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Executive Summary

IFHP Berlin Housing Lab 
The Good, the Bad and the Market

Lab Keypoints:
•   Berlin’s loss of publically owned land has led to a 

weighted dependence on the private sector to 
deliver the scale of social and affordable housing 
needed to avert the housing crisis.

•   Berlin’s housing sector lacks cooperation between 
traditional and alternative stakeholders, leading 
to development prevention and delay. This was 
showcased in the proposal case of Berlin’s Tem-
pelhof airport.

•   The lack of a divisive housing policy contrasts 
against Berlin’s stringent building regulations.

Lab Proposals:
Berlin can look to progressive measures such as
•   A shared housing policy uniting  

all relevant stakeholders
•   Alternative housing development  

finance mechanisms
•   A housing sector cooperation platform

Berlin Facts 2014:
•   Population of 3.4 million 
•   Population forecast +6.8% (2011 – 2025)
•   Density: 3.837 inhabitants per km²
•   Housing: 86% Rental Occupied  

14% Owner Occupied  
•   Average rent 8.44€/m²/month
•   Source: Housing Market Report 2015  

(Berlin Hyp AG/ CBRE)
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Introduction

The IFHP Housing Focus 2015
The word habitat originates from the Latin word 
habitare, meaning a dwelling place or a natural 
living environment where a plant or animal lives 
and grows. For most humans in the 21st century a 
dwelling place is defined through various forms of 
housing; a structure or place where an individual’s 
lifestyle, values, dispositions, and expectations 
are shaped, where personal happiness and soci-
etal well-being originate and find their expression. 
Housing is a physical manifestation of one’s daily 
lives, representing our changing cultures and our in-
creasingly diverse societies. Housing, in all its forms, 
is without doubt the core element of the human 
species habitat.  

With this in mind it may seem surprising that often, 
the many conversations surrounding modern 
housing fail to include any aspect of ‘habitare’ or of 
personal or cultural individualities. Modern housing 
issues are increasingly reduced to discussions of 
commodity, real estate and prospects of return on 
investment. As a consequence over time a globally 
generic and capital driven housing development 
industry has developed, largely disassociated from 
the cultural practices of architecture and the princi-
ples associated with housing as a human right. 

In reaction the ‘alternative’, void of necessary hous-
ing provision and intellectual considerations, are 
questioning the status quo. Representing a grow-
ing minority within the housing industry they are 
re-raising the ‘housing affordability question’ driven 
by increasing urban inequalities, social divisions and 
inadequate provision of affordable housing that is 
needed so critically in many global cities. 

It is with this question that the IFHP has, throughout 
2015, investigated various urban contexts, engaging 
local partners and activating change.  In Copenha-
gen, New York and Berlin the IFHP has implemented 
small scale and collaborative laboratories; platforms 
involving multidisciplinary teams to explore the 
dynamics and dimensions of housing affordability 
and its effects. 

Combined, these laboratories re-ask the “housing 
affordability question”: How can we create afforda-
ble living spaces? Who are the new actors in the 
game? Is it possible to look at housing as a complex 
element and not merely a real estate product?   
How do we provide opportunities for self- determi-
nation and co-creation?

IFHP Labs 2015
The first lab in New York City, June 2015, focused 
on progressive ways to tackle housing affordability 
in a city that is becoming increasingly exclusive and 
global.  Questioning included the meaning of the 
word “affordability”, the competence of the new Di 
Blasio housing plan that aims to provide 200,000 
new affordable housing units, and the future role of 
progressive housing cooperatives, temporary living 
facilities and contemporary housing structures such 
as micro units. 

The second lab in Copenhagen, September 2015, ex-
plored spatial segregation and housing policies in the 
Nordic countries. Currently, the Nordic welfare model 
is under great pressure from immigration, population 
ageing, the global economic crisis and rising youth 
unemployment. Simultaneously, there is an increase in 
the distance between wealthier populations from low 
income groups. This has a direct bearing on the hous-
ing market, with affordability becoming a central issue.

The third lab in Berlin, November 2015 (represented 
in this report), held a discussion on alternative housing 
initiatives and related political conflicts. Representa-
tives from the public sector, social housing corpora-
tions, private companies, academia and cooperatives 
discussed why and how co-housing communities 
and groups should be supported in terms of ideas, 
structures and finances – while at the same time not 
losing focus on the broader and common need for 
extensive housing solutions.  In this framework the 
participants presented cases and tools for shared 
housing production, bridging housing corporations 
with local initiatives and the possible new role of the 
private sector in affordable housing provision.
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Background

In many cities across the Western world there is talk 
of a “new housing crisis”. Present and especially ani-
mated in housing markets – such as London, Berlin, 
New York and Paris – the situation represents a 
magnet for footloose, speculative real estate capital. 
As a result, this housing crisis has brought to light 
again the Engel’s “housing question” generating pro-
tests and resistance among groups of city dwellers 
who fear their ‘right to the city’ is being fundamental-
ly compromised.

For a long time Berlin was perceived as a city with 
low rents and living costs, especially when com-
pared to other German and European cities. And 
indeed, average rental prices for housing remained 
relatively stable from the early 1990s until 2005. 
The main reasons for this were substantial public 
investments and subsidy programs, a high level of 
construction activities and rent regulations in the 
1990s, and a sizable and stable market share of 
public and social housing. All these factors contrib-
uted to a housing system which became much less 
vulnerable to volatile market dynamics.

Berlin has traditionally been a city of tenancy. Until 
recently, almost 90% of all households occupied 
were rented flats, the majority of which belonged 
to larger state-controlled corporations. Mortgages 
have traditionally been hard to come by in Germany 
and tenants’ rights have always been relatively well 

protected by law. Accordingly, home ownership 
rates - already low across Germany - are even lower 
in the capital: in 2011, 15.6% of Berliners owned their 
own place, compared with 49.5% in London. Owner 
occupancy was – and still is – rather the exception 
than the rule.

With the privatization wave that started in the late 
1990s Berlin privatized some of its housing corpo-
rations, at the same time ending a century old social 
housing system. Housing transitioned from being a 
basic social right to being a commodity. Today, Ber-
lin is growing and the demand for accommodation 
is increasing. To ensure that rents remain affordable, 
Berlin requires more housing. Concurrently Berlin’s 
social housing stock is falling. According to Hano-
ver’s Pestel Institute, the German capital requires an 
additional 500,000 affordable homes, but the city 
hasn’t built any new social housing since the early 
2000s and at the current rate the city will contin-
ue to loose around 4,500 homes a year from the 
affordable market sector. The main reason for such 
a situation is a shift in Berlin’s urban and housing pol-
icies. Since the turn of the millennium, subsidies for 
building and renovations provided by the city have 
been completely cut. At the same time, existing rent 
regulations and planning restrictions on new con-
struction were lifted, and a broad array of planning 
procedures deregulated. As a consequence of 
these simultaneous developments, rents have risen 

Berlin - 
Hubris and 
Resistance

across all sectors, pushing many formally affordable 
housing units into more expensive segments of the 
housing market. 

Currently, the city senate claims to have found 
funds to support the construction of approximately 
1,000 affordable homes in 2015. But whether they 
will be located in the central city areas or towards 
the Brandenburg outskirts remains unclear. Social 
housing corporations are in charge of this mass 
production of housing, applying traditional housing 
models and conservative approaches.

Given these developments, it is not surprising that 
Berliners have increasingly taken to trying to beat 
the speculators by purchasing property them-
selves – not individually, but collectively, and not just 
empty buildings, but plots of empty land as well. The 
city is currently experiencing an unheard-of surge 
in co-housing communities and communal living 
groups (“Baugenossenschaften” and “Baugruppen”). 
Members of co-housing groups are able to partici-
pate in all stages of the housing development real-
isation (land acquisition, design and construction) 
– whilst benefiting from a wholesale price deal. Such 
projects are based on the fact that the group has to 
work together to determine how they will be living 
and in what kind of housing form. Although such 
groups are actively diversifying the housing industry 
in Berlin as well as the housing options of its citizens, 

they remain isolated and their inclusion in a broader 
planning agenda for the city is largely absent.

At the same time several groups of activists are 
repeating calls for demonstrations against the 
gentrification of Berlin in general. While many of the 
capital’s countless urban transitions have occurred 
without comment, Berlin’s long history of activism 
and counter-culture mean that residents do not 
always shrug and bow their heads grudgingly when 
certain political or municipal decisions are made. 
Over the years, resident campaigns such as the one 
against the Media Spree development have made 
it to Senate level and have helped to change the 
minds of politicians seeking to sell off the city’s re-
maining land (and related assets) to the highest bid-
der. The recent public campaigns against plans to 
build on Tempelhof Park have similarly been potent 
enough to announce a referendum and ultimately 
stop construction in the area.

Conclusively, the debate over housing provision 
and the use of public spaces in Berlin is about much 
more than physical terrain and conflicts of space; it 
is related to a wider discussion about concepts of 
the right to the city, and about the ideas and ideals 
of social and spatial justice.
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The Lab 
In Search of an  
All-Inclusive 
Housing Policy

The Berlin Lab opened to a crowd of 100 fresh 
faced participants perched around the distinctive Y 
table format.  After a warm welcome from the Gen-
eral Secretary of the Association of German Archi-
tects (BDA) Dr. Thomas Welter and an introduction 
from IFHP project manager, Giulia Maci the lab got 
underway with a clip from the Movie “Hands over 
the city”, by Francesco Rosi. The movie is a por-
trayal of land speculation and the mechanisms that 
transform public institutions into tools for the benefit 
of private enterprise. It opens with Eduardo Nottola, 
a land speculator and Naples developer explaining 
to Maglione, the Mayor of Naples, of the benefits of 
a new housing development project on the outskirts 
of the city. Showcasing the (often flexible) ‘laws of 
real estate’ including the acquisition of land, the fi-
nancing of construction, the cost of building mainte-
nance and service, the profit from rent or resale, the 
value of equity, or the price of credit, “Hands over 
the City” is a provocative lens with which to open 
the Berlin Lab. Through its ability to represent the 

The Lab

stark development reality in Naples, the movie acts 
as a basis to question the instruments of housing 
development, one that has often reduced the power 
of influence to a few individuals whom perceive the 
city more as a machine for financial gain than the 
home to our diverse societies and cultures. 

It is with this that Giulia Maci passed the floor to 
two of Berlin’s most prominent researchers and 
practitioners, Prof. Dr. Philipp Misselwitz architect 
and urban planner at the Urban Catalyst Studio and 
Chair of the Habitat Unit at the Technical University 
in Berlin and Dr.phil. Andrej Holm, Social scientist 
and research assistant at the Humbolt University of 
Berlin. 
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The Lab

The Berlin Situation 
A pro capita debt of €22,000, a city close to bank-
ruptcy, the nightmare of public services and the 
austerity of the public sector. This was Berlin’s stark 
situation put forward by Misselwitz as he set the 
housing question scene, asking: what leverage does 
the city have to build an appropriate housing policy 
today?

Misselwitz continued; today, when looking at the 
city, with cranes popping up everywhere, brand new 
housing construction dominating the cityscape 
under a default housing development mood, one 
can unfortunately witness housing offers aimed only 
at satisfying the needs of the wealthier segments 
of society. Consequently, an emerging concern 
about the lack of affordable housing provision and 
an alarming tendency for the ‘pricing out’ of Berlin’s 
general population have become ever more promi-
nent issues as citizens find themselves increasingly 
inclined to the city’s peripheries. With such, the 
following contribution of Andrej Holm confirmed this 
affirmation in more explicit terms. Through the pres-
entation of Berlin’s housing sector one can see the 
blunt situation facing many of Berlin’s rental housing 
occupants. Berlin’s rental sector represents 86% 
of housing tenure (14% public housing; 10% housing 
cooperation; 62% private rental housing) whilst 
owner occupation covers the remaining 14%. The 
changes in rental costs over the last decade have 
dramatically influenced the direct affordability of 
accommodation. If in 2007 there were 36 low price 
rental areas (< 5,00 €/m²) and only three high price 
rental areas (> 10,00 €/m²), in 2013 there were only 
two low price rental areas remaining while the high 
price rental areas increased to 19.

Holm continued, showing that in 2007, the offer 
of affordable housing consisted of 103,000 units 
which then reduced to only 15.000 units in 2013. 
This has led to a number of consequences includ-
ing a substantial shortfall of affordable housing, the 
increased competition for housing in terms of ac-
cessibility to the central city districts, a shift of low 
income households to the periphery and increas-
ing pressures related to displacement within the 
inner city neighbourhoods. Holm emphasised that 
such collective consequences define the current 
housing crisis.

Nevertheless what Berlin - in the absence of an 
appropriate housing policy over the last decade – is 
capable of showing today is that there is an increas-
ing self-organization movement. This is enabling, to 
a certain and limited extent, an answer to the spec-
ulative dominance of the housing development in-
dustry for space and resources. Many citizens have 
taken initiative upon themselves, mostly among 
the middle-class of artists and architects, to form 
‘baugruppen’ aimed at the co-production of co-op-
erative housing solutions. Such community practic-
es are by default ideological constructs which bring 
a valuable and necessary diversity to the housing 
market, yet in themselves can also act to exclude 
those whom do not possess the required individual 
resources or characteristics. This re-opens the 
fundamental question about ones common and 
basic right to housing that exclusionary practices 
may threaten.

2007

2013

1998 2003

2008 2013

Rental costs are increasing 
throughout Berlin.  

< 5,00 Euro/qm
5,01 – 6,00 Euro/qm
6,01 – 7,00 Euro/qm
7,01 – 8,00 Euro/qm
8,01 – 9,00 Euro/qm
9,01 – 10,00 Euro/qm
10,01 – 11,00 Euro/qm
> 11,00 Euro/qm

Gentrification became  
mainstream in most inner  
city neighborhoods

Source: GSW Wohnmarktreport 2008 und eigene Berechnung
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The lab

What are the priorities to overcome such obstacles and enable action? 
Following the identification of existing obstacles, participants discussed ideas and possible solutions to 
enable action in Berlin. 
•  Shared housing policy - There is an urgent need to agree on a shared housing policy that directs and 

actively supports affordable housing provision through 1. the mapping and protection of public land assets 
against speculation and 2. The incorporation of ‘alternative’ housing development perspectives. With 
such, an integrated response can be formulated, balancing the requirements of private, public and citizen 
representatives. 

•  Low cost housing financial mechanisms – Alternative financial mechanisms are needed that make 
it commercially viable for private developers to build affordable housing on a scale larger than presently 
witnessed. Further examples of non-profit and cooperative financing models are needed to demonstrate 
the viability of alternative housing development models.

•  Housing Industry cooperation platform – As a priority a platform for housing actor collaboration and 
knowledge exchange could be established, aimed at the facilitation of cross sectoral cooperation.

What are the biggest obstacles in providing housing for all? 
The lab moved on to identify and discuss five main obstacles facing Berlin to provide housing for all. Some 
of the main points included:
•  Loss of publically owned land - The sale and gradual loss of public land has led to the ‘collective con-

trol’ of Berlin’s future housing stock to domestic and international investors and developers. 
•  Reliance on the private sector - Because of the loss of public sector control there exists a weighted 

reliance on the private sector to deliver low cost housing, despite their prioritization of financial returns. As 
such, public interests can be diluted throughout the housing development process.

•  Lack of social housing developer capacity - It was questioned if publically owned social housing devel-
opers can provide enough housing units in coming years, and if not, how can they be better supported?

•  The no policy – high regulation paradox - The contradiction between a lack of political direction for 
adequate housing provision and strict regulation creates a tough environment for all housing developers. 
It was argued by some that developers face extensive barriers within planning and construction regulation 
when considering the urgency of the current housing crisis.

•  Segmented interests and cooperation between actors - The housing industry was mentioned to be 
somewhat fragmented with limited cooperation between ‘traditional’ and ‘alternative’ perspectives and 
actions in providing adequate affordable housing in Berlin.What is affordable in Berlin today? 

The Lab discussed that affordability in any city yet 
alone Berlin, is by all accounts a subjective term, de-
fined by personal experiences, perspectives, ones 
housing situation, relative income and professional 
position. Cordula Fay, Neighbourhood Development 
Consultant at Degewo emphasized that at a city lev-
el, affordability cannot be appropriately determined 
under one figure or description. Fay suggested that 
the diversity of neighbourhoods and the citizens 
that occupy them render a city wide affordability 
figure largely inoperable beyond political conversa-
tions. This is clear in Berlin as it is in cities such as 
London where ‘affordable’ housing is for a majority 
of the population still out of reach.

Anna Heilgemeir and Bernhard Hummel from the 
Miethauser Syndikat suggested that affordability 
should also, not only, be determined in terms of 
‘how expensive is the monthly rent?’ The value of 
affordability can be determined through for example 

long term security of tenure, free access to private 
or shared spaces, or inclusion in housing develop-
ment or maintenance decision making. The lesson 
posed is that citizens do not only care about how 
high their rents are. Housing can become afforda-
ble if the tenants have a sense of ownership in the 
housing process and that with their monthly rent 
payments comes a sense of influence as to how 
their personal and shared living spaces are used 
and managed. 

Such is the complexity of attributing what is or what 
is not affordable, associated policy and action to 
develop low cost housing can be misaligned. It was 
suggested that a city wide affordability index could 
be a solution that includes the details of neighbour-
hood areas in the calculations of affordability. The 
most appropriate form and quality of housing can 
then be better understood in any specific area.
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Case study

Case 
Berlin 
TempleHof 
Airport

Collating the complex dynamics involved in Berlin’s 
housing development sector, Misselwitz pointed to 
the case of Berlin Templehof Airport, located in the 
south central borough of Tempelhof- Schöneberg.

The conflicts raised in relation to the failed public 
housing development scheme on the site of the for-
mer airport showcase the tensions and the political 
climate of a city that has the instruments, the initia-
tors, and the potential to propose effective answers, 
but is incapacitated by a lack of trust, coordination 
and appropriate communication. 

The 300 hectare Tempelhof plot is public land and 
since May 2010 has been open for recreational use. 
In 2011, a housing development masterplan was 
proposed by a government consortium. The major 
housing associations were marked to be the main 

delivery agencies on the project – 55 hectares of 
development area with a 1/3 affordable housing 
ratio. The proposal was rejected in a public referen-
dum in May 2014.
 
“Berliners have voted against the development of 
the former Tempelhof airport site, securing its future 
as a public park and overturning the city govern-
ment’s plans to use almost a third of the site to build 
4,700 homes. The referendum was the culmination 
of a campaign by local residents, and almost half of 
Berlin’s 2.5 million eligible voters turned out to cast 
their ballot. Over 64% voted in favour of keeping 
the land as a public park!” (27 May 2014 Dezeen 
Magazine)

So why did this project not materialize? 
On the one hand the Berlin’s citizens were skeptical, 
not accepting the proposal made by the state to-
gether with the six municipal housing associations. 
On the other hand, the public authority blamed 
the community for not being able to recognize the 
benefits of such a housing investment. According to 
Misselwitz there was a certain arrogance from the 
public authority in its approach towards the delivery 
of the proposed model. Subsequently many local 
initiatives and actors were encouraged to propose 
alternative ways of delivery housing on the plot (for 
instance in co-operative approaches and baugrup-

pen models) that were better able to include future 
inhabitants and local citizens in the decision making 
and implementation processes. 

Misselwitz commented that, if the proposal process 
could have been designed differently, there might 
have been less public resistance. In addition a lack 
of trust in the timing and quality of the proposed 
development was too strong. Templehof was con-
ceived by many as another way for housing devel-
opers to reap profits from cheap public land.

”   This government hasn’t built a 
single social apartment for 10 years 
– are they going to start right when 
park-side real estate opens up?”  
John Riceburg Exberliner.com May 12 2014
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Case study

The Tempelhof Conundrum 
The eventual cancelation of the Tempelhof devel-
opment proposal demonstrates a clash between 
opposing rationalities present in Berlin. A planning 
conundrum if you will.

On one side there are political and commercial in-
terests to build mass housing solutions in response 
to the city’s increasing population and consequen-
tial housing demand. As Han Joosten, Head of 
Acquisition Project Development and Marketing 
at BPD Immobilienentwicklung GmbH put forward; 
the new supply of housing has to be commercially 
viable if the city of Berlin is to effectively match 
supply with demand figures. To achieve commer-
cially viable mass housing, new developments must 
proportionally weight ‘high end’ and ‘affordable’ 
units accordingly. Typically between 25 - 30% of a 
new housing development is marked for afforda-
ble housing, however in reality this figure is rarely 
achieved for various reasons. Housing development 
proceeds nonetheless. 

On the other side there are alternative housing initi-
atives (e.g baugruppen) and citizen led movements 

Post-Tempelhof Solutions? 
The Tempelhof experience shows the direct 
challenges that Berlin has in delivering large scale 
housing solutions within the current housing devel-
opment system. The question is: How is it possible 
to deal with a situation where the political actors are 
proposing massive housing solutions to respond to 
an affordability housing crisis through low quality, 
default housing production (at a profit) whilst an 
increasing urban population demand alternative 
models and diverse forms of housing solutions?
Misselwitz highlighted that currently, in order to 
combat the increasingly narrow market for afforda-
ble living space, the Senate Department for Urban 
Development and the Environment and the Senate 
Department of Finance have agreed to form the 
‘Alliance for Social Housing Policy and Affordable 
Rent’ made of the six municipal housing societies 
in Berlin. This alliance has the aim of specifying 
solutions and measures with which the partners can 
ensure the provision of affordable housing. Missel-
witz notes that such an alliance is progressive but 
the issue of trust remains; “Can we trust these guys 
or do we trust the power of the street? Do we trust 
new emerging actors, urban professionals propos-
ing new models of housing production? Or do we 
trust the market solution?”
With the formation of the aforementioned alliance 
amongst other initiatives, the city of Berlin is pro-
gressing towards the identification and connection 
of traditional housing development actors and 
alternative, new urban living approaches. Such is a 
step towards investigating, for example, solutions 

whom, as a result of the inadequate realisation of 
new affordable housing units and the gentrifica-
tion consequences of repeated ‘high end’ housing 
developments, attempt to block all mass housing 
developments. Rejecting the political and commer-
cial reasoning for traditional mass housing devel-
opment, such groups propose more inclusionary 
and cooperative models of housing that are better 
representative of (some) citizens housing needs and 
their personal and cultural connections with local 
areas. 

Such rationalities are as Joosten noted, neither 
right or wrong. The fact of the matter is if new mass 
housing developments are not built year on year 
due to citizen led opposition, housing costs across 
the city will rise as demand outpaces supply. Equally 
however, if new mass housing developments dispro-
portionately offer ‘high end’ rather than ‘affordable’ 
housing units, then the majority of Berlin’s citizen’s 
will not benefit from new housing development in 
general, competition for existing affordable units will 
increase and the effects of gentrification in areas 
surrounding new housing developments will com-
pound the situation further.

that respond to the growing diversity of housing 
needs and densification of the urban fabric, of which 
several initiatives have already been successfully 
implemented. The city’s challenges are on a scale 
beyond individual projects however and with tight-
ening budgets and risk averse political directives 
the challenge moves beyond only the provision of 
housing, as Misselwitz questioned; How can the 
housing-crisis solution not only solve itself, but also 
be a catalyst to drive neighborhood-development?  
In response the fundamental need for differen-
tial financing models became a talking point. The 
‘fond-model’ presented by Dr Florian Kohl, Founder 
of FatKoehl Architekten and the ‘Heritable building 
right & non profit company’ approach presented 
by Oliver Clemens, Architect at Exrotaprint and 
partner at Clemens Krug Architeken, demonstrated 
clearly that the long lease of land and co-produc-
tion of housing are viable methods in providing 
cheap living and working spaces in the city. Addi-
tionally, rather than through speculative means, all 
the financial benefits of such models are recycled 
back into the local area. Holm concedes that such 
models of small scale development are needed and 
welcomed. But currently there is simply not enough 
capacity to make a systematic difference on a city 
wide scale. What is needed in Berlin is a new housing 
policy with the will to combine the commitment of 
architects, activists, private and public housing ac-
tors into an all-inclusive directive towards affordable 
housing provision in Berlin.
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Lab 
Conclusions 
Talk 
alternatives 
and increased 
collaboration

Lab Conclusions

Alternatives! This was a resounding conclusion from 
the presentations and discussions of the Berlin Lab. 
As Marco Clausen, Co-founder of Nomadic Green 
and co-initiator of Berlin’s urban garden, Prinz-
essinnengarten finalized, we should not narrow our 
discussion to talk only of housing, we have to think 
wider; how do we want to live? Putting this ques-
tion to consideration, one opens up to alternative 
perspectives, alternative processes and alternative 
goals of urban development. Clausen put forward; 
should we not form our arguments upon social 
justice instead of gentrification? Shouldn’t we think 
about architects and designers as those challeng-
ing social change rather than simply housing?  This 
Lab has discussed different models and aspects of 
change within the current housing system, but what 
about rethinking the housing system? 

Alternatives models of development such as the 
Exrotaprint and Spreefeld cases presented by 
Oliver Clemens and Florian Köhl demonstrated that 
such options are available and financially viable in 
Berlin. The social benefits of such approaches are 
clear but how can such initiatives be integrated into 
the ‘formal’ housing policy of Berlin? Will the adop-
tion of alternatives in a formal housing policy enable 
or disable their efficacy? What is the new role of 
private actors in the integration of such alternative 
models?  On what scale are such initiatives needed 
to effectually help counter the mounting housing 
challenges in Berlin? 

Through the case of Tempelhof, the Lab discussed 
how vibrant civic movements, whom demand more 
diverse and affordable housing options, often block 

new housing developments in Berlin. At Tempelhof, a 
failure in communication and trust were identified as 
two primary factors in the resultant 4 year stalemate 
that came to an unproductive end in 2015. Ultimately, 
in terms of housing the case has benefited no one 
as citywide housing costs continue to rise, partly 
due to a shortfall of new housing supply. The Lab 
questioned how future conflicts can be averted or 
managed to ensure that all stakeholders have their 
rightful say in how Berlin’s housing future is shaped. 
One response proposed the need for a cross sec-
toral platform of exchange. Such a platform could 
benefit all stakeholders through increased transpar-
ency of decision making processes. Whether such 
a tool would lead to increased trust between the vari-
ous groups of interests involved in Berlin’s housing 
future is a question that remains open. 

Returning to the introductory film clip presented by 
Giulia Maci, “Hands over the City” demonstrated 
a steadfast refusal to draw tidy conclusions in its de-
piction of the urban development process in Naples. 
In Berlin, the Lab has reflected the same reality, pos-
ing more questions than it has perhaps answered.
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What’s next

Whats Next? 
Beyond 
Ownership 
Oslo Triennial 
2016
The proposals and themes discussed during the 
Lab reveal the emergency of contemporary social 
trends that need to be further analyzed and defined. 
The Oslo Architecture Triennale 2016 After Belong-
ing has exactly this aim: inviting architects and other 
professionals from around the world to engage in 
a debate concerning our changing condition of 
belonging and the contemporary transformation 
of residence. Ignacio González Galán, one of the 
curators of the Triennial, through the presentation 
of different case studies, put forward this crisis of 
belonging to participants at the Berlin Lab.

The Asylum Seeker’s Center in Oslo, for example, 
allows the questioning of how architecture medi-
ates the provision of what is conceived as tempo-
rary shelter for those seeking asylum. We need to 
be aware that ‘refugees’ are not one homogene-
ous group; refugees come from different back-
grounds, different worlds. How could architecture 
reflect this? 

For a city like Copenhagen, a pioneer in shared in-
habitation models beginning with the introduction of 
co-housing communities in the 1970s, the nascent 
“sharing city” exemplified by the flourishment of 
home sharing companies such as Airbnb, may be 
seen as the market-oriented version of the Scandi-
navian culture of communal living. But sometimes 
these platforms are a means of survival by the 
inhabitants of certain houses; without subletting it, 
they would not have enough money to be able to 
afford it. Airbnb, thus, hides a controversial reality 
behind the welcoming and inclusive rhetoric of “be-
longing anywhere”.

Located northwest of central Stockholm, Tensta 
was originally conceived for Swedish working class 
families. Today, approximately 90% of the neigh-
bourhood’s population has a migrant background. 
Tensta, like many peripheral areas in European 
cities, allows us to question the ways in which 
architecture and urbanism have contributed to the 

integration of previous migratory trends. Such areas 
are visible results of social policies and assimilation 
processes of the last decades. Domesticity and 
identity are essential parts of diversity, and archi-
tecture can remodel this relationship and contribute 
to inclusivity. Moreover the migrations of people 
are connected with international flows of capital, 
remittances and transfers that have a direct impact 
on the housing market in emerging economies. The 
Oslo Triennial looks at how these flows of affection 
and capital generate new urbanism and architec-
ture from distance. 

Global circulation of people, information, and goods 
has destabilized what we understand by residence, 
questioning spatial permanence, property, and 
identity—a crisis of belonging. Circulation brings 
greater accessibility to ever-new commodities and 
further geographies. But, simultaneously, circulation 
also promotes growing inequalities for large groups, 
kept in precarious states of transit. Growing num-

bers of people are finding it increasingly difficult to 
gain access to self-determined, affordable housing. 
The cases presented during the LAB showed the 
emergency of flexible housing solutions, temporary 
uses, occupation strategies, recycled places and 
shared living spaces as ways to respond to these 
needs and transformations. The Berlin Lab was the 
first step of a dialogue on the co-production of living 
spaces where every actor is invited to contribute. 

The IFHP is will integrate the Oslo Triennial in a 2016 
programme which will continue the exploration of 
housing affordability in different cities. 
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Contributors

Giulia Maci MSc, Architect, PhD Candidate at 
the University of Venice and IFHP Project Manager

Giulia is a graduate of Urban Planning and Man-
agement at Erasmus University, Rotterdam. She 
currently works as project manager at the Interna-
tional Federation for Housing and Planning (IFHP) 
in Copenhagen where she manages multiple 
international workshops. In 2012 Giulia co-founded 
Urbego, an international platform for young planning 
professionals. Giulia has recently begun as a PhD 
candidate at the University of Venice (IUAV) with 
a thesis on residential segregation and affordable 
housing policies.

Prof. Dr. Philipp Misselwitz, Architect + 
Urban Planner at Urban Catalyst Studio and Chair 
of the Habitat Unit at the Technical University Berlin

Philipp Misselwitz was educated at Cambridge 
University and at the Architectural Association in 
London. He wrote his doctoral thesis in 2009 on 
CampCities - Urbanisation of Refugee Camps. 
Misselwitz has previously led consultancies and 
research projects for the German Development 
Cooperation (GIZ) as well as the United Nations. 
He was chair of the Department of International 
Urbanism at the University of Stuttgart (2010-2013) 
and since April 2013 has chaired the Habitat Unit at 
the Technical University Berlin. He currently works 
as an architect and urban planner at Urban Catalyst 
Studio, developing planning approaches for informal 
urban districts in the Global South, with a focus on 
participation formats and governance models.

Dr. phil. Andrej Holm, Social Scientist and 
Research Assistant at the Humboldt University of 
Berlin

Andrej Holm completed his degree in social scienc-
es at the Humboldt Universität in Berlin in 1997. He 
was awarded his doctorate at the same institution 
in 2005, presenting the topic ‘Restructuring Space 
and Societal Power in an Urban Renewal Area’. 
From 1998 to 2006 Holm worked on the project 
‘Urban Renewal in East Berlin’ and coordinated the 
URBACT research project “The European Urban 
Experience.” In 2008/09 at the Johann-Wolf-
gang-Goethe-Universität, Frankfurt am Main he 
coordinated ‘New Orders of the Urban in the Age 
of Neoliberalism’. From 2009 to 2011 Holm worked 
in the Urban Research Department at Oldenburg 
University before returning to the Department of 
Urban and Regional Sociology of Humboldt Univer-
sity Berlin in April 2011.

Han Joosten, Head of Acquisition Project De-
velopment and Marketing at Bouwfonds Property 
GmbH Berlin

Han Joosten has been with the BPD organisation 
for over 20 years, and has headed the Market Re-
search Department of Bouwfonds Property Devel-
opment since 2002. After graduating Human Geog-
raphy in Amsterdam, Joosten worked as a market 
researcher with Kolpron Consultants in Rotterdam 
after which he was appointed director in Berlin. 
In 1995 he joined BPD and was appointed deputy 
director in Frankfurt before Business Development 
Manager in Hoevelaken in 2002. Since 2005, as 
Director of Market Research, he has held respon-
sibility for BPD’s Market Research department. In 
2013 Joosten established the new BPD office in 
Berlin. The first housing development (Gartenhaus 
in Berlin-Friedrichshain, 58 apartments) has been 
on the market since August 2015.

Contributors

Anna Heilgemeir, an architect and artist, 
L.A.Müller artist collective

Anna Heilgemeir is an architect and artist. Her work 
focuses on the preservation and renewal of afforda-
ble housing, community life and work, as well as 
artistic-political interventions in public space. She is 
part of the L.A.Müller artist collective. As a freelance 
architect, she has worked since 2010 in a network 
on the development and execution of alternative fi-
nanced and self-organized (re) construction projects.

Bernhard Hummel, Architect at ExRotaprint

Bernhard Hummel is an architect, former squat-
ter in Western and Eastern Berlin and now project 
developer for self-managed projects. Hummel is a 
member of the regional advisory of the Mietshäuser 
Syndicat for Berlin and Brandenburg. He is active 
in urban politics, contrasting gentrification and is 
involved in projects such as the collective housing 
in Malmöer Straße 29 and in Magdalenenstraße as 
well as in the self-organized ExRotaprint project.
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Contributors

Marco Clausen MSc, Co-founder of Nomad-
ic Green and co-initiator of Berlin’s urban garden, 
Prinzessinnengarten 

Marco Clausen holds a Master in Historical and 
Political Sciences and Philosophy. In 2009 Clausen 
founded together with Robert Shaw the non-profit 
organization “Nomadisch Grün” (Nomadic Green), 
which aims at transforming abandoned urban 
spaces into social and ecological gardens. As the 
co-initiator of Berlin’s urban garden, Prinzessinnen-
garten at Moritzplatz in Berlin-Kreuzberg he runs 
various agricultural, environmental and participatory 
urban projects and programs. His work focuses on 
how we co-create sustainable city futures. In 2012 
his book ‘Prinzessinnengarten. A Different Way of 
Gardening in the City’ was published. An important 
area of Clausen’s engagement is a sustainable and 
resilient urban development. In the form of lectures, 
publications, participatory research, cooperation 
with artists and activists he contributes to the ques-
tion of how our cities will face the challenges of the 
future.

Ignacio Gonzalez Galan, Architect, PhD Can-
didate at Princeton University and Chief Curator of 
the Oslo Architecture Triennale 2016

Ignacio Gonzalez Galan graduated as an Architect 
at Universidad Politecnica de Madrid (1st in Class 
and Alejandro de la Sota Award to the Best Thesis 
Project) in 2006, having previously studied as an 
Erasmus scholar at TU Delft. He completed his 
architecture studies at Harvard University with a 
MArchII in 2010 (Kevin V. Kieran Prize), as a Fulbright 
Scholar. Gonzalez Galan develops his research 
through diverse media and formats—from texts 
and exhibitions to projects and buildings. He is 
active as a critic, writer, curator and educator in di-
verse platforms, most recently teaching and hosting 
seminars at Columbia GSAPP.  His research has 
been featured at the 14th International Architecture 
Exhibition of La Biennale di Venezia, by invitation of 
the general curator Rem Koolhaas, where he built 
the installation ‘Cinecittà Occupata’. Gonzalez Galan 
is Chief Curator of the Oslo Architecture Triennale 
2016 and PhD Candidate in the History and Theory 
of Architecture at Princeton University.

 Dr. Florian Köhl, Founder of FatKoehl Architek-
ten

Florian Köhl received his degree from University 
College London after which he worked at Studio 
Daniel Libeskind in Berlin for three years. From 1998 
until 2000 he was Unitmaster at the Bartlett School 
of Architecture, UCL, London. From 2000 to 2006 
Köhl has taught and worked as a research assistant 
at TU Berlin’s Institut für Stadt und Regionalplanung. 
In 2002 he founded FatKoehl Architekten. The 
specific reason for starting the company in Berlin 
was the transformation of the formerly divided city 
state and the associated potential for experimental 
models of architectural development.

Carlo Venegoni, Independent researcher, “New 
Generations”

Carlo Venegoni is an independent researcher based 
in Berlin. Trained as an architect in Italy and France, 
within his activities he has been working on projects 
dealing with - and sometimes mixing - architec-
ture, mapping and performing arts. He is currently 
involved in research and curatorial projects dealing 
with urban issues and participatory processes. Ve-
negoni has been involved in the “New Generations” 
network since 2012, where he has been curator 
and organiser of international architecture festivals, 
debates and research projects in Italy and abroad.

Contributors

Cordula Fay MSc, Neighborhood Development 
Consultant at Degewo

Cordula Fay is an urban and regional planner and 
has worked for the municipal housing company 
Degewo for nine years. Between 2006 and 2010 
she was responsible for neighbourhood manage-
ment in the Berlin district Wedding (known for its 
challenging social coexistence), where the company 
holds a stock of around 5000 apartments. Her main 
tasks were to develop projects, networking with 
other local actors and to look after neighbourly help. 
From 2010 until 2014 she worked as the personal 
referee for one of the CEOs of the company. Since 
then, Fay has led the department of Urban District 
Development, coordinating the in-field neighbor-
hood managers.

Oliver Clemens, Architect at ExRotaprint 
GmbH and partner at Clemens Krug Architekten

Oliver Clemens is one of the architects involved in the 
ExRotaprint initiative in Berlin. The initiative links the 
potential of the spectacular architecture of an aban-
doned factory site in Berlin with the local needs of a 
socially marginalized area, diverting aesthetic quality 
into social-political activities. Clemens is part of the 
planning team of ExRotaprint GmbH which works on 
consolidating the buildings, making up the historically 
listed site, the financing, the redesign of the premises, 
the restructuring of the rental spaces, the renting 
of the spaces, and the designing of the project and 
project communications. He also has his own archi-
tectural company named Clemens Krug Architekten.
nating the in-field neighborhood managers.

2726



IFHP Labs are laboratories, workshops or round ta-
bles. They act as an incubator, sharing and produc-
ing experiences and contents on very specific, local 
and practical issues related to the main topic of the 
year. Labs are tailor-made according to specific 
conditions and requests. Using the knowledge of 
IFHP members and working groups, the labs apply 
a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that 
involves all stakeholders in providing new plan-
ning perspectives and ideas to stimulate existing 
expertise, interests and creativity. Labs reflect the 
communities’ inputs and the particular conditions 
that exist in each city, revealing new insights and 
solutions and promoting partnerships that lead to 
“balanced” decision-making.

IFHP 
Labs

IFHP Labs
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