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ABSTRACT: Ecological livability is one of the five overarching goals of rural revitalization, and this study focuses on issues concerning the livabil-
ity of rural dwellings. It proposes a “Hierarchical Reference Framework for Evaluating the Livability of Rural Dwellings”, and analyzes and evalu-
ates the livability of both traditional and newly built rural dwellings in China. Three representative rural dwelling projects conducted by the authors

over the years are examined to evaluate improvements in livability, followed by reflections on the problems revealed. The discussion focuses on

three key aspects: The setting of livability goals and standards, the challenges and special policies related to livability in impoverished areas, and the

tensions between the conservation of rural dwellings as “immovable cultural relics”and livability requirements. Particular attention is given to dis-
cussions and recommendations regarding regulatory, policy, and conservation requirements concerning such protected dwellings.
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Introduction

Ecological livability, as one of the five overarching

goals of rural revitalization, has a direct bearing on our re-
search on rural dwellings. The authors strongly concur

with Professor LIU Shouying’s view: “The primary indi-
cator of successful rural revitalization is dignity—digni-
fied living conditions, public services, and people...1)”Liv-
ing in peace and working happily has long been the grea-
test aspiration of both urban and rural life in China, and

building a house has traditionally been the foremost prior-
ity of rural families [1].

The livability of rural dwellings currently faces two

direct challenges: first, how can the conservation and res-

toration of traditional dwellings be enhanced to meet con-
temporary standards of livability? Second, how can newly

built rural dwellings achieve a high level of livability?

These issues involve many specific aspects. Below, we dis-
cuss these issues from three perspectives: Evaluation of

the current state, reflections on practical experiences, and

exploration of the problems.

1 CurrentconditionsofruraldwellingsinChinaand
theirlivabilityassessment

  The inclusion of “ecological livability”in the central

government’s rural revitalization strategy, along with the

requirements issued by the Ministry of Housing and Ur-
ban-Rural Development regarding rural housing and vil-
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lage construction [2], clearly reflects farmers’aspirations

for stable and comfortable living. However, how should

livability be evaluated? What is the current status of liva-
bility in traditional and newly built rural dwellings, and

what challenges do they encounter? These questions con-
stitute the basis for this discussion.

1.1 Reflectionsonevaluationcriteriaforlivabilityofrural
dwellings

  According to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, human

needs are divided into five ascending levels: Physiological

needs, safety needs, social needs, esteem needs, and self-
actualization [3]. Naturally, this involves the concept of

“dwelling.”
In 2009, while researching the core values of tradi-

tional rural dwellings, the authors proposed a “Five-Level

Hierarchy of Dwelling Needs”based on this theory. Given

that no formal standard currently exists for evaluating the

livability of dwellings, this framework may serve as a ref-
erence. After slight revisions, it has been transformed into

the “Hierarchical Reference Framework for Evaluating the

Livability of Rural Dwellings” ( Figure 1 [4]). In the

framework, E, D, C, B, and A represent five levels from

low to high, with each level further subdivided into three

grades—3, 2, and 1 (low, medium, high). The meanings of

the five levels are clearly defined in the diagram. Although

the framework does not provide a quantitative assessment

of dwelling livability, it can at least offer a relatively intu-
itive qualitative classification.

Figure1 Hierarchicalreferenceframeworkforevaluatingthelivabilityofruraldwellings

1.2 Analysisofthelivabilityofcurrenttraditionalrural

dwellingsinChina

  China’s rural areas are vast and economically di-
verse, and the conditions and problems of traditional rural

dwellings vary greatly. This analysis focuses primarily on

rural areas in the less-developed western regions of China.

Traditional rural dwellings are inseparable from agri-
culture. Functions such as grain storage and the keeping of

farm tools are essential, but they also lead to problems

such as space occupation, cluttered storage, rodent and in-
sect infestation, and negative impacts on hygiene. Differ-
ent regions and ethnic groups have their own customs re-
garding agricultural routines, sideline production, and ag-
ricultural-related festivals and rituals, and these customs in

turn shape their specific livability needs.

Traditional rural dwellings are also closely tied to

livestock. Cattle and horses serve as primary labor, while

poultry and livestock are important supplements to the ru-
ral subsistence economy. They require substantial space,

and human-animal cohabitation is common, resulting in

significant sanitation challenges.

“Once fire was introduced into human dwellings, the

hearth gradually took shape, strengthening the bond be-
tween humans and fire [5]12-13.”The less economically

developed an ethnic group or region is—especially those

in the southwestern mountainous areas—the more central

the role of fire becomes in traditional dwellings. The

hearth serves multiple functions—cooking, heating, smok-
ing meat, and repelling insects—and also holds symbolic

significance as a focal point for family gatherings. Howev-
er, prolonged smoke accumulation darkens the interior,

and fire hazards remain among the greatest risks associat-
ed with such dwellings.
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Adequate spatial separation is the minimum requirement

for livability, yet this issue persists in many traditional rural

dwellings. In the past, some ethnic minority groups had certain

problematic residential arrangements (e.g., prior to the 1990s,

Dai bamboo dwellings in Xishuangbanna featured undivided

sleeping areas) [6]76-116. In some impoverished minority are-
as (such as the Yi in the Liangshan region and the Hani in

Honghe Prefecture), all domestic functions are concentrated in a

single space, with sleeping areas minimally demarcated around

the hearth. Situations such as growing household size, econom-
ic poverty, insufficient floor area in existing dwellings, and dif-
ficulties in creating interior partitions are still commonly ob-
served today.

Timber-and-earth traditional rural dwellings commonly

exhibit long-term disrepair—decaying structural timbers,

cracked walls, and leaking roofs—a widespread condition

across rural regions. The lack of maintenance funds and rural

hollowing accelerates structural deterioration and eventual col-

lapse, posing direct and severe challenges to livability.

The conservation of traditional built form and the

continuity of associated cultural practices represent core

intrinsic and extrinsic dimensions of livability. Few tradi-
tional dwellings in rural areas are well preserved; most are

severely damaged, and many have already disappeared.

Traditional rural dwellings can generally be catego-
rized into three types based on economic conditions: Low-
income, moderate-income, and high-income dwelling ty-
pologies [7](Figure 2). Because economic conditions va-
ry widely across regions, it is difficult to quantify the pro-
portion of each type. Overall, based on our fieldwork in

the Southwest in recent years: Low-income dwellings are

numerous, with livability generally corresponding to E1-
D3 levels; moderate-income dwellings are the most com-
mon, with livability generally in the D2-C3 range; high-in-
come dwellings are fewer in number, with livability most-
ly at the C2-C1 levels.

Figure2 Classificationoftraditionaldwellingsbyeconomicstatus(2a:Low-incometype;2b:Moderate-incometype;2c:High-incometype)

Figure3 Aself-builtnewruraldwellinginJingmaiMountain,Lancang,Yunnan(3a:Exterior;3b:Kitchen;3c:Bedroom;3d:Bathroom)

Figure4 Twoconditionsofcurrentnewruraldwellings(4a:Well-constructedunifiedhousing;4b:Self-builthousingthatdetractsfromenvironmentalcharacter)
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1.3 Livabilityanalysisofnewlybuiltruraldwellings

Many newly built rural dwellings have been built in re-
cent years. Most are self-built by villagers, while some are built

through coordinated development. In more economically devel-
oped areas, the proportion of the latter is higher.

Overall, the construction quality of newly built rural

dwellings has improved considerably: Structural safety has

increased, and earlier problems of crude structures and

materials have largely been overcome; functional perform-
ance has improved: Room divisions generally meet basic

standards, kitchens and bathrooms have been added, and

human and livestock are separated; the indoor environment

has improved significantly, with larger daylighting areas

and enhanced facilities and interior finishes ( Figure 3).

However, many problems remain in newly built rural

dwellings: Planning lags behind, spatial layouts are often

poorly conceived, and the overall environment is sub-
standard; despite a relatively large floor area, the function-
al layout remains inadequate; the exterior appears unre-
fined, with disparate forms, materials, and colors that com-
promise traditional rural character; construction quality is

often substandard, and some structural elements and mate-
rials lack adequate safety performance. Accordingly, as

stated in a joint document issued by the Ministry of Hous-
ing and Urban-Rural Development, the Ministry of Agri-
culture and Rural Affairs, and the National Rural Revital-
ization Administration, “the design and construction

standards of rural housing in China urgently need im-
provement, ‘and it is necessary to’enhance housing func-
tions and improve housing quality [2]. ”

Overall, newly built rural dwellings (Figure 4) show

some improvement in livability compared with low-in-
come and moderate-income traditional dwellings, but most

remain of relatively low quality and generally correspond

to Levels D2-C1. The reasons for the generally low quality

of newly built rural dwellings include: A lack of planning

vision—construction is dispersed, prioritizing individual

dwellings over the communal environment; a lack of qual-
ity consciousness—emphasis is placed on imposing height

and scale while interior functionality is neglected, with at-
tention paid to façade at the expense of internal detailing;

a lack of aesthetic discernment—local traditions are disre-

garded, creativity is absent, imitation is uncritical, and for-
mal expression is disordered; and a lack of professional

design input—the role of design is misunderstood, invest-
ment in design is deemed unnecessary, and construction

execution often lacks technical competence.

2 Reflectionsonthreesuccessiveprojectsinvolvingethnic
minoritydwellingsandtheirlivabilityissues

  The following section examines three projects the au-
thors have engaged in over the past twenty years to reflect

on livability-related issues in both traditional dwelling res-
toration and various forms of newly built rural dwelling

development.

2.1 ExperimentalnewlybuiltDaiDwellingsinXishuang-
banna(1999)[8]

  The issues to be addressed at the time included: Im-
proving functional layouts (dividing sleeping areas, adding

kitchens and bathrooms, and utilizing raised floors); chan-
ging construction materials ( replacing timber with rein-
forced concrete due to timber scarcity); preventing the loss

of traditional architectural character of Dai bamboo houses

(as villagers began constructing flat-roofed brick houses,

placing this heritage at risk of disappearance); and accom-
modating economic constraints (each self-built house had

to remain within an 80,000-yuan budget). The research be-
gan in 1997. It was easy to develop proposals, but the imple-
mentation proved difficult. The first experimental “bamboo

house”was constructed from January to April 1999. Its func-
tional layout was significantly improved, and its architectural

character retained the traditional hipped roof and part of the

raised floor. To reduce costs, a monolithic prestressed precast

reinforced concrete structure was adopted.

The aim of this experimental project was to conduct

an individual exploration into the modernization of Dai

bamboo houses from traditional forms [9]137-143. Upon

completion, it was well received by villagers and hailed as

the advent of the “third-generation bamboo house”(Fig-
ure 5), achieving the intended transition from second-gen-
eration timber-frame “bamboo houses”to third-generation

reinforced-concrete ones. In terms of livability, this exper-
imental “bamboo house”was assessed as having improved

from Level D1—typical of villagers’newly built dwell-
ings at the time—to Level C1.
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Figure5 ThefirstexperimentalnewlybuiltruraldwellingoftheDaiinXishuangbanna
(5a:Exterior;5b:Interior;5c:Floorplanofthefirstexperimentalbuilding(200.25m2);5d:Partiallyelevatedgroundfloor)

  In retrospect, after the project was widely implemented in

numerous Dai villages, new problems arose: Dense clusters of

new “bamboo houses”emerged; although their livability had

improved compared to traditional bamboo houses, the overall

village environment regressed, becoming far less picturesque

than before. While population growth, land scarcity, and in-
creased building density were contributing factors, the pri-
mary causes were the lack of comprehensive planning,

neglect of environmental quality, ad hoc construction

practices, and inadequate regulatory oversight.“Ecological

livability”inherently encompasses the rural environment,

spatial organization, and built form in an integrated man-
ner. Therefore, the document jointly issued earlier by the

Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural Development and

other departments, which states that “rural housing con-
struction should proceed in parallel with environmental

improvement, with attention to enhancing supporting serv-
ices and the village environment”, is entirely correct.

2.2 ConservationandrestorationofHaniMushroomhou-
sesinYuanyang(2017-2019)

  The issues to be addressed at the time included the

needs of poverty alleviation and dilapidated-house renova-
tion, strong demands for functional improvement, and the

constraints imposed by cultural-heritage conservation reg-
ulations. Since the authors carried out the first pilot main-
tenance and renovation project on a Hani mushroom house

[10]in 2015 in Azheke Village, located in the core zone

of the Honghe Hani Rice Terraces World Heritage Site, the

research team continued on-site conservation and restora-
tion work in Azheke from 2017 to 2019, from September

2018 to the end of 2019, on-site guidance was provided for

the restoration of 33 traditional residential buildings (this

project was shortlisted for the Architectural Achievement

Award of the WAACA in 2025) [11]. Following restora-
tion, structural safety—particularly in walls and roofs—

was significantly enhanced, yet the exterior appearance

was preserved unchanged. Indoor functions and environ-
mental quality were enhanced, and residents expressed

general satisfaction (Figure 6). These severely deteriorated

timber-and-earth mushroom houses represented the low-
income type of traditional dwellings and were still inhabit-
ed by residents. The residents had high expectations for

improvement. However, because Azheke Village is one of

the key villages in the core zone of the World Heritage

site, the houses were designated as “immovable cultural

relics,”their repair was subject to numerous restrictions

on form, size, height, materials, and so on, which led to

many conflicts. Upon completion of the restoration, the

self-assessed livability level improved from Level D3 to

Level D1, but it still fell short of residents’expectations

and remained far from true livability.

Figure6 ConservationandrestorationofHanimushroomhousesinAzhekeVillage,Yuanyang
(6a:Exteriorbeforerestoration;6b:Exteriorafterrestoration;6c:Interiorbeforerestoration;6d:Interiorafterrestoration)
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  Reflecting on the project, the entire restoration

process was fraught with intractable tensions: These low-
income type traditional dwellings had very poor livability

and the residents had strong demands for improvement,

yet the status of the houses as “immovable cultural relics”
imposed numerous constraints. How should such contra-
dictions be resolved? (The issues raised here and below

will be further discussed in the next section.)

2.3 ImplementationofnewlybuiltYiDwellingsinSanhe
NewVillage,Zhaojue,Sichuan(2018-2019)

  The issues to be addressed at the time were as fol-
lows: Sanhe Old Village, a severely impoverished Yi vil-
lage in the Liangshan Mountains of Sichuan, was desig-
nated for relocation and reconstruction following a per-
sonal inspection by General-Secretary Xi Jinping on Feb-
ruary 11, 2018. This relocation was necessary for poverty

alleviation and carried special political significance. The

newly built rural dwellings were required to substantially

enhance living functionality while embodying a distinctive

new architectural character of Yi housing. Due to land

constraints, the new village was divided into two sections,

with a total of 29 newly built rural dwellings (Figure 7)

constructed along with tourism and public facilities. Ow-
ing to the previous extreme poverty and the special con-
struction conditions, the self-evaluated livability of the

newly built Yi dwellings improved markedly from Level

E1 (old village) to Level C2 (new village). Moreover, the

construction of Sanhe New Village, from planning to de-
sign, integrated newly built rural dwellings with the over-
all village environment, resulting in simultaneous im-
provement of both individual houses and the broader set-
tlement environment (Figure 8).

Figure7 NewlybuiltruraldwellingsoftheYiinSanheVillage,ZhaojueCounty,Sichuan(7a:Exterior;7b:Interior)

Figure8 InteriorviewofPointNo.2inSanheNewVillage,

ZhaojueCounty,Sichuan

In retrospect, both projects were situated in impover-
ished regions. The former was in a key village within a

World Heritage core zone, and the latter benefited from the

special opportunity of a visit by the General Secretary.

Both received certain funding, which helped address liva-
bility issues to varying degrees. Yet how can livability

challenges in other impoverished villages and dwellings be

effectively addressed? And how should appropriate liva-
bility targets be established?

3 Discussionofseveralissuesrelatedtolivabilityof
dwellings

3.1 Settinglivabilitygoalsandestablishingstandards

From the three cases discussed above, it is clear that

although all achieved improvements in livability, the ex-
tent of improvement and the final targets differed signifi-
cantly. Without clear goals set in advance, improvements

could only be made on an ad hoc basis. This is partly due

to differences in baseline conditions, objective constraints,

and funding levels, and partly because no formal livability

goals or standards have yet been established; localities re-
main in an exploratory phase. Without established goals

and standards, rural housing construction cannot be prop-
erly regulated, which is also a key problem in current rural

development.

When it comes to the goals of rural dwellings, they

are of course primarily constrained by economic capacity,

but they are also shaped by people’s aspirations and cul-
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tural influences. Since the pursuit of livability cannot usu-
ally be achieved in a single step, nor can it be frequently

adjusted, it is advisable to propose a range of target levels.

Moreover because current baseline conditions vary greatly,

this range should be relatively broader. We recommend

that, in the context of rural revitalization, the long-term

livability target for rural dwellings should reach the C-B

level, specifically C3-B1 (Figure 9). This represents a sub-
stantial improvement over the current E1-C1 levels of tra-
ditional dwellings and the D2-C1 levels of newly built ru-
ral dwellings. Given that low-income type dwellings ex-
hibit a significant gap from livability standards, each im-
provement cycle should strive for a larger improvement

step.

Figure9 Recommendedlong-termlivabilitytargetlevels

As rural revitalization progresses, relatively unified

standards for the livability of dwellings should be estab-
lished. Such standards should undoubtedly address both

the overall village environment and the quality of individ-
ual dwellings. The former includes adequate infrastructure,

complete public facilities, and an attractive environment;

the latter includes sufficient floor area, well-designed

functional layouts, good spatial quality, and a pleasingar-
chitectural character. The indicator system for rural dwell-
ings should include land area, building area, functional

spaces, physical indicators such as sunlight, ventilation,

and daylighting, as well as the surrounding environment

and architectural character requirements. Quantitative re-
quirements for these indicators should be differentiated by

region (developed, moderately developed, and under-de-
veloped areas), by dwelling type ( traditional or newly

built), and by time frame.

3.2 Livabilitychallengesandspecialpoliciesinimpover-
ishedareas

  In low-income rural areas, a small number of villages

have been relocated to towns under major national pro-

jects, where livability issues are primarily addressed

through state investment and coordinated urban-level

planning. Another small number of villages have underg-
one consolidation, full relocation, or construction of new

settlements ( such as Sanhe Village in Zhaojue County),

and these projects generally receive dedicated funding, en-
abling livability issues to be addressed to varying degrees.

The most challenging cases are the numerous low-income

type villages that remain in their original locations. Al-
though these villages are poor due to their remote moun-
tainous locations, some possess good ecological environ-
ments, distinctive ethnic cultures, and relatively intact tra-
ditional settlement patterns despite deterioration. Many are

highly valuable ( such as rare ethnic-minority settlement

relics or scarce examples of unique dwelling types), and

some have been designated as national-level traditional

villages (such as Azheke Village in Yuanyang). These vil-
lages continue to exist naturally in their original locations,

yet their situation is the most precarious: Economic de-
cline has led to partial abandonment and increasing village

hollowing. Abandonment is neither feasible nor accepta-
ble; preservation suffers from inadequate awareness and,

more critically, insufficient funding—even national-level

traditional village subsidies fall short of conservation

needs. Development faces a shortage of skilled personnel

and no clear direction, with only a few able to leverage

tourism. Livability improvements in dwellings of these

villages rely primarily on residents’ own investment:

Low-income households cannot afford repairs, resulting in

deterioration and haphazard construction; wealthier house-
holds often demolish old houses and construct new ones at

will, thereby damaging traditional village character.

Such low-income type villages are fairly numerous in

certain provinces and represent the most challenging com-
ponent of rural revitalization: Preservation is difficult, de-
velopment is difficult, and achieving both simultaneously

is even more so. They are farthest from achieving livabili-
ty, making the attainment of livability goals particularly

arduous. For such low-income type villages, the authors

have long recommended the establishment of special poli-
cies with focused government support [12]. As demon-
strated in recent years, without the policies and measures
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of the national poverty-alleviation campaign, poverty is-
sues would have been extremely difficult to resolve. Spe-
cial policies include: Targeted support (distinctive desig-
nation, dedicated archives, and institutional pairing); tai-
lored measures ( mobilizing internal capacity, providing

external assistance, and ensuring goal implementation );

and dedicated funding (special-purpose funds, social con-
tributions, and strictly earmarked use).

3.3 TheContradictionbetweenlivabilityandtherestora-
tionofdwellingsas“Immovableculturalrelics”

  In recent years, China has designated a number of

traditional villages and dwellings as “immovable cultural

relics”in accordance with the Guidelines for the Determi-
nation of Im movable Cultural Relics (Trial) (the “Guide-
lines”hereinafter) [13]. Some have even been classified

as national-or provincial-level cultural heritage protection

units (such as Wengding Wa Village in Cangyuan). This is

entirely appropriate and necessary for former residences of

notable figures or dwellings associated with historical e-
vents. However, for traditional dwellings still inhabited by

residents, it creates numerous problems that arise from the

fundamentally different attributes of “dwelling”and “cul-
tural relics.”

A “dwelling”is, by definition, “the residence of the

people.”[14]This is its essence and core. Its culture e-
merges from habitation: A courtyard inhabited by a family

becomes a vessel of family culture, and a village inhabited

by an ethnic group becomes a carrier of ethnic culture.

“Dwelling”is dynamic and changing. Living spaces inevi-
tably evolve with demographic shifts, economic develop-
ment, and environmental improvement. Traditional dwell-
ings themselves have developed through continuous

change and will continue to do so. In contrast, “cultural

heritage”must preserve historical authenticity and there-
fore should not change. The two concepts are theoretically

contradictory.

In practice, this contradiction manifests as the tension

betwe en residents’demands to improve livability during

the restoration of “immovable cultural relics”dwellings

and the restrictions imposed by heritage-protection regula-
tions. In rural areas, beyond addressing structural safety,

material reinforcement, and roof repair, villagers often re-

quest expanded functions, increased floor area, higher ceil-
ing heights, or improved appearance. Some of these re-
quests are reasonable from the perspective of enhancing

livability. Particularly in low-income type dwellings,

where houses are rudimentary, functions are mixed, locally

sourced and opportunistic materials are used, and con-
struction lacks standardized methods or norms, the gap be-
tween “tradition”and contemporary livability is substan-
tial, leading to strong demands for improved living condi-
tions. Yet some of these dwellings, due to their “distinc-
tive form and style,”“representativeness,”or “typicality,”
or because they form part of a World Cultural Heritage

site, have been designated as “immovable cultural relics”
or even “cultural relics protection units.”The Law of the

People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Rel-
ics stipulates: “The use of immovable cultural relics must

adhere to the principle of preserving their original condi-
tion, ensuring the safety of the building and its affiliated

relics, and prohibiting damage, alteration, additions, or

demolition.”[15]As a result, disagreements—and even

sharp confrontations—often arise between residents and

heritage-management or design personnel. When partici-
pating in the restoration of 33 mushroom houses in

Azheke Village, Yuanyang, we encountered such conflicts

every day and often had to adopt compromise solutions to

control the major issues while letting the minor ones go. It

can be said that every restored house was the result of mu-
tual compromise; otherwise, restoration would not have

been possible.

In response to the theoretical and practical contradic-
tions in restoring “immovable cultural relics”dwellings,

we propose the following three areas for discussion and

recommendation.

(1) Can relevant regulations be appropriately revised?

Traditional dwellings, as tangible cultural heritage,

require serious protection, but their designation as “im-
movable cultural relics”should be approached with cau-
tion. It is recommended that the Guidelines for the Deter-
mination of Im movable Cultural Relics (Trial ) (2018) is-
sued by the National Cultural Heritage Administration be

appropriately revised. In Article 7, concerning traditional

dwellings, wording such as “designation may be permitted
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only under exceptional circumstances” and “generally

subject to strict control”should be added.

If traditional dwellings remain within the scope of

“immovable cultural relics”, it is recommended that Arti-
cle 26 of the Law of the People’s Republic of China on

Protection of Cultural Relics ( 2017 Revision )—which

states that “...prohibiting damage, alteration, additions, or

demolition”—be supplemented with: “For traditional

dwellings still in residential use, necessary alterations or

additions that respond to livability needs and do not im-
pair the integrity of core protected elements may be per-
mitted, provided that the proposed interventions undergo

rigorous review and formal approval, followed by strict o-
versight.”

(2) Can protection and utilization policies be appro-
priately adjusted?

For traditional dwellings already designated as “pro-
tected heritage units,”it is recommended that they should,

in principle, no longer serve residential functions (with a

few original residents allowed to remain as caretakers).

Their conservation and restoration should strictly follow

heritage-protection requirements, and the funding should

primarily be provided by the government.

For traditional dwellings designated as “immovable

cultural relics”but still in residential use, it is recommen-
ded that policy be adjusted to “safeguard cultural tradi-
tions and relic values while enabling incremental improve-
ments in livability”—that is, protection takes precedence,

but limited, incremental development is permissible.

The concepts and policies for “immovable cultural

relics”dwellings and “cultural relics protection units”
should be clearly distinguished and differentiated. It is

recommended that cases previously misclassified due to

conceptual ambiguity be re-evaluated and adjusted as ap-
propriate.

(3) Should restoration requirements be moderately re-
laxed?

Restoration requirements for “immovable cultural

relics”dwellings should be based on practical realities and

appropriately relaxed. In principle, exterior-appearance

protection should remain strict, while interior development

and modifications may be more flexible. Regarding height,

scale, materials, and form, “minor changes,”“gradual ad-
justments,”and “progressive relaxation” should be al-
lowed when required for livability. Exterior restoration

should strive to maintain original appearance while distin-
guishing traces of different periods.

For low-income type dwellings with substantial liva-
bility gaps, it is recommended that requirements be further

relaxed. The Guidelines should provide overarching prin-
ciples, while specific restoration content and methods are

determined through on-site assessment, with post-comple-
tion documentation and archiving. Strict adherence to “no

alteration from the original”or “approval of drawings pri-
or to construction, followed by rigid compliance”is not

advisable.

Conclusion

“Livability”is both a core goal of rural revitalization

and an inherent aspiration of rural dwellings. Studying ru-
ral dwelling livability not only strengthens the policy

framework for rural revitalization but also addresses the

practical demands of contemporary rural housing con-
struction.

A standard for evaluating dwelling livability is nec-
essary. Building on prior research, we propose a “Hierar-
chical Reference Framework for Evaluating Rural Dwell-
ing Livability,”which serves as the basis for analyzing the

current state and challenges of traditional and newly con-
structed rural dwellings in China. This forms the founda-
tion of the present study.

Three prior projects led by the authors (covering both

traditional dwelling restoration and explorations of newly

built rural dwelling types) are briefly presented to critical-
ly reflect on livability-related issues, among which three

key issues constitute the focus of this paper.

Without defined goals and standards for livability, ru-
ral housing construction cannot be regulated, which is a

major problem in current rural development. Therefore,

the paper first discusses “the setting of livability goals and

the establishment of standards”and presents our recom-
mendations.

The greatest challenge to livability lies in low-income

type areas. This is the most significant insight from our re-
search, and we therefore propose that targeted policy sup-
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port is essential to address this issue.

The contradiction between livability and the restora-
tion of “immovable cultural relics”has been a frequent,

widespread, and pressing issue in recent practice—particu-
larly for low-income type dwellings. This paper therefore

focuses on analyzing these theoretical and practical ten-
sions and presents focused discussions and specific recom-
mendations concerning regulatory frameworks, policy ad-
justments, and restoration standards.

Addressing real issues, analyzing contradictions, sol-
ving problems, and promoting rural revitalization consti-
tute the purpose of this study. Preserving traditional char-
acter and transmitting traditional culture amid develop-
ment is not only a timeless principle for improving the

livability of traditional dwellings but also a high-quality

pursuit for the livability of newly built rural dwellings.
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Note
1) Liu Shouying. Nine Perspectives on Rural Revitaliza-
tion [Z/OL]. Planning China, ( 2021-06-23) [Accessed

2022-04-12]. https:∥baijiahao.baidu.com/s? id= 17032703

35155875007&wfr= spider&for= pc.
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