
N1

Relates Tick-box
X

Suggestions for good practice
One can see greenery from some 
window of the dwelling.3

One can garden within the plot (roof 
garden also acceptable).3

Playground on the plot or next to it 
(100 m)4

200 m4

1 km or 12 min by public 
transportation3

Grounds
Greenery can be accessed visually 
when there is for example a nice view 
over a park from the windows.
There should be a possibility of 
gardening on the plot. 
The distance to the nearest 
playground is suggested to be such 
short, that the best recommendation 
is to place a playground on the plot. 
Usually, there is a requirement for the 
playground in the city plan.
Outdoor air quality problems should 
be solved in an urban planning 
phase.
Outdoor noise levels should stay in 
a such levels that it is possible to 
keep the dwelling’s windows opened 
without harmful noise travelling 
inside.

Quality
Sensorial access to greenery

The possibility for gardening on the 
plot
The distance to a playground

Outdoor air quality 

Outdoor air noise levels

The distance to a small open space
The distance to a park

1 km8

1 km8

Good quality
Diverse
People are satisfied with the climate 
conditions

400 m3,1 km7

15 min by public transport3, 1 km8

400 m9

400 m3

400 m3 
800 m or 10 min by public transport3

800 m or 10 min by public transport3

Two facilities within 800 m or three 
within 1,2 km3

800 m3

How is the general climate 
perceived?
Green energy & pure water

There should be at least two options 
within the suggestion distance. 

Use
N1
N1
N3
N2
N3

N2
N2
N1
N1
N1

N1

N1
N1
N1

N1

N1

Relates Tick-box
The distance to a recreational area
The distance to a general park 
The quality of the green spaces
Biodiversity of the area
Climate comfort

The availability of natural resources
Low risk for natural disasters
The distance to the city centre
The distance to a regional centre
The distance to a neighbourhood 
shop
The distance to a childcare

The distance to an elementary school
The distance to a secondary school
The distance to a university, college 
or adult education
The distance to a medical care

The distance to a pharmacy

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice

Maximum of 5% incline

Sustainable: 80 dwellings / hectare4

car-free: 200-250 dw/ha4

No more than 30% of each dwelling 
type.3

Multiple types of building within the 
neighbourhood
Entertainment/activity possibilities 
within the neighbourhood (>2)
Cultural possibilities within the 
neighbourhood (<2)
Decent lightning
Decent connections

Long-term bicycle parking: 1ps 
per 30k-m², 75% inside, 25% 
outside, frame locking, washing and 
maintenance possibility

Are all kind of people (wheelchair, 
blind, tc.) able to move freely within 
the area?

There should be variety between the 
dwellings within the building to create 
diversity.

The building should be connected to 
the surrounding walking and cycling 
paths (accessibly)

Accessibility 

Population density

Housing diversity

Land use diversity

Entertainment venues and activities 
within the neighbourhood
Cultural activity opportunities within 
the neighbourhood
Artificial lightning
The connections for the walking and 
cycling paths.

There are enough decently designed 
bicycle parking spaces 

Use
BN1

N1

B1

N1

N1

N1

BN2
B1

B1

Relates Tick-boxQuality Grounds Suggestions for good practice

Use

B1

B1

BN1

N1

Relates Tick-box
Short-term bicycle parking: 1ps per 
1000k-m², next to the doors and 
paths, frame locking possibility10

150 m3

buses: 5 services/h between 6 am - 
11 pm, trains: 1-2 services/h between 
6 am - 11 pm3

There should be a decent number of 
accessible parking spots and also 
some temporary spots for removal-
trucks and cars, and drop-off traffic. 
The number of regular parking spots 
should be decent considering the 
area and its accessibility and public 
transportation availability. Parking 
policy should encourage the dwellers 
to use public transportation and to 
move by foot/by bike. 
There should be parking spaces and 
charging possibilities for electrical 
cars to encourage people to give up 
fossil fuels. 

Car parking 

The number of electrical car parking 
spaces/charging points

The distance to a public 
transportation stop
The interval between the buses/
trains/metros

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice

Altogether 11,5 ticks out of 
17 D1 qualities make 68%
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6. Evaluating urban liveable 
housing in a project work   

This thesis is testing the EVLI with a former course project in housing 
design produced by the author. Even though this chapter is only 
presenting the testing with the final version of the tool, some tests were 
also made with the previous versions – as a part of the ‘test and refine’ 
-process.

The course project was originally made for Housing design professional 
course (ARK-43200) in the autumn semester of 2018. The topic of the 
course was care homes and assisted housing. The tool is here first 
used to evaluate the original project from 2018 and then as a designing 
tool to re-design the project.
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6.1 Evaluating a project
The name of the testing project is “SYLI” which is a Finnish word for 
space where something is being held in between somebody’s arms. 
The project location is Härmälänranta, Tampere, Finland. The project 
was originally presented in five A1 panels, which can be found as an 
appendix 4. 

The project consists of two separate building masses that are twisted 
on the edges of the plot. There is one big underground floor for parking 
and storages that merge the two masses. The heights of the masses 
vary from two to six, with some green roof and roof terraces among. The 
total gross area is 9000 m², with 18 studio dwellings, 25 one-bedroom 
dwellings, 7 two-bedroom dwellings, one three-bedroom dwelling, 8 
town house dwellings, 22 regular care home dwellings, 24 special 
care home dwellings, and some commercial space. The dwellings are 
mixed within the building, yet with providing secure private spaces for 
the care home residents.  

Three dwellings of different kind have been chosen for a more detailed 
evaluation – one family dwelling (two bedrooms), one studio dwelling 
and one one-bedroom dwelling. These three are chosen because 
they have been presented as furnished examples in the project. The 

S Y L I

Pihapiiri kietoutuu suurimmalta osaltaan rakennusten 
syliin, muodostaen yksityisen, miellyttävän alueen. 
Pihasuunnittelussa on huomioitu eri ikäisten tarpeet 
ja tämä on saatu toteutettua erityisesti maanalaisen 
pysäköintihallin ansiosta. Pysäköintihalliin kulkevan 
ajoluiskan katto toimii kesäaikaan viihdyttävänä vi-
herkattona ja talviaikaan sitä voidaan käyttää esi-
merkiksi perheen pienimpien ensimmäisenä mäen-
laskupaikkana. Toisena kiitoksena pysäköintihallin, 
piha-alue on kohotettu hieman ympäröivää aluetta 
korkeammalle. Pihaan tultaessa joudutaan nouse-
maan noin puoli metriä luiskaa tai portaita pitkin, 
mutta tämän jälkeen piha on tasainen ja samassa ta-
sossa ensimmäisen kerroksen kanssa. 

Ensimmäisessä kerroksessa on yksityiset sisäänkäyn-
nit sekä townhouse -asuntoihin että joihinkin ensim-
mäisen kerroksen isompiin kerrostalohuoneistoihin. 
Yksityiset sisäänkäynnit kerrostaloalueella tuovat tie-
tynlaista ylellisyyden tunnetta ensimmäisen kerrok-
sen asuntoihin, jotka yleensä muutoin koetaan hie-
man epämiellyttävämmiksi, kuin ylempien kerrosten 
asunnot. Tämän lisäksi ensimmäisestä kerroksesta 
löytyy liiketiloja, jotka ovat tarkoitettu ensisijaisesti 
taloyhtiön asukkaita palveleviksi. Liiketiloihin hyväk-
sytään vuokralaiseksi toimijoita heidän tarjoamiensa 
palveluiden perusteella. Esimerkiksi kampaamo-, hie-
roja-, kauneudenhoito- tai kahvilapalvelut ovat kor-
kealle priorisoituja. Ensimmäisestä kerroksesta löytyy 
myös koko taloyhtiön käyttöön tarkoitettu kuntosali 
sekä joitakin varastotiloja. 

PIHASUUNNITELMA/ ASEMAPIIRROS 1:2000

TOIMINNOT 
(EI MITTAKAAVASSA) 

LEIKKAUS 1:200

JULKISIVU LÄNTEEN 1:200 (+LEIKKAUS)

TOWNHOUSET

NORMAALI

YHTEISTILA

RYHMÄKOTI

RYHMÄKOTI VAATIVAMPI

LIIKETILA

POHJOISEMMASSA RAKENNUKSESSA:

12 YKSIÖTÄ
21 KAKSIOITA
3 KOLMIOITA

1 NELIÖ
14 RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA 

16 VAATIVAMPAA RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA

5500 KERROSNELIÖMETRIÄ KERROSALAA
20 000 KUUTIOTA TILAVUUS

ETELÄISEMMÄSSÄ RAKENNUKSESSA:

6 YKSIÖTÄ
4 KAKSIOITA

4 KOLMIOITA
8 TOWNHOUSE-ASUNTOA

8 RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA 
8 VAATIVAMPAA RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA

3500 KERROSNELIÖMETRIÄ KERROSALAA
13 000 KUUTIOTA TILAVUUS

Figure 42 – The site and massing of the original project.
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evaluation for the dwellings is being done by using only the D1 -level 
(dwelling scale and design phase measurability). The more detailed 
example of the evaluation was done was being described in Figure 41.

The first dwelling under evaluation is a two-bedroom family dwelling on 
the first floor. The layout of the dwelling and the percentage of good 
practice can be seen in Figure 41. As it is seen and as the percentage 
of 68% says, most of the qualities are at a good level. However, there 
are some major issues, which affect liveability. Firstly, the kitchen is 
not a separate room or separated part of a room, but it is located in a 
passageway. Secondly, the size of the dining area and living room is 
too small – especially when compared with the master bedroom size. 
There is hardly free space left for playing after furnishing. Thirdly, the 
absence of cabinet for cleaning equipment can also be noticed and 
the size of the clothing and linen cabinets can be questioned – even 
though there is a walk-in closet.  

The second dwelling under evaluation is a studio dwelling. Its layout is 
shown in Figure 42 together with the layout of a one-bedroom dwelling. 
The studio dwelling is overall very liveable and it can be seen in the 
percentage of good practice also (Figure 43), which is 68%. There is 
enough space for all the basic functions, the kitchen is decent and the 
roof terrace is even bigger than the suggestions. The biggest minus is 

Figure 43 – A family dwelling that has been chosen under more 
detailed evaluation and its percentage of good practice. 

S Y L I
GSEducationalVersion

PYSÄKÖINTI

PYSÄKÖINTI

VALOAUKKO

VALOAUKKO

 VSS/varastoja
 145,4 m2

 Pesutupa ja kuivaushuoneet
 65,2 m2

 Palvelukotien varastotilat
 32,5 m2

 varasto, ravintola
 64,5 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 19,1 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 34,7 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 22,9 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 15,8 m2

Parkkihallista eli maantason alapuolelta löytyy koko 
korttelin pysäköinti, väestönsuoja, sekä varasto ja 
pesulatiloja. Parkkihallin kautta on helppo toimittaa 
liiketiloihin ja ravintolaan tavaraa, sekä esimerkiksi 
muuttokuorma, sillä parkkihallista on yhteys jokaisel-
le hissille. 

Suunnitellun rakennuksen toisesta kerroksesta löytyy 
tavalliseen asumiseen painottuneita asuntoja. Mikään 
ei kuitenkaan estä myös suhteellisen hyvin yksinään 
pärjäävien vanhusten muuttamista näihin asuntoihin, 
vaan päinvastoin. Muissa kerroksissa työskentelevää 
palvelukotien henkilökuntaa voidaan hyödyntää sa-
tunnaisissa hätätilanteissa ja heidät voidaan nopeasti 
hätyyttää apuun, mikä tuo omanlaisen turvallisuuden 
tunteen epäilevälle vanhukselle.  

Monista niin sanotuista tavallisista asunnoista löytyy 
paljon esteellistä asumista helpottavia seikkoja, kuten 
esimerkiksi normaalia leveämmät ovet huoneistoihin, 
”häkkivarastot” huoneiston yhteydessä (osassa) tai 
kompaktit liukuovet makuuhuoneisiin. Tanskalaiset 
makuuhuoneet on mitoitettu niin, että niihin voidaan 
sijoittaa joko normaali 90 senttiä leveä sänky, jolloin 
jää hyvin tilaa pyörätuolille, tai 160 senttiä leveä pa-
risänky, joka ei vaadi täysin esteetöntä sänkyyn pää-
syä. Vessassa on tilavaraus niin, että pesukone ja kui-
vausrumpu voidaan sijoittaa molemmat vierekkäin 
lattian tasoon. Vaihtoehtoisesti sijoitettaessa nämä 
päällekkäin jää tilaa korkealle pyykkikaapille. 

GSEducationalVersion

vh

s
s

vh

GSEducationalVersion

A

B

vh

s
s

vh

N

M

keittiö

 ravintola/ suurtalouskeittiö
 119,1 m2

 hoitajien toimistotilaa
 30,9 m2

 2H+tk
 56,4 m2

 liiketila
 54,9 m2

 liiketila
 57,2 m2

 4H+tk+vh+s
 86,8 m2

 3H+tk+vh+s
 75,0 m2

 kuntosali
 68,5 m2

 2H+tk
 52,6 m2

 pyörä- ja LVV-varasto
 41,2 m2

 liiketila
 36,7 m2

 liiketila
 45,2 m2

 sosiaalitilat
 41,9 m2

 H
 17,2 m2

 H
 9,9 m2

 H
 8,2 m2  H

 13,2 m2

 H
 12,3 m2

 H
 17,0 m2

 H
 17,2 m2

GSEducationalVersion

s

 2H+tk+p
 51,3 m2

 1H+tk+p
 32,4 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,9 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,9 m2

 2H+tk+p
 59,4 m2

 1H+tk+p
 32,0 m2

 1H+tk+p
 35,7 m2

 1H+tk+p
 31,6 m2

 3H+tk+s+p
 75,3 m2

 2H+tk+p
 47,8 m2

 2H+kt+p
 55,1 m2

 2H+kt+p
 55,2 m2

 1H+tk+p
 44,2 m2

 2H+tk+p
 52,0 m2

 2H+tk+p
 37,8 m2

 H
 9,4 m2

 H
 12,2 m2

 H
 16,4 m2

 H
 13,1 m2

 H
 10,2 m2

 H
 12,2 m2

 H
 20,9 m2

 H
 11,3 m2

 H
 15,7 m2

 H
 9,5 m2 H

 9,0 m2

HUONEISTOPOHJIA 1:100

1. KERROS 1:200KELLARIKERROS 1:200
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80%

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

S Y L I

GSEducationalVersion

VH

s

vh

 2H+tk+p
 43,9 m2

 1H+tk+p
 30,2 m2

 2H+tk+s+vh+p
 53,3 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,0 m2

 1H+tk+p
 40,6 m2

 2H+tk+p
 46,5 m2

 1H+kt+p
 44,4 m2

 1H+alk+tk+p
 44,0 m2

 3H+tk+vh+p
 77,5 m2

 Yhteiskeittiö ja olohuone
 52,9 m2

 IV-KH
 13,4 m2

 IV-KH
 6,9 m2

 H
 15,9 m2

 H
 9,3 m2

 H
 9,2 m2

 H
 11,5 m2

 H
 7,9 m2

 H
 9,8 m2

 sauna- ja kestitilat
 139,2 m2

 2H+kt+vh+yht.p
 51,4 m2

 2H+tk+yht.p
 53,9 m2

5. KERROS 1:200 6. KERROS 1:200

GSEducationalVersion

s

vh

 2H+tk+s+vh+p
 53,3 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,0 m2

 1H+tk+p
 40,6 m2

 Yhteiskeittiö ja olohuone
 52,9 m2

 IV-KH
 13,4 m2

 H
 11,5 m2

 H
 7,9 m2

kerros (2) 1:100

Viides kerros on hyvin samankaltainen kuin toinen. 
Suurin erottava tekijä on tosin asunnoista löytyvät 
omat kattoterassit. Esteetön ja mukava kulku kat-
toterasseille on järjestetty paksumman välipohjan 
avulla. Saman paksun välipohjan ansiosta rakennuk-
sessa kulkevat ilmanvaihtokanavat saadaan kuljetet-
tua horisontaalisesti jompaan kumpaan rakennuksen 
ilmanvaihtokonehuoneista. 

Kuudennessa kerroksessa on kaksi normaalia asuin-
huoneistoa sekä laajat sauna- ja kerhotilat. Isommas-
sa saunassa on kiertoilmakiuas sekä tilaa pyörätuolil-
le. Kerhotiloissa on iso keittiö, sekä paljon pöytätilaa 
esimerkiksi syntymäpäiväjuhlien järjestämiseen. Etei-
nen sauna- ja kerhotiloihin on yhteinen, mutta suun-
niteltu niin, että kerhotiloissa voi olla tarvittaessa eril-
linen porukka ja saunatiloissa erillinen. 

JULKISIVU ETELÄÄN 1:200

JULKISIVU ITÄÄN 1:200

JULKISIVU POHJOISEEN 1:200

JULKISIVU ETELÄÄN 1:200 (+LEIKKAUS)

RAPPAUS, HARMAA

MAALI, TUMMANHARMAA

RAPPAUS, VALKOINEN

MAALI, OKRA

URITETTU MUOTOBETONI, 
VIVAHTEIKAS HARMAA

MAALI, TUMMAN HARMAA

HUONEISTOPOHJIA 1:100

+0.00 (+83.30)

+4.00

+7.00

+10.00

+13.50

+17.20

+20.80

-5.00 (+78.30)

Figure 44 – Studio and one-bedroom dwellings that have been 
chosen under more detailed assessing.   

Figure 45 – The percentages of good practice for the studio dwelling 
(left) and for the one-bedroom dwelling (right).

that the dwelling has openings only in one direction. 

The third and the last dwelling under evaluation is a one-bedroom 
dwelling which layout can be seen also in Figure 44. It is a bit small as 
a one-bedroom dwelling. The hallway is very big compared with the 
other spaces, especially with the bedroom. The kitchen is also missing 

Not very good 
practice

More than halfway 
to good practice
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io

1-
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some worktop space. The percentage of good practice of the one-
bedroom dwelling is 44%, presented in Figure 45. 

The evaluation of the building and site is being done by using the B1 
-level (building & site scale and design phase measurability). Overall 
the building and site’s liveability looks good. The percentage of good 
practice is 67% – shown in Figure 46. The good parts are the nearness 
of open space, playground on the plot, accessible connections, 
gardening boxes on the roof terrace and car parking. Unfortunately, 

Figure 46 – The percentage of good practice for the building and site.
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More than halfway to good practice

the space on the first floor reserved for bicycle parking, 41,2 m2, is 
fair too small for the need, there is no mention about electrical car 
charging and the distance to the nearest bus stop is approximately 
300 m from the southern corner of the plot.

Figure 47 – An aerial image of the urban neighbourhood for the 
project. The site is marked with light pink colour.
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Figure 48 – The percentage of good practice for the neighbourhood.
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Not very good practice

As already mentioned, ideally all scales should be evaluated to 
understand the whole. However, in some projects, it wouldn’t 
necessarily bring any additional value for the design process. In this 
course project, the site had been pre-defined by the course personnel 
and the urban neighbourhood was already existing as it was, so the 
evaluation wouldn’t bring any additional value for the project. However, 
for creating and shaping the EVLI, it will bring value, which is why it is 
also being evaluated. 

The percentage of good practice for the neighbourhood is 37%, which 
is not much. Many of the distances to the daily life functions are long, 
even by using the 15-minute (1 km) rule. What is good, is the availability 
and accessibility of green areas, locations of the neighbourhood shop 
and the regional centre, and the existence of tennis court and marina 
in the neighbourhood. (Karttapalvelu, n.d.)

The biggest lacks for the neighbourhood are long distances to 
educational services (1,1 km to the nearest child care; 1,5 km to the 
primary school; 2,3 km to the secondary school; 3,6 km to the adult 
education and 4,8 km to the university) and city centre (5,5 km to 
Tampere city centre, 4,5 km to Pirkkala). Also, from the plot, the distance 
to the nearest bus stop is 300-400 m, but from the neighbourhood 0-600 
m. I.e. 300 m is the average distance to the bus stop. (Karttapalvelu, 

n.d.) However, the interval for the buses is very good (17 services/h at 
the highest). (Reittiopas, 2021)
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6.2 Using the EVLI as a designing tool
As already mentioned, the project was being re-designed as a part 
of forming the evaluation tool. The A1 panels for the re-design can 
be found in Appendix 5. Some evaluation percentages and some 
design solutions have been chosen to be presented here with special 
annotation for comparison to the original project. Naturally, the 
conditions of the neighbourhood were not changed from 37% of good 
practice.

The main idea of the project stayed the same. As before, the mass of 
the building(s) is twisted around the plot. There are regular housing, 
care home housing (assisted and more independent), and some town 
houses. In numbers, small differences appeared. The total number 
of dwellings dropped from 105 to 93 and the total gross area stayed 
more or less the same (9100 m2 vs. 9070 m2). The smaller number 
of dwellings in total but no decrease in the gross area can probably 
be explained by bigger dwelling sizes and more even dwelling type 
distribution in the re-design. The original project had some really tiny 
dwellings. Some of the care home dwellings were sized even as tiny 
as 19,9 m2  when in the re-design they are all at least 34,5 m2. There 
were also a lot more of the small dwellings than family dwellings in the 
original design. More detailed numbers comparing both designs are 

Before
105
18
25
7
9
24
22

9100 m218

Number of dwellings (total)
Studio dwellings
1-bdr dwellings
2-bdr dwellings

3-(or more)bdr dwellings
Care homes (assisted)

Care homes (independent)
Total gross area

After
93
12
24
12
15
20
10

9070 m2

Figure 49 – Comparing the numbers of the designs.

shown in Figure 49. 

The liveability of the design was easily increased with the help of the 
tool. Some notes of how it was done are shown in Figures 50 and 51. 
Since there are only 4 types of regular dwellings (= not care home 
or townhouse) appearing in the design, they all have been evaluated 
with the tool and with the D1-level. Also, the building & site is being 
evaluated with the B1-level. 

The percentages of good design for the dwellings are shown in Figure 
52 and for the building & site in Figure 53 (next spread). The dwellings 
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Figure 50 – Some notes about how the liveability of the re-design was 
increased.

Figure 51 – Some notes about the liveability of the re-design was 
increased.
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got all high percentages. The 60,9 m2 one-bedroom dwelling got 91%, 
48,1 m2 one-bedroom dwelling 79%, 36,7 m2 studio dwelling 73%, 
and 78,4 m2 two-bedroom dwelling 82%. As for the building & site, the 
percentage is 90% which is very high.

For comparison, the percentages of the original design are shown 
afresh in Figure 54 next page. What can be seen, is that the percentages 
of good practice increased in all dwelling types and also in building & 
site level. In other words, one could also conclude that the liveability 
increased.
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Figure 52 – The percentages of good practice for the dwellings of the 
re-design.

Figure 53 – The percentages of good practice for the building and 
site.
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Figure 54 – For comparison the percentages of good practice for the 
original dwellings and building & site.

Figure 55 – The percentage of good practice for the neighbourhood – 
same for both projects and in this case independent from the design.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

More than halfway 
to good practice

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Not very good 
practice

More than halfway 
to good practice

More than halfway 
to good practice

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Not very good practice

tw
o-

be
dr

oo
m

 fa
m

ily

st
ud

io

on
e-

be
dr

oo
m

bu
ild

in
g 

an
d 

si
te

ne
ig

hb
ou

rh
oo

d



93

7.  Conclusions
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There are as many definitions and ways to evaluate liveability as there 
are sources. Within this thesis the definition of liveability was defined 
as a comprehensive concept, which qualifies whether a place is 
comfortable, desirable and sustainable place to live in. In other words, 
liveability was seen as a ‘good-quality’ solution, one that people would 
like to choose instead of ‘fit-to-live-in’ -solution.

Liveability was found to have very similar goals with sustainability and 
those two terms overlap widely. Liveability is a little more quality-based, 
than sustainability. On the other hand, sustainability takes economy a 
little more into account. In this thesis whether the ‘good stage’ has 
been achieved economically sustainably has not been taken that much 
into account. Also, accessibility and health and well-being were found 
important topics that are close to liveability and even within liveability.

Current studies assessing liveability are being concentrated mainly on 
big cities and neighbourhoods. They don’t take into account what there 
is inside the buildings. The majority of the studies divide liveability into 
multiple categories/elements. Similar kind of division was found out to 
be useful within this thesis also.

There does exist a huge amount of guidelines and instructions for good-
quality housing design. One can find varying instructions for all the 

different things from an individual toilet-seat scale to an urban scale. 
The instructions however differ from each other between the countries 
and naturally they don’t take the context into account. Applying all 
the instructions to the context and specific place is one of the most 
important works that the architects do.

As it can be seen from the Finnish architects’ opinions, the Finnish 
housing industry is going to a bad direction. The shrinking family sizes 
create a need for smaller dwellings, but it seems like the only limit for 
‘small’ is the 20 m2  that is defined in the legislation. Shrinking family 
sizes doesn’t mean that people living alone would like to place their 
beds next to the kitchen cabinets, which are undersized even for one 
person. It doesn’t mean that people living alone would like to have 
only one window in their home, facing north. It is clear that also lonely 
people need space, natural light, and access to nature among other 
basic functions of daily life. The ongoing situation with the COVID-19 
pandemic has only confirmed these allegations.

Of course, there are many things at a very good level in Finland. Water 
quality is one of the best in the world, sanitation and waste-removal 
work both excellently and air quality is primarily pure. The buildings 
are structurally strong and safe. There is no danger for example such 
earthquakes, that could vanish a neighbourhood in seconds. There 
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are even systems to balance the wealth differences, so that everyone 
should have equal possibilities to buy a dwelling. All these previously 
mentioned things put Finland into a very privileged position within 
the world map. It could be argued  that compared with many other 
countries, the first step of the Maslow’s hierarchy is quite a self-evidently 
fulfilled in here.

Evaluating liveability and urban liveable housing via the good qualities 
of housing design turned out to be tricky, but possible. It is evident 
that the term ‘liveability’ can be scaled also into the dwelling unit level. 
The actions happening inside the buildings affect the neighbourhood. 
Adding the evaluation of the interiors to the already existing evaluation 
methods would bring surplus value for the evaluation results. Naturally, 
evaluating the interiors will bring more manual work to the process 
itself, since the data is not such open source as it is at the city level for 
instance.

Since liveability is a comprehensive concept, there are numerous 
things that need to be taken into account. Some of the qualities or 
factors are hard to measure or predict before the building is being 
built. Some of them are even impossible to put into a scale. However, 
despite the trickiness a suggestion for evaluation method/tool, the EVLI 
was produced within this thesis. In the end, most of the qualities are 

easy-to-measure. 

The EVLI was found out to be useful in evaluating the liveability of the 
building or housing neighbourhood. It was also useful to follow when 
designing a project. It is clear that by using the good practice advice, 
the re-design project ‘SYLI 2.0’ turned out to be better and more 
liveable than the original one. However, all the work for the evaluations 
was done manually. For a more extensive use, the EVLI would definitely 
need some kind of automatization.

Also, researching the background even deeper might enable that 
some of the measurability levels could be changed into smaller ones. 
The research could be taken into more detailed level within e.g. one of 
the scales. A possible weighting for the qualities could strenghten the 
tool. The future research topics and targets for development along with 
the key findings can be seen in Figure 56.

Summing up, it is clear that the EVLI is not completely ready yet. The 
next step from this is to continue the work of reshaping the tool with a 
bigger group of professionals. 
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 Key findings 

Liveability is a comprehensive concept, which qualifies 
whether a place is comfortable, desirable and sustainable 
place to live in. 
Liveability can be applied to various scales and contexts.
The Finnish legislation for housing design is very loose. It 
enables ‘fit-to-live-in’ -solutions.
While some qualities (e.g. water quality) affecting liveability 
are at a world-top level in Finland, there are some of them 
(e.g. some distances to the daily services) at a very critical 
level too. 
The EVLI is a useful tool for comparing the liveability of 
different designs, as for to follow as design guidance.

 Future research topics and targets for development

Automatization of the EVLI -tool. 
Background and methods for evaluating the measurability 
levels two and three. 
Creating a weighting for the qualities based on focused 
surveys (for people, for architecture professionals).
Having each of the scales (dwelling unit, building and site, 
neighbourhood) individually under more detailed study.
Translating the tool into Finnish. 

Figure 56 – Conclusion of the thesis and suggestions for its future in summary.
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Housing unit
Living in Urban Area
Living in crowded Housing Units
Housing unit too small in size
Housing Unit Accessible by Road
Bathroom in your housing unit
Toilet facility in your housing unit
Kitchen in your housing unit
Housing unit connected to electricity main
Independent water source to your housing 
unit
Living in a share housing unit
Continuing living in the housing unit
Quality of your housing unit acceptability
Parking space
Poor state of repair
Nearby clinic/health facilities
Housing unit enough for no.of people who 
stay
Nearness to family or other supports
Nearness to football field/playground
Nearness to the shops, laundries, and food 
courts
Housing unit suitability for the disable/old 
person

your place
Police posts/patrol near/around your place
Education
Childcare availability
Nearness to child’s pre-/primary/secondary 
schools
Child use school bus to go into the school
Healthy Environment
Waste/rubbish being taken care 
frequently356
Mosquitos or flies complaint/disturbance
Clean air quality
Living somewhere which is too dirty
Living somewhere which costly to cool
Satisfied with electromagnetic (power lines, 
masts)
Satisfied with quality of drinking water 
supply
Vehicle, industrial & other pollution/
disturbance
Transportation
Children schools transportations problems
Usage of private transportation
Having A car in your housing unit
Having more than one cars

Economics
Place of work near to your housing unit
Affording living near to work
Moving nearer to place of work
Housing unit price/rent suite your incomes
Work in the same urban where you live
Home nearness to commercial/industrial 
zone
Safety & Security
Guards at your place/area (day and night)
Safe walking at night in your area
Living in noisy area
Trust your neighbors
People in your place involving in crime
Feeling safe where you are living
Guards keeping awake at night
Availability of fire hose
Residents in your area involve in drugs
Residents in your area involve in petty 
crimes
Residents in your area involve in house 
robbing
Residents in your area involve in bag 
snatching
Kidnapping cases ever reported around 

APPENDIX 1: Factors of liveable and sustainable housing by Lukuman et al. (2017)



Public transportation usage
Housing unit nearness to motor parks/bus 
station
Motorcycle easily comes to your housing 
unit
more money on transportation
Taxis easily comes to your housing unit
Public Amenities
Nearness to markets
Nearness to groceries
Nearness to public library
Nearness to playground
Nearness to shopping complex
Nearness to any sports facilities
Access/coverage of internet/broadband
Nearness to place of worship places
Availability of drainage systemCommunity/
Neighborhood
Neighbors friendliness
Neighbors helpful
Like your neighbours
Trust your neighbours
Staying in a close community
Facing problems with neighbours
Community club/association

Being member of any of the association
Psychology
Happiness with where you are living
Stressed with where you are living
Place is affecting your child’s behavior
Ashamed of inviting friends
Tensed thinking of your house condition
Child(s) spend most time outside the house
House size affecting child’s growth & well-
being
Feeling tense & cannot breath because of 
house size
Worried over possibility of house robbery
Feeling jittery because of noises and 
pollutions
Any changes on your child’s attitude as an 
outcome of the place you are staying
Feeling depressed when you heard about 
the cases of crimes at your place
Finding it difficult to live in that kind of house 
but you have no other choice
Worry about your family because of the 
unsafe house environment
Feeling indecisive & think whether to go 
back home or stay outside all the time



Personal satisfaction aspects 
Age
Household size 
Income
Level of education
Marital status 
Dwelling unit design
characteristics and features
Number and size of various spaces (bed 
room, living/dining, kitchen, toilet) 
Location of rooms in the house/rooms facing 
specific direction
Type of toilet
Existence of space for children to play
Provision of balcony
Brightness and sunshine available
Orientation of functional units
Amenities and household services
Separate study room for children
Poor workmanship and low quality of 
construction Ease with which the functions 
are performed inside the house such as 
sanitary, washing and cooking facilities

Storage
Ability of design to offer such flexibility
Types such as apartment, condominiums, 
single-family house and studio apartment
Privacy offered
Areas having common use and amenities 
outside the house
Design intervention to incorporate the 
aesthetic aspects
Sidings and landscaping
Quality of workmanship and material used
Quality of interior wall finish
Quality of exterior wall finish
Quality of floor finish
Neighbourhood environmental aspect
Physical (satisfaction with)
Homes and yards
Landscape in the neighbourhood 
Street lighting in the neighbourhood 
Nearness to the neighbourhood facilities 
Crowding 
Noise level 
Quality of environment in the neighbourhood

Social
Integration with neighbours, social 
interaction and inclusion
Social homogeneity
Outdoor play space
People living in the neighbourhood
Ties with people in the community
Crime level in the neighbourhood
Sense of privacy at home
Economic
Satisfaction with home value in the 
neighbourhood
The cost of living in the community
Socioeconomic status of the neighbourhood
Neighbourhood improvement
Proximity from CBD
Proximity to bus stop
Proximity to primary school
Proximity to grocery shop/market place
Proximity to dispensary or primary health 
care facilities
Proximity to bank
Proximity to postoffice

APPENDIX 2: Key indicators and criteria for assessing housing quality by Sinha et al. (2017)



Proximity to place of worship
Proximity to play ground 
Proximity to workplace 
Waste management
Environmental problems
Economic aspects 
House prices in relation to income
Rental costs in relation to incomes
Interest rates and mortgage availability
Ease of transaction
Institutional aspects 
Quality of urban services
Parking arrangements, fire protection, 
telephone service, maintenance and repair 
services 
Electricity, water supply, and drainage 
system
Police services
Street lighting



Suggestions for good practice
37m2 - 1; 40,5 m2 - 2

At least two different varying with 
More than 90º.3

The depth of the room should not 
exceed the measure that light can 
reach (approximately two times the 
height of the window).4

The limit is 30dB in housing and 
residential facilities in night-time.5

For 1 person a bedroom that is 
accessible is 10-12 m². For two 
persons, the bedroom should be 13-
15 m². 6

Grounds
There should be enough space for all 
the everyday functions of life. 

Natural light has positive effects on 
people’s health and it should be 
available in all living spaces. 

Operable windows are an important 
aspect in cosiness and many times 
the only tool to resist overheating. 
Operable windows should not be 
directed to noise pollution.
At least one bedroom should be fully 
accessible. The room should fit the 
clothing cabinets and a bed (for one 
person: 900 x 2000 mm + passage, 
for two people: 1600 x 2000 mm + 
pass. on both sides and in the end).

Quality
The size of the dwelling

Openings to different directions

Natural light in the bedroom(s)
Natural light in the living room
Natural light in the kitchen
Natural light in the dining space
Natural light in the hall
Natural light in the bathroom(s)
The possibilities to open windows 
and to keep them open all night 
(noise levels)

The size(s) of the bedroom(s)

APPENDIX 3: The EVLI tables

Use
D1

D1

D1

D2

D1

Relates Tick-box



Suggestions for good practice
1-2 persons: 2000-3200 mm x 600 
mm 
2-4 persons: 3000-5400 mm x 600 
mm
4-6 persons: 4200-7800 mm x 600 
mm2

Without space for dining:
1 person: 6,2 m2 
2 persons: 6,8 m2 

3-4 persons: 7,5 m2 
5 persons: 8,3 m2 - 1

1-2 persons: 3550-4600 mm x 600 
mm
2-4 persons: 4000-5300 mm x 600 
mm
4-6 persons: 5200-6300 mm x 600 
mm2

1-2 persons: 2400-2600 mm x 1400 
mm
3-5 persons: 2400-2600 mm x 2000-
2200 mm
6-7 persons: 3100-3200 mm x 2900-
3100 mm2

Grounds
There should be also a passage left 
in front of the cabinets and in an 
accessible room a wheelchair turning 
circle. 

The dining table can be placed either 
into a kitchen or into a separate room. 

A miniature kitchen is considered an 
option only in e.g. care homes.

The dining table can be placed either 
into a kitchen or into a separate room. 

Quality
The width of the clothing and linen 
cabinets

The size of the kitchen

The width of the kitchen cabinets

The size reserved for dining table

Use
D1

D1

D1

D1

Relates Tick-box



Suggestions for good practice
A living room should not be narrower 
than 3600 mm.2

1-2 persons: 12-13 m2

3-4 persons: 14-14,8 m2

5-6 persons: 16-17 m2 - 1

Coat racks for 1-2 persons: 600 - 800 
mm rack
2-4 persons: 800-1200 mm rack and 
400 mm x 600 mm cabinet
4-6 persons: 1200-1400 mm rack and 
600 mm x 600 mm cabinet2

1300 mm in regular housing
1500 mm in care homes5

1-4 persons: 500 mm x 600 mm 
4-6 persons: 600-800 mm x 600 mm2

1-2 persons: 600 mm x 600 mm
2-4 persons: 600-1000 mm x 600 mm
4-6 persons: 1000-1200 mm x 600 
mm2

High (>2,75 m) room height, modular 
plan, most of the load for external 
walls, primary ans secondary 
structures separable (some of these)3

Grounds
There should be empty wall space 
(no doors, windows, and radiators on 
all 4 walls) to ensure the furnishing 
and also 3 – 5 m² free space left after 
furnishing.
There should be coat racks, space 
for a small bench and a wheelchair 
turning circle in the hall. 

There should be a separated cabinet 
for cleaning equipment.
There should be a separated cabinet 
for hobby equipment (can be also 
within the dwelling-external storage 
space).
The dwelling should be mergeable 
with the neighbouring dwellings. 

Quality
The size of the living room

The width of the hall

Wheelchair turning circles in all 
spaces
The cabinet(s) for cleaning 
equipment
The cabinet(s) for hobby equipment

The possibilities to combine the 
dwelling with the neighbouring 
dwellings

Use
D1

D1

D1

D1

D1

D1

Relates Tick-box



There should be a sauna either inside 
the dwelling or inside the building.
Good condition and no unexpected 
renovations ahead.

Harmonic, pleasant and beautiful.
1 person: 40,5 m2 - 2, 37 m2 - 1

2 persons: 50 m2

3 persons: 61 m2 
4 persons: 70 m2

5 persons: 86 m2

6 persons: 95 m2 - 1

One bedroom per couple of adults, 
per each adult over 18, per pair of 
children aged 12-17 (same sex), per 
each children aged 12-17 (different 
sex), and per pair of children under 
127

18-24 °C5

The condition evaluable only for 
existing targets. The condition is an 
important aspect in e.g. predicting 
operating costs. 
Colours, materials, etc.. 
The size of the dwelling should be 
adequate for the number of people. 

The number of people living in a 
dwelling should not exceed the 
definition of overcrowded.

Overheating should not happen. The 
temperatures should be achieved 
carbon neutrally. 

Grounds

Access to a sauna (dwelling or 
building)
The condition of the dwelling

The aesthetics of the home
The size of the dwelling for the 
number of people

The number of bedrooms for the 
estimated number of people

Indoor temperature

Use
D1

D2

DB3
D2

D2

D2

Relates Tick-boxQuality Grounds Suggestions for good practice



Detailed values in the decree 
545/20155

The best practice is if the whole 
building and plot is smoke-free.5

Daytime: 35 dB (residential), 40 dB 
(kitchen and others)
Night-time: 30 dB (residential)4

People are satisfied.
Do the children have equal chances 
to mature?
Housing costs should not exceed 
30% of the household income.3

People feel safe.
People feel safe.

4 m2 / bedroom3

All tobacco smoke is harmful. 

Connection to organized water 
supply services can be considered 
as good practice in Finland. 

The price of the dwelling should be 
reasonable. 
Feeling of safety inside the dwelling.

Crime rate of the neighbourhood.
Private outdoor space can be e.g. 
balcony, terrace, or roof garden.

Indoor air quality

Tobacco smoke

Water quality

Indoor noise levels

Satisfaction with the living conditions
Living condition’s affects to children’s 
growing up
The price / affordability 

Perceived security within the dwelling
Perceived security within the 
neighbourhood
Crime rate
The size of private outdoor space 
(e.g. balcony)

Use
D2

D2

D2

D2

D2
D3

D2

D3
N3

N2
D1

Relates Tick-boxQuality Grounds Suggestions for good practice



Use
D1

B1

B1

B2

B2

B1
N1

Relates Tick-boxSuggestions for good practice
One can see greenery from some 
window of the dwelling.3

One can garden within the plot (roof 
garden also acceptable).3

Playground on the plot or next to it 
(100 m)4

30 dB/35 dB/40 dB

200 m4

1 km or 12 min by public 
transportation3

Grounds
Greenery can be accessed visually 
when there is for example a nice view 
over a park from the windows.
There should be a possibility of 
gardening on the plot. 
The distance to the nearest 
playground is suggested to be such 
short, that the best recommendation 
is to place a playground on the plot. 
Usually, there is a requirement for the 
playground in the city plan.
Outdoor air quality problems should 
be solved in an urban planning 
phase.
Outdoor noise levels should stay in 
a such levels that it is possible to 
keep the dwelling’s windows opened 
without harmful noise travelling 
inside.

Quality
Sensorial access to greenery

The possibility for gardening on the 
plot
The distance to a playground

Outdoor air quality 

Outdoor air noise levels

The distance to a small open space
The distance to a park



1 km8

1 km8

Good quality
Diverse
People are satisfied with the climate 
conditions
Green energy & pure water available?
Low risks for natural disasters
400 m3,1 km7

15 min by public transport3, 1 km8

400 m9

400 m3

400 m3 
800 m or 10 min by public transport3

800 m or 10 min by public transport3

Two facilities within 800 m or three 
within 1,2 km3

800 m3

How is the general climate 
perceived?
Green energy & pure water

There should be at least two options 
within the suggestion distance. 

Use
N1
N1
N3
N2
N3

N2
N2
N1
N1
N1

N1

N1
N1
N1

N1

N1

Relates Tick-box
The distance to a recreational area
The distance to a general park 
The quality of the green spaces
Biodiversity of the area
Climate comfort

The availability of natural resources
Low risk for natural disasters
The distance to the city centre
The distance to a regional centre
The distance to a neighbourhood 
shop
The distance to a childcare

The distance to an elementary school
The distance to a secondary school
The distance to a university, college 
or adult education
The distance to a medical care

The distance to a pharmacy

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice



Maximum of 5% incline4

Sustainable: 80 dwellings / hectare4

car-free: 200-250 dw/ha4

No more than 30% of each dwelling 
type.3

Multiple types of building within the 
neighbourhood
Entertainment/activity possibilities 
within the neighbourhood (>2)
Cultural possibilities within the 
neighbourhood (<2)
Decent lightning
Decent connections

Long-term bicycle parking: 1ps 
per 30k-m², 75% inside, 25% 
outside, frame locking, washing and 
maintenance possibility

Are all kind of people (wheelchair, 
blind, tc.) able to move freely within 
the area?

There should be variety between the 
dwellings within the building to create 
diversity.

The building should be connected to 
the surrounding walking and cycling 
paths (accessibly)

Accessibility 

Population density

Housing diversity

Land use diversity

Entertainment venues and activities 
within the neighbourhood
Cultural activity opportunities within 
the neighbourhood
Artificial lightning
The connections for the walking and 
cycling paths.

There are enough decently designed 
bicycle parking spaces 

Use
BN1

N1

B1

N1

N1

N1

BN2
B1

B1

Relates Tick-boxQuality Grounds Suggestions for good practice



Use

B1

B1

BN1

N1

Relates Tick-box
Short-term bicycle parking: 1ps per 
1000k-m², next to the doors and 
paths, frame locking possibility10

Car parking is decent when 
considered with the context. Parking 
policies encourage public transport 
usage, cycling and walking.

Possibilities to charge an electric car 
and use a share-drive car.

150 m3

buses: 5 services/h between 6 am - 
11 pm, trains: 1-2 services/h between 
6 am - 11 pm3

There should be a decent number of 
accessible parking spots and also 
some temporary spots for removal-
trucks and cars, and drop-off traffic. 
The number of regular parking spots 
should be decent considering the 
area and its accessibility and public 
transportation availability. Parking 
policy should encourage the dwellers 
to use public transportation and to 
move by foot/by bike. 
There should be parking spaces and 
charging possibilities for electrical 
cars to encourage people to give up 
fossil fuels. 

Car parking 

The number of electrical car parking 
spaces/charging points

The distance to a public 
transportation stop
The interval between the buses/
trains/metros

Quality Grounds Suggestions for good practice



TOTALS:

D all
D1
D2
D3

B all
B1
B2
B3

N all
N1
N2
N3

31
17
11
3

14
10
3
1

27
20
5
2

Table references

1 RTS, 2008-2009
2 Design for London, 2010
3 Drexler & El Khouli, 2012
4 Pelsmakers, 2015
5 Suomen lainsäädäntö, 1999-2018
6 Invalidiliitto ry, n.d.
7 Eurostat, 2014
8 Whittle, 2015
9 Jalkanen et al., 2017
10 The City of Helsinki, n.d.

How many fulfil the suggestion for good practice? (%)
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Syli on kokonaisuus, jossa keskeisimmissä osissa ovat 
suunnittelu kaikilla tasoilla, yhteisöllisyys sekä lähei-
set ihmiset. Syli on kokonaisuus, josta jokaiselle löytyy 
se mieluinen, lämmin ja kutsuva paikka viettää aikaa. 
Pihapiirin lounaispäädyssä on kaksikerroksisia town-
house -asuntoja, joita myydään/vuokrataan eteen-
päin kimppana. Kimppa meinaa sitä, että townhouse 
-asunnon ostajien/vuokraajien tulee samalla hankkia 
tontin kerrostaloista niin sanottu kimppakämppä. 
Kimppakämppään voi muuttaa perheen isovanhempi, 
teini tai muu läheinen mahdollisesti perheetön henki-
lö. Tällä menettelyllä jokaista townhouse -asunnossa 
asustavaa perhettä kohden on kerrostalossa yksi ker-
rostalo- tai palvelukotiasunto. 

S Y L I
SUUNNITTELU   •   YHTEISÖ   •   LÄHEISET IHMISET

ASUNTOSUUNNITTELUN AMMATTIKURSSI  ARK-43200
LAURA KÖMI 234264 SYKSY 2018

RAKEISUUS 1:2000

APPENDIX 4: The original panels for the course project “SYLI”. 
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Syli on kokonaisuus, jossa keskeisimmissä osissa ovat 
suunnittelu kaikilla tasoilla, yhteisöllisyys sekä lähei-
set ihmiset. Syli on kokonaisuus, josta jokaiselle löytyy 
se mieluinen, lämmin ja kutsuva paikka viettää aikaa. 
Pihapiirin lounaispäädyssä on kaksikerroksisia town-
house -asuntoja, joita myydään/vuokrataan eteen-
päin kimppana. Kimppa meinaa sitä, että townhouse 
-asunnon ostajien/vuokraajien tulee samalla hankkia 
tontin kerrostaloista niin sanottu kimppakämppä. 
Kimppakämppään voi muuttaa perheen isovanhempi, 
teini tai muu läheinen mahdollisesti perheetön henki-
lö. Tällä menettelyllä jokaista townhouse -asunnossa 
asustavaa perhettä kohden on kerrostalossa yksi ker-
rostalo- tai palvelukotiasunto. 

S Y L I
SUUNNITTELU   •   YHTEISÖ   •   LÄHEISET IHMISET

ASUNTOSUUNNITTELUN AMMATTIKURSSI  ARK-43200
LAURA KÖMI 234264 SYKSY 2018

RAKEISUUS 1:2000

S Y L I

Pihapiiri kietoutuu suurimmalta osaltaan rakennusten 
syliin, muodostaen yksityisen, miellyttävän alueen. 
Pihasuunnittelussa on huomioitu eri ikäisten tarpeet 
ja tämä on saatu toteutettua erityisesti maanalaisen 
pysäköintihallin ansiosta. Pysäköintihalliin kulkevan 
ajoluiskan katto toimii kesäaikaan viihdyttävänä vi-
herkattona ja talviaikaan sitä voidaan käyttää esi-
merkiksi perheen pienimpien ensimmäisenä mäen-
laskupaikkana. Toisena kiitoksena pysäköintihallin, 
piha-alue on kohotettu hieman ympäröivää aluetta 
korkeammalle. Pihaan tultaessa joudutaan nouse-
maan noin puoli metriä luiskaa tai portaita pitkin, 
mutta tämän jälkeen piha on tasainen ja samassa ta-
sossa ensimmäisen kerroksen kanssa. 

Ensimmäisessä kerroksessa on yksityiset sisäänkäyn-
nit sekä townhouse -asuntoihin että joihinkin ensim-
mäisen kerroksen isompiin kerrostalohuoneistoihin. 
Yksityiset sisäänkäynnit kerrostaloalueella tuovat tie-
tynlaista ylellisyyden tunnetta ensimmäisen kerrok-
sen asuntoihin, jotka yleensä muutoin koetaan hie-
man epämiellyttävämmiksi, kuin ylempien kerrosten 
asunnot. Tämän lisäksi ensimmäisestä kerroksesta 
löytyy liiketiloja, jotka ovat tarkoitettu ensisijaisesti 
taloyhtiön asukkaita palveleviksi. Liiketiloihin hyväk-
sytään vuokralaiseksi toimijoita heidän tarjoamiensa 
palveluiden perusteella. Esimerkiksi kampaamo-, hie-
roja-, kauneudenhoito- tai kahvilapalvelut ovat kor-
kealle priorisoituja. Ensimmäisestä kerroksesta löytyy 
myös koko taloyhtiön käyttöön tarkoitettu kuntosali 
sekä joitakin varastotiloja. 

PIHASUUNNITELMA/ ASEMAPIIRROS 1:2000

TOIMINNOT 
(EI MITTAKAAVASSA) 

LEIKKAUS 1:200LEIKKAUS 1:200

JULKISIVU LÄNTEEN 1:200 (+LEIKKAUS)

TOWNHOUSET

NORMAALI

YHTEISTILA

RYHMÄKOTI

RYHMÄKOTI VAATIVAMPI

LIIKETILA

POHJOISEMMASSA RAKENNUKSESSA:

12 YKSIÖTÄ
21 KAKSIOITA
3 KOLMIOITA

1 NELIÖ
14 RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA 

16 VAATIVAMPAA RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA

5500 KERROSNELIÖMETRIÄ KERROSALAA
20 000 KUUTIOTA TILAVUUS

ETELÄISEMMÄSSÄ RAKENNUKSESSA:

6 YKSIÖTÄ
4 KAKSIOITA

4 KOLMIOITA
8 TOWNHOUSE-ASUNTOA

8 RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA 
8 VAATIVAMPAA RYHMÄKOTIASUNTOA

3500 KERROSNELIÖMETRIÄ KERROSALAA
13 000 KUUTIOTA TILAVUUS
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GSEducationalVersion

PYSÄKÖINTI

PYSÄKÖINTI

VALOAUKKO

VALOAUKKO

 VSS/varastoja
 145,4 m2

 Pesutupa ja kuivaushuoneet
 65,2 m2

 Palvelukotien varastotilat
 32,5 m2

 varasto, ravintola
 64,5 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 19,1 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 34,7 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 22,9 m2

 varasto, liiketila
 15,8 m2

Parkkihallista eli maantason alapuolelta löytyy koko 
korttelin pysäköinti, väestönsuoja, sekä varasto ja 
pesulatiloja. Parkkihallin kautta on helppo toimittaa 
liiketiloihin ja ravintolaan tavaraa, sekä esimerkiksi 
muuttokuorma, sillä parkkihallista on yhteys jokaisel-
le hissille. 

Suunnitellun rakennuksen toisesta kerroksesta löytyy 
tavalliseen asumiseen painottuneita asuntoja. Mikään 
ei kuitenkaan estä myös suhteellisen hyvin yksinään 
pärjäävien vanhusten muuttamista näihin asuntoihin, 
vaan päinvastoin. Muissa kerroksissa työskentelevää 
palvelukotien henkilökuntaa voidaan hyödyntää sa-
tunnaisissa hätätilanteissa ja heidät voidaan nopeasti 
hätyyttää apuun, mikä tuo omanlaisen turvallisuuden 
tunteen epäilevälle vanhukselle.  

Monista niin sanotuista tavallisista asunnoista löytyy 
paljon esteellistä asumista helpottavia seikkoja, kuten 
esimerkiksi normaalia leveämmät ovet huoneistoihin, 
”häkkivarastot” huoneiston yhteydessä (osassa) tai 
kompaktit liukuovet makuuhuoneisiin. Tanskalaiset 
makuuhuoneet on mitoitettu niin, että niihin voidaan 
sijoittaa joko normaali 90 senttiä leveä sänky, jolloin 
jää hyvin tilaa pyörätuolille, tai 160 senttiä leveä pa-
risänky, joka ei vaadi täysin esteetöntä sänkyyn pää-
syä. Vessassa on tilavaraus niin, että pesukone ja kui-
vausrumpu voidaan sijoittaa molemmat vierekkäin 
lattian tasoon. Vaihtoehtoisesti sijoitettaessa nämä 
päällekkäin jää tilaa korkealle pyykkikaapille. 

GSEducationalVersion

vh

s
s

vh

GSEducationalVersion

A

B

vh

s
s

vh

N

M

keittiö

 ravintola/ suurtalouskeittiö
 119,1 m2

 hoitajien toimistotilaa
 30,9 m2

 2H+tk
 56,4 m2

 liiketila
 54,9 m2

 liiketila
 57,2 m2

 4H+tk+vh+s
 86,8 m2

 3H+tk+vh+s
 75,0 m2

 kuntosali
 68,5 m2

 2H+tk
 52,6 m2

 pyörä- ja LVV-varasto
 41,2 m2

 liiketila
 36,7 m2

 liiketila
 45,2 m2

 sosiaalitilat
 41,9 m2

 H
 17,2 m2

 H
 9,9 m2

 H
 8,2 m2  H

 13,2 m2

 H
 12,3 m2

 H
 17,0 m2

 H
 17,2 m2

GSEducationalVersion

s

 2H+tk+p
 51,3 m2

 1H+tk+p
 32,4 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,9 m2

 2H+tk+p
 44,9 m2

 2H+tk+p
 59,4 m2

 1H+tk+p
 32,0 m2

 1H+tk+p
 35,7 m2

 1H+tk+p
 31,6 m2

 3H+tk+s+p
 75,3 m2

 2H+tk+p
 47,8 m2

 2H+kt+p
 55,1 m2

 2H+kt+p
 55,2 m2

 1H+tk+p
 44,2 m2

 2H+tk+p
 52,0 m2

 2H+tk+p
 37,8 m2

 H
 9,4 m2

 H
 12,2 m2

 H
 16,4 m2

 H
 13,1 m2

 H
 10,2 m2

 H
 12,2 m2

 H
 20,9 m2

 H
 11,3 m2

 H
 15,7 m2

 H
 9,5 m2 H

 9,0 m2

HUONEISTOPOHJIA 1:100

1. KERROS 1:200KELLARIKERROS 1:200

2. KERROS 1:200
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 15,8 m2

Parkkihallista eli maantason alapuolelta löytyy koko 
korttelin pysäköinti, väestönsuoja, sekä varasto ja 
pesulatiloja. Parkkihallin kautta on helppo toimittaa 
liiketiloihin ja ravintolaan tavaraa, sekä esimerkiksi 
muuttokuorma, sillä parkkihallista on yhteys jokaisel-
le hissille. 

Suunnitellun rakennuksen toisesta kerroksesta löytyy 
tavalliseen asumiseen painottuneita asuntoja. Mikään 
ei kuitenkaan estä myös suhteellisen hyvin yksinään 
pärjäävien vanhusten muuttamista näihin asuntoihin, 
vaan päinvastoin. Muissa kerroksissa työskentelevää 
palvelukotien henkilökuntaa voidaan hyödyntää sa-
tunnaisissa hätätilanteissa ja heidät voidaan nopeasti 
hätyyttää apuun, mikä tuo omanlaisen turvallisuuden 
tunteen epäilevälle vanhukselle.  

Monista niin sanotuista tavallisista asunnoista löytyy 
paljon esteellistä asumista helpottavia seikkoja, kuten 
esimerkiksi normaalia leveämmät ovet huoneistoihin, 
”häkkivarastot” huoneiston yhteydessä (osassa) tai 
kompaktit liukuovet makuuhuoneisiin. Tanskalaiset 
makuuhuoneet on mitoitettu niin, että niihin voidaan 
sijoittaa joko normaali 90 senttiä leveä sänky, jolloin 
jää hyvin tilaa pyörätuolille, tai 160 senttiä leveä pa-
risänky, joka ei vaadi täysin esteetöntä sänkyyn pää-
syä. Vessassa on tilavaraus niin, että pesukone ja kui-
vausrumpu voidaan sijoittaa molemmat vierekkäin 
lattian tasoon. Vaihtoehtoisesti sijoitettaessa nämä 
päällekkäin jää tilaa korkealle pyykkikaapille. 
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Suunnitellun rakennuksen kolmannessa ja neljännes-
sä kerroksessa on ryhmäkoteja. Kolmannen kerroksen 
kodit on tarkoitettu enemmän huolehtimista tarvitse-
ville, kuten esimerkiksi dementiaa sairastaville. Kerros 
voidaan tarvittaessa jakaa ovella kahdeksi yksiköksi. 
Neljännen kerroksen ryhmäkodit puolestaan ovat 
hieman enemmän itsenäiseen asumiseen kykeneville 
henkilöille, mutta mikään ei tietenkään estä pienin 
muutoksin eri vaativuustason ihmisten sijoittamista 
kumpaan tahansa kerroksista. Kummastakin ryhmä-
kotikerroksesta löyty  ruokailutilat, kaksi minikeittiötä 
esim. kahvien keittämiseen ja yhteisiä oleskelutiloja.
Ryhmäkotien huoneet ovat muodoltaan hyvin saman-
kaltaisia: kulku wc- ja pesutiloihin, joissa eniten tarvi-
taan avustusta, on helposti eteisestä ja loppuasunto 
jää yksityisemmäksi tilaksi. 

Ilmansuunniltaan ja ikkuna-aukotukseltaan ryhmäko-
deista löytyy niin sanotusti jokaiselle jotakin. On huo-
neistoja, joista voi avata suuret ikkunat lounaaseen 
sekä huoneistoja joissa esimerkiksi valonarka ihminen 
voi nauttia pienemmästä ikkunasta pohjoiseen päin. 
Jokaisessa huoneessa on vähintään yksi ikkuna varus-
tettu kaiteella, jotta tuuletusikkunan lisäksi voidaan 
avata myös isompi ikkuna ranskalaiseksi parvekkeek-
si. Mikään ei myöskään estä lisäkaiteiden asentamista 
myös jälkikäteen, jos asukas niin toivoo. 
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Viides kerros on hyvin samankaltainen kuin toinen. 
Suurin erottava tekijä on tosin asunnoista löytyvät 
omat kattoterassit. Esteetön ja mukava kulku kat-
toterasseille on järjestetty paksumman välipohjan 
avulla. Saman paksun välipohjan ansiosta rakennuk-
sessa kulkevat ilmanvaihtokanavat saadaan kuljetet-
tua horisontaalisesti jompaan kumpaan rakennuksen 
ilmanvaihtokonehuoneista. 

Kuudennessa kerroksessa on kaksi normaalia asuin-
huoneistoa sekä laajat sauna- ja kerhotilat. Isommas-
sa saunassa on kiertoilmakiuas sekä tilaa pyörätuolil-
le. Kerhotiloissa on iso keittiö, sekä paljon pöytätilaa 
esimerkiksi syntymäpäiväjuhlien järjestämiseen. Etei-
nen sauna- ja kerhotiloihin on yhteinen, mutta suun-
niteltu niin, että kerhotiloissa voi olla tarvittaessa eril-
linen porukka ja saunatiloissa erillinen. 
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SYLI 2.0
MASTER’S THESIS RE-DESIGN

LAURA KÖMI 2021

TOWN HOUSES

CARE HOME 
INDEPENDENT

CARE HOME 
ASSISTED

REGULAR 
HOUSING

SITE PLAN 1:500 (A1)

PROJECT STATISTICS 

Studio dwellings 12
1-bedroom dwellings 24

 2-bedroom dwellings 12
 3-(or more)-berdroom dwellings/town houses 15

 Care home dwellings (assisted) 20
 Care home dwellings (independent) 10

In total 93

1st floor 2300 gross m2

2nd floor 2500 gross m2

3rd floor 1900 gross m2

4th floor 920 gross m2

5th floor 790 gross m2

6th floor 480 gross m2

7th floor 180 gross m2

In total 9070 m2
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SITE 1:1000 (A1)

GARDENING ON THE YARD

APPENDIX 5: The panels for the re-design project “SYLI 2.0”. 
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home has an access balcony, which is 
connected to the assisted part, so that 
in case of an emergency the nurses are 
close.

Regular housing has four different 
dwelling types. There is one studio, a 
tiny and a large one-bedroom dwelling 
and one two-bedroom dwelling on each 
floor in each building mass.

The 1st floor has spacious garages for 
bike parking and maintenance. There 
is space for cars and possibilities to 
charge an electric car below the ground 
level. If the housing co-operative wishes, 
there is also space for a communal car. 

SYLI 2.0 is a project 
made based on the 
original SYLI. The mass 
of the buildings is twisted 
around the plot. There 
are regular housing, care 
home housing (assisted 
and more independent), 
and some town houses. 
Ideally, a family could 
be living within the 
town house part and 
grandparents within the 

care home part. 

The regular housing buildings are 
5-7 floors high, with support spaces 
on the 1st floor and sauna, laundry, 
and storage spaces on the highest 
floors (5/6/7th). As for care home, it 
consists of support floor (1st) and 
two identical housing floors. The 
more independent part of care 
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SECTION B-B / WEST 1:200 (A1)

The main facade material is plastering. The colour 
varies from red to white/beige/yellow. In the 1st 
floor there is black stone tiling. All the balconies 
are glazed. 

The structure is concrete, but very modifiable. 
The outer walls together with a column system 
bear all the load when the secondary walls (walls 
between the dwellings and within the dwellings) 
are all removable.
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