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THE ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 
By Maria Chiara Torricelli
Professor of Architectural Technology, teacher of Environmental 
Design-Architecture Master degree

Fig.1 - Three levels in the built environment 
(from: N. John Habraken “Uses of Levels”)

As part of the teaching of Environmental Design, which I hold in the 
second year of Master of Architecture, I thought it interesting to ask 
prof. Kendall to offer our students two days of “exercises” on the Open 
Building approach. 
Why propose the Open Building Approach in Environmental Design? 
And why test it in the form of exercise? 
To answer the first question we must think about what we mean by 
Environmental Design.  The term started to be used in the 1960s in  
England; around the same time  the    conception exigentielle  was as-
serting itself in France.  In Italy both terms are used by the technologi-
cal culture of architectural design. 
Without going into reductive  definitions  (the Environmental Design 
encompasses studies, research and project experiences of many in ar-
chitecture and not just in architecture) it’s  possible to say that some 
principles are still the common denominator of these works and experi-
ences: 

•  The Knowledge of interrelationships between people, their 
built and natural surroundings 
•  the design of environments responsive to human needs 
•  the design as a process
 

Environmental design is necessarily multidisciplinary and interdisci-
plinary, and therefore the  methodologies of  the distributed  and col-
laborative design are pertinent.  In view of  its complexity,  the proj-
ect is split up into domain-specific subproblems, and coordinated to 
achieve an optimal system, according to the collaborative optimization 
concept. However, as Kendall says, “Not only is work distributed (...), 
but also, because the built environment is never finished, the distribu-
tion patterns of work stretch out on the time axis”1 . The environmental 
design is a distributed process that evolves over time:  an open design 
approach in which systemic approach and creativity combine as in-
teracting moments of knowledge, reflection, decision, evaluation and 
action. 
 The importance they have always had in creating concerns regard-
ing the relationship with the natural environment, and today the out 

coming of these issues against the awareness of the limited resources 
of the planet and the consequences of growth and development, have 
highlighted in greater studies on environmental design, the aspects re-
lated to the relationship with natural resources, energy and materials.  
But Environmental Design goes beyond the sphere of the sustainable 
design, the eco-design, the bio-architecture, because it goes beyond the 
technologies of the project itself as an approach and a way of thinking 
about the project. 
For these reasons I believe that the Open Building approach can be 
considered a declination of Environmental Design, as shown by  the 
relevance of the concept of environmental levels  related to the concept 
of distributed control in the Open Building Theory2. 
In the Open Building Theory “levels describe the interrelated configu-
rations of physical elements and decision clusters that occur within a 
larger dependency hierarchy. Environmental levels include: the urban 
level (tissue), the support  level (‘base building’ or building), the infill 
level (fit-out), and the furniture level (furnishings)” 3. (Fig.1)
 
About the second question, the instructive usefulness of exercise, to 
build a way of thinking in the design process, is supported not only by 
Kendall but also by Habraken. Together they have made it a teaching 
method, supported by others working on the problem of design skills 
training.  Bryan Lawson4 in proposing reflections on the forms of de-
sign thinking underlines the importance, particularly during  training,  
of going beyond the “beautiful and also practically useful and well 
functioning end products” to increase  those skills based on “techni-
cally and visually imaginative knowledge and ability to design”. Like 
Kendal, he asserts that to build a way of thinking it is necessary to 
practice, just as one needs to practise for sport and music. Therefore, 
if environmental design is first and foremost a way of thinking about 
the project as distributed design, to acquire this ability, moments for 
individual practice are necessary. 

The work that we present here, proposed and led by Kendal in two days 
of workshops at our University of Florence, and developed by students 
of the Architecture degree course, accompanied by me,  with Leon-
ardo Zaffi and Nicoletta Setola, should be seen from this point of view. 
The exercises proposed  focus on the relationship between the level of 
‘base building’ and ‘infill’ and working with constraints estabilished on 
the basis level in respect of the ‘infill’. Common to all three exercises 
is the search for alternatives within a set of hierarchical constraints.  
In the three exercises the job specifically highlighted the relationship 
between constraints and variations in terms of technical flexibility, ter-
ritorial units, preferences and needs of inhabitants. Every student was 
asked to develop the exercise by drawing and designing, and to this end 
it was considered  more useful to work without the computer. 

OPEN BUILDING: AN APPROACH FOR
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The five level model of physical systems related to a territorial hierarchy 
(from: N. John Habraken “Uses of Levels”)

Open Building (OB)

Open Building  is the international movement based on organiz-
ing buildings and their technical and decision-making processes 
according to levels.  In the West, Open Building was a partial 
successor to the Supports movement (N.J. Habraken and the 
SAR. Netherlands1965).  Open Building is also a phrase used 
to describe projects, beliefs, methods or products which support 
such organizational principles. 
The Open Building Implementation network (www.openbuild-
ing.org) was formed in 1996, under the auspices of the CIB (In-
ternational Council for Research and Innovation in Building and 
Construction).
In the last few years, a number of developments in various coun-
tries suggest that the open building movement needs to both 

continue its focus and to expand its arena of investigation. Resi-
dential open building is no longer a speculative idea of a few 
pioneer practitioners and theorists. It has or is poised to become 
mainstream.
Levels describe the interrelated configurations of physical ele-
ments and decision clusters that occur within a larger depen-
dency hierarchy. In Open Building terms, the Support consti-
tutes a higher level, while infill is lower, dependent level: should 
the Support change, the infill is inevitably affected, although the 
infill can change without forcing change at the higher Support 
level.  Environmental levels include: the urban (tissue) level; 
Support (base building or building) level; infill (fit-out) level; 
and furniture (furnishings) level. 

by Prof. Dr. Stephen Kendall, Building Futures Institute, Ball State University  
(www.openbuilding.org) 

Once the exercises were completed and after a confrontation and a 
group discussion, Kendall asked questions to each student.  The dia-
logue was held in English, with the enthusiasm of talking and express-
ing themselves with the  language skills available, and questions and 
answers are listed in the student tables (please forgive the English!).  
From the answers given and from the carrying out of the exercises an 
aspect emerges among others, which will be more closely examined.  
Students are not accustomed to use drawing as a means of developing 
a design thought, and perhaps this was the first reason why variations 
on the theme were conducted with a elementary language.  Within the 
constraints of the ‘base building’ they moved using elementary spaces 
coded with standard references, established practices, when the exer-
cise invited them to try to experiment to a maximum their creativity 
within the environmental level and the assigned territory units: the ‘in-
fill’ inside the building, the dwelling and the rooms.  But even though 
timidly, issues and ideas emerged and were discussed with the possi-
bility of articulating the built environment to harmoniously coordinate 
fruitful needs, technological constraints and architectural quality.  And 
therefore I think we can say that the meaning of Kendall’s proposal 
was grasped, as described in a sentence of Habraken: 
 “Two more opportunities for a new architecture can be mentioned.  
Both flow from the consideration that a flexible building is not an 
empty skeleton, but an architectural environment shared by individual 
tenants.  For the distinction between ‘fit out’ or ‘infill’ on the one hand, 
and the ‘flexible building,’ or the ‘support’, or the ‘base building’ on 
the other, the primary criterion is control, not hardware. ... The pur-
pose of design for flexibility by whatever name is to enable individual 
control in an otherwise collective environment.” 5 

Notes
1 S. Kendall, “Teaching Architecture Students to Work with Distributed 
Design.  Studio on distributed design” www.bsu.edu/bfi
2 N.J. Habraken, “The use of Levels” Keynote address Unesco Re-
gional Seminar on Shelter for the Homeless, Seoul 1988, re-issued by 
Open House International, Vol. 27 no. 2, 2002
3 Stephen Kendall, OB Glossary, www.open-building.org
4 B. Lawson “ How Designers think. The design process demystified”,  
ISBN-13: 978-0-7506-6077-8 ISBN-10: 0-7506-6077- Architectural 
Press, ott. 2005
5 N.J. Habraken, Design for flexibility Towards a research agenda,  Tat-
jana Schneider and Jeremy Till ( 2007) Flexible Housing, Architectural 
Press, ISBN 978-0-75-068202-2
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INTRODUCTION
The opportunity to work with faculty colleagues, PhD students and un-
dergraduate students at the University of Florence offered the possibil-
ity to explore both open building principles and practices, and related 
teaching methods, in a new setting. Following an introductory lecture 
on residential open building (reporting on a number of realized projects 
as well as basic theory of open building), we embarked on three Design 
Plays, each building on certain principles and questions that I explain 
below.  We had only two days, but it was enough to plant seeds and 
raise questions of method and architectural quality.

The fact that the built field is not a solo act seems obvious. Design acts 
are distributed and include professionals of various specializations, 
as well as laymen. The same can be said of the “making” of what is 
designed. The age of the “Master” is long gone, except for the small-
est project. In fact, no single specialist is asked to design everything 
– the world is too complex, and risk must be shared. Tasks are parti-
tioned - either by consensus or fiat, or by sheer unplanned necessity. 
Not only is work distributed to get a given “project” done initially, but 
also, because the built environment is never finished, the patterns of 
design distribution stretch out on the time axis, with many hands at 
work across many levels of intervention.

This fact means that the subject of distributed design should rightfully 
be a subject for architectural educators. The problem is that in teaching 
architecture students, it is not self-evident how to bring this subject into 
focus. This is because the studio – with rare exceptions – is an edu-
cational tradition steeped in the comprehensive individual act. Some 
teachers try to bound “design problems” by insisting on adherence to 
building codes, site conditions, precedents and so on. Some teachers 
offer opportunities for students to work in teams, which are exercises 
in consensus building or subtle or not-so-subtle games of dominance 
among students. When students from different design disciplines are 
asked to work in teams, there is often frustration, with a resulting ten-
dency for students to follow those with strong personalities. Students 

in interdisciplinary teams are given the difficult task to both learn their 
discipline and to interact with others who are also learning theirs, quite 
a different situation from seasoned professionals who work in teams 
out of a well-established knowledge base. In any case, teamwork is 
difficult in professional education because everyone – students and 
faculty alike – knows the University system must evaluate individual 
work – of both teachers and students. There is certainly great value in 
learning to build consensus building and work in teams, and in learn-
ing to work with personalities of different kinds. But while it is good 
to work with various constraints, the question of how to partition a 
complex design effort and thus distribute and coordinate responsibility 
is not well studied as a studio teaching method.

THE IDEA OF EXERCISES
The first task of a studio educator who wants to work with distributed 
design is to help students become comfortable with short design exer-
cises. This is akin to practicing etudes or scales in music education, or 
doing warming up exercises in sports. In fact, all “projects” in archi-
tecture studios are better thought of as exercises. None (except the rare 
design/build project) are “projects” in the formal, professional sense 
of the word, leading to a real building for a real client under real legal 
and time obligations. Larger more philosophical meanings of the word 
“project” aside, the project in professional practice is all about the ser-
vice of getting a design from shared image to detailed representation 
to built form.
For educators, understanding studio work as “exercises” means that, 
like in music education, exercises or practice routines are never mis-
taken for performances. Nor are exercises in composition confused 
with complete compositions ready for performance. The connection 
I am making between exercises and distributed design is that both in-
volve partial work. Complete in themselves, both exercises in music 
and exercises in designing are one part of the performance or, in the 
case of environmental design, part of a design process leading eventu-
ally to an inhabited built field.

Distributed design means that the whole –whatever it is – is parti-
tioned, each part being the responsibility of an agent. Therefore, as in 
doing exercises, the essential idea of learning to work with distributed 
design is to work on parts. This has to come naturally to both teacher 
and student, and it has to happen with discipline and sensitivity. This 
takes time, but it pays off.

It will be said that working on parts ignores the wholeness of reality, 
ignoring principles of ecology and integration. Some will say that work 
on an entry space to a building can’t be done unless the same person 
has designed the façade and the floor plan, at the same time. Someone 

THE BUILT FIELD IS NOT A SOLO ACT
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will say that it is not a good idea for one person to design the building’s 
core and shell or base building, while other people design the tenant 
fit-out later on. The argument is that wholeness will be sacrificed.

These arguments are a trap and are part of an ideology of centralized 
control as the only path to wholeness. They suggest that everything 
is seamlessly interdependent, which, in a metaphorical sense, is true. 
But practically speaking, without good task partitioning, every design 
move would require endless discussion and negotiation, since in any 
environment, control is distributed for the different parts and places 
over time. We would not want it otherwise.

On the other hand, there is no argument that partitioning a complex 
task can be achieved without shared values, assumptions, methods and 
processes. Without them, confusion and disjointed results are inevi-
table. This only begs the question of what is shared among designers 
– and the public – in the environment game. It is also important – like 
in practicing a musical instrument – to realize that just because you 
can do exercises well doesn’t lead automatically to a stunning perfor-
mance, or an environmental design of excellence. But without exercis-
ing, achieving excellence will be more difficult, if not impossible.

KINDS OF EXERCISES
In developing architectural exercises or plays, one question has to 
be what design moves can we practice, without implicating an entire 
world of design decisions at every move? This begs the question of the 
relationships and dependencies between the parts at hand in the exer-
cises we decide to do. These are important questions and must be made 
explicit when an exercise is designed and students set to work.

I made a decision a long time ago to organize studio exercises follow-
ing a theory of environmental levels (Habraken, 1998). As becomes 
clear in his writings, the built environment comes into existence and 
changes over time by human intervention guided by preferences and 
efforts to gain and maintain control. The built field experiences differ-
ential obsolescence – some parts last longer than others. This is another 
way to say that the built environment sustains itself by allowing its 
parts to change. Parts change because of decay, or, on the other hand, 
by peoples’ exercise of control. While nature pulls down physical ar-
tifacts by, for example, weathering and earthquakes, human beings try 
to produce, cultivate and improve the artifacts they share space with. 
As long as there are many people, interventions will be distributed in 
some way; the relations of agents thus being defined by the parts they 
control.

An effort to understand how this happens, and how to manage change 

and distributed design, were the subject of the three plays we did to-
gether. What follows are brief descriptions of each play and the results 
produced by the thirty students.

THE THREE PLAYS

Play #1: Generating variants  sectors of varying widths

This play allows us to explore how to generate VARIANTS within a 
given form. Each form has dimensions, and is assumed to be on one 
floor.
Five “BASE BUILDING” forms are given. Three are one sector wide 
(Play 1a); two of them (PLAY 1b) have two sectors, one of which has 
sectors of different widths.
Each student is asked, individually, to generate at least two VARIANTS 
for each form.  Make VARIANTS by deploying fit-out elements such 
as partitions, doors, cabinets, plumbing fixtures, and furnishings.

Pay attention to the question of the utility systems. After becoming 
familiar with the form and its capacity, I recommend strategically lo-
cating a plumbing point where pipes from the kitchen and bath attach. 
This PIPE SHAFT should be part of the BASE BUILDING form, but 
you must find a good place for it, so that it satisfies more than one 
VARIANT.
Also pay attention to the FAÇADE ZONE. This zone of 2 meters can 
be used for extensions, or just a garden space. Entry into the dwelling 
is thru these façade zones.

PLAY #2: Dividing a form into several territories and generating 
variants

This is a play for two people in which each makes a variant in a given 
base building form. 

To get started, explore several different territorial divisions, by add-
ing form to divide the given form into two territories. Explore several 
variations of territorial division.

Here too, place a plumbing point. Explore whether given / fixed plumb-
ing points might offer capacity for a) a variety of territorial divisions 
and b) in each territorial division, a variety of fit-out variants.

Again, the outer “zones” are where extensions of the façade may oc-
cur.

Play 1a

Play 1b

Play 2
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Play #3: Separating Levels 

This is also a play for two people. The exercise is to learn to see an 
existing apartment building as a combination of two levels of interven-
tion and hence of two forms under control of different parties, and to 
see how the boundary between these two levels can vary. We will con-
sider the distinction between levels determined on technical grounds 
(flexibility) and levels determined by preferences of inhabitation.
The buildings selected for this play each contain several units with 
different floor plans and of different size. Choose just one of those to 
work with. 
To make this play meaningful it should be done at least twice: once 
for the ‘maximum fit-out” variant and once for the ‘minimum fit-out’ 
variant. 
You may take into consideration the constraints posed by vertical chas-
es for sewage, electricity, water, and gas as those figure in the chosen 
building. In that case you may suggest to shift those or to add some to 
enable more freedom of design on the fit-out level. 
The façade of the units should be part of your exploration. You may 
leave it as it is in your first minimum fit-out variant, but want to include 
partial or entire removal in your maximum fit-out variant.

The question as to where the boundary between fit-out and base build-
ing should be drawn is a real one. It can be argued that limiting fit-out 
makes it easier and less expensive to arrive at variant floor plans. Or 
that more base building offers a less neutral context and a more inspir-
ing architecture for occupants to work in. Or it may be argued con-
versely that a more open base building is easier to build and easier to fit 
out. And that it will accommodate unforeseen uses in the future more 
readily. All such arguments are worth taking into consideration.

(Play #3 is derived from a soon-to-be published book THEMATIC DE-
SIGN PLAYS, by John Habraken)

SOURCES

Habraken, N.J., 1998, The Structure of the Ordinary, (MIT Press).
Habraken, N.J., 2005, Palladio’s Children, (Taylor and Francis)
Habraken, N.J., 1996, “Tools of the Trade” (unpublished essays)
Kendall, Stephen & Teicher, Jonathan, 2000, Residential Open Building, 
(Spon).
Ashraf Salama and Nicholas Wilkinson, Editors. Design Studio Pedagogy: Ho-
rizons for the Future. Urban International Press, United Kingdom, 2007.
USGBC LEED Rating System (http://www.usgbc.org).
Zuk, Radoslav. “A Music Lesson”, JAE, Vol 36, no 3, Spring 1983.
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The workshop was held during two days. 
The first day was introduced by a general lesson about the concept of 
Open Building applied to housing .  The lesson had as main theme the 
idea that the realization of a building is not the result of a single act, 
but the result of actions taken by several people including the user. In 
this way they dealt with the themes of the relationship between the 
individual and the community, the importance of the ‘margin’ between 
public and private, the concept of capacity of the building, and the role 
of technological plans in relation to flexibility and integrability.
Professor Kendall then explained  the first exercise, for which the par-
ticipants had 3 hours.  After a break for lunch, the students hung all 
the works on the walls of the lecture room, 20 minutes were given to 
observe and to choose  two significants works to be taken and hung on 
the blackboard.  Initially, the authors presented their work, then,  led 
by professors, followed a moment of discussion in which the strengths 
and weaknesses were emphasized. 

The same structure (working, results exhibition, briefings, works pre-
sentation, discussion and conclusion) was also adopted in the afternoon 
session and the following morning for each of the remaining exercis-
es. 
The exercises were followed up by continuous revisions of professors 
and tutors during the workshop and by prof.  Kendal’s suggestions  to 
support the understanding of the text supplied for each play.  All these 
indications were given in the form of schemes, driving questions, and 
recommendations to stimulate considerations and the awareness of the 
whole path each participant was undertaking. 
For example in the second play, guidance about  the use of colors 
(black dashed for the division of territory that can not be modified, red 
for all the variable parts) was given, as well as about the meaning of 
‘territory’ (Fig 1).  

Instructions were also given on how to make the final result (Fig 2) 
pointing out some of the  aspects of mental process followed by each 
person in achieving the various hypotheses, including the fact of explic-

WORKSHOP DAYS
By Leonardo Zaffi, Nicoletta Setola

choosing...

hard working...

Fig 1
Fig 3
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itly declaring the ‘rules’ followed in the division of territories. Among 
the indications for the writing of the second play they were asked to 
pay attention to certain factors, such as orientation, entry spaces, pipe 
connections, plant integration and flexibility, facade, use of graphic 
symbols, resulting from the discussion on the first play (Fig 3).  In the 
third play attention was placed on a result which was more about the 
assessment of the possibilities offered by a given layout rather than the 
fact that the work was on an existing structure in a real context. 
On the layout provided, Professor Kendall asked to design ‘a minimum 
infill’ and ‘a maximum  infill’, respectively with minimal changes to 
the ‘base’ and ‘infill’, and therefore the cheapest cost for a hypothetical 
restructuring and greater changes on the ‘base’ with a hypothesis with 
a greater level of freedom. 

There were finally some important questions at the end of the exercise 
(Fig. 4): What lesson from Exercise 1 & 2 did you applay to Exercise 3? 
Which of the two buildings lends to transformation to an open build-
ing? And why? Would use of computer make the job easier/better? If 
so, how? Would use of computers make the job easier/ better? If so, 
how? In what way?  These questions led to compare the different ap-
proaches followed in the 3 plays and the growth of each participant 
during the exercises. 

A more in deep discussion has been made at the conclusion of the 
working days with some general remarks that have taken up the con-
cept of space capacity (Fig. 5), which was analyzed in this occasion, 
after the carrying out of the exercises, certainly with a greater richness 
of issues. 

discussion...

presentation...

Fig 4 Fig 5
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WORKS CONTENTS
By Leonardo Zaffi, Nicoletta Setola

 At the end of the two days in which the learning experience was de-
veloped, it is useful to summarise some considerations trying to make 
a critical reading of the final product. The need for a  step of interpreta-
tion, integration of analysis that may subsequently be more extensive 
and thorough, is closely related to the need to support the understand-
ing of the elaborations with  references that are inside cultural pecu-
liarities and  in the training of architectural students of our faculty. 
Even a summary, of differences and similarities  in final works, enables 
us to recognize some recurring attitudes both in the way the plays have 
been interpreted and in the approach used to deal with proposed design 
problems. 
The direct correlation of these similarities with the knowledge and 
methodology gained by students in their cultural training and learning 
environment in which their potential has developed, allows for  the 
framing  of the most significant aspects of the experience and to iden-
tify possible ways to implement future effectiveness. 

In general we can say that, both in the processing, and in the subse-
quent comparison of the final work, general difficulties emerged es-
pecially in relation to two aspects: the total abstraction from the real 
context of plays and the explicit request to design according to an al-
ternative of logics. In the first case the frequent attempt to circumscribe 
the design problem and the basic information of plays through inte-
gration with a more complex system of detailed rules, requirements, 
constraints was detected. This additional clarification and redefinition 
of issues, aimed at recreating a concreteness of context or conditions, 
was certainly perceived as a useful device to bring the experience on 
a more familiar  and consolidated ground.  If in some cases, the refer-
ences used were environmental, that is orientation and geographical 
location, in most cases regulations of the standards for minimum size 
of residential building and related standards have been adopted. Obvi-
ous inconsistencies and weaknesses in the organization of space with 
restricted ability to develop creative and flexible solutions have come 
about. The spatial interpretation  of patterns has been generally of flat 
type, tied to a system at only one level. Few have taken up the oppor-

Fig 2
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tunity of the absence of stated limits of height or shape to produce a 
three-dimensional vision and were limited to a single planimetric dis-
tribution. Only in two cases courtyards or stairs with the hypothesis of 
a development on multiple levels have been introduced. 

We cannot fail to recognize in this a clear reference to design approach 
that characterizes the current production of residential building in our 
country where types based on ‘open space’ or loft-type living models 
have a very limited  diffusion and they cannot therefore be reference 
models. Even the business (commercial) types are very rarely used in 
our studies. Similarly, in the interpretation of diagrams, a widespread 
difficulty in interpreting the system of linear constraints over the more 
well-known structural models derived from spatial and structural punc-
tiform systems has been recognized. 

A general reflection is also possible concerning the ease with which 
participants responded to the request of proposing several alternative 
solutions by specifying the conditions, especially the systems that can 
make  those solutions feasable. In the approach to a project conceptu-
ally based on a system of alternatives, a partial lack of methodological 
tools and of knowledges was identified. Almost all the projects show a 
remarkable uniformity of solutions with a very similar reduced reper-
toire of solutions.
Clearly limits have occurred in management, through an effective pro-
posal for a system of spatial and functional solutions, of relationships 
between permanence (‘base building’) and variability (‘infill’).  The 
most common difficulties were encountered in the ability to set the 
technical constraints in order to allow extreme variability in spatial dis-
tribution.The vertical pipe shafts were perceived more as a limitation 
and not as a resource for internal flexibility, for this reason the number  
has been reduced to a minimum and they have been  decentralized in 
less efficient positions. This trend was even more pronounced  in the 
last of the plays, which had as its basis, the planimetry of an existing 
building. In this case the projects have taken on the connotation of a 
more definitive pattern rather than a range of possible options resulting 
from a flexible layout. 
Forced between new constraints and design methodologies mainly at-
tributable to a professional approach other than a trial, the spatial pat-
terns and events were in part characterized by a certain stiffness and 
by  limitations in the management of the environmental levels. The 
relationship between interior and exterior was perhaps more explored  
even if it almost never arrived to reconfigure in a decisive way the 
building boundaries felt, in most cases, simply as a barrier between the 
inside and outside. 

Generally, we may summarize these considerations in a generalized 
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difficulty to set a design process based on a system of alternatives and 
options rather than on a set of definitive solutions, and in the need to 
support the design phase with a reference system and with constraints 
specific to a real context. 
These aspects are partly attributable to some specificities  of the stu-
dents’s design training in  our university. The path of development of 
the tools needed to produce and manage a planning process based on 
the plurality of solutions and subject to constant evolution in time, 
seems not yet fully mature. 
With  every good chance just as  the value of training of these exercises 
lies in the call for a design approach sometimes outside the consoli-
dated patterns, it is equally plausible that the same quality of results is 
in part determined by some similarities that allow  to better understand 
and to give value to the method proposed in the exercises. Maybe a 
possible context of implementation of the experience can be sought in 
the adaptability of  the content of plays to the operating environment 
in which they are proposed in order to gain greater flexibility and ef-
ficiency.

The strengths of experience are then at the same time its limits. It is 
certainly positive for the training of architects to practice in the dealing 
with design problems in which nothing is taken for granted by ques-
tioning certainties and visions that all too often become habits, and it 
is equally important that they should learn the use of clear principles 
such as those of  permanence and variability as a means to enhance 
the capacity of the built environment over time to adapt to changing 
uses and users preferences. Against this, it is impossible not to note 
that  ‘to re-accustom’ to a different conception of the project for stu-
dents already at the end of their studies and of their training, perhaps 
requires a greater continuity of exercise and more time for this kind of 
experience.  
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