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Figure 1: Seven different configurations of multi-device workspaces from the corpus of 156 photos.

ABSTRACT

To better ground technical (systems) investigation and interaction
design of cross-device experiences, we contribute an in-depth sur-
vey of existing multi-device practices, including fragmented work-
flows across devices and the way people physically organize and
configure their workspaces to support such activity. Further, this
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survey documents a historically significant moment of transition
to a new future of remote work, an existing trend dramatically ac-
celerated by the abrupt switch to work-from-home (and having to
contend with the demands of home-at-work) during the COVID-19
pandemic. We surveyed 97 participants, and collected photographs
of home setups and open-ended answers to 50 questions catego-
rized in 5 themes. We characterize the wide range of multi-device
physical configurations and identify five usage patterns, including:
partitioning tasks, integrating multi-device usage, cloning tasks to
other devices, expanding tasks and inputs to multiple devices, and
migrating between devices. Our analysis also sheds light on the
benefits and challenges people face when their workflow is frag-
mented across multiple devices. These insights have implications
for the design of multi-device experiences that support people’s
fragmented workflows.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Everyday interaction with information technology increasingly
involves more than one device: reading documents on a tablet while
writing on a laptop, using the camera of a laptop while streaming
audio from a phone during video conferencing, or moving slide
decks across devices for best editing access. This shift towards
personal multi-device ecologies, an existing trend likely accelerated
by the change to remote work during the COVID-19 pandemic,
reflects how people have adapted their homes to function as ad-hoc
workspaces by adding work devices to other co-opted devices and
furniture in the home.

Research on cross-device interaction and multi-device use ex-
plores designs and techniques for a variety of device configura-
tions [11]. These include novel interaction techniques [31, 40, 43, 67]
and application scenarios [8, 27] for distributing content and ap-
plications across devices. While such techniques often inspire new
research directions, they frequently presume particular device ar-
rangements — such as pinching across touchscreen devices that are
closely juxtaposed at an identical screen angle, or having a large
empty tabletop on which one can arrange a plurality of identical
tablets [31, 33, 44, 52] — which may differ sharply from users’ actual
work practices and which are not representative of people’s real-life
device configurations.

Rather, as our observations will reveal, during the pandemic peo-
ple have tended to employ highly heterogeneous device ensembles
that they use on small or cluttered desks, co-opted dining tables,
or other locations in their dwelling driven by task needs, comfort,
ambient noise, and all the other emergent necessities of work-at-
home while dealing with home-at-work. This adds observational
depth and detail to a general reflection raised by Brudy et al. on
cross-device research [11]: “While many of the technical contribu-
tions re-envision and push the boundaries of interaction possibilities,
they are often disconnected from findings using empirical studies.” To
bridge this divide, and arrive in this new future of remote work,
we need to better understand current use and people’s interactions
across devices.

Several studies that predate the pandemic — often from much
earlier stages of adoption of mobile, tablet, wireless, and laptop
devices — investigate people’s multi-device activities. For example,
Oulasvirta et al. [54] highlight information workers’ challenges of
synchronizing content across devices. This echoes Dearman et al’s
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finding [22] that data access is challenging to manage with multiple
devices. Other studies further unpack use-cases and practices, such
as the spectrum of sequential-parallel and related-unrelated use of
multiple devices, and how users choose between them [41]. Other
work identifies key roles of multiple devices and workflows [61], or
how attention switches in multi-device setups [57]. These studies
suggest there remains much potential for designing cross-device
interactions, but also many points of friction that could discour-
age multiple-device use and undermine their perceived benefits.
However, beyond previous studies e.g., of multi-monitor use [30]
or how people organize paper documents on desks [1, 9, 46], our
study is the first to investigate more deeply how users physically
arrange multiple devices in their physical workspaces. Our work
also seeks to document practices during the work-from-home shift
and analyzes people’s physical device configurations as well as how
they leverage them in recurring patterns of multi-device use that
relate to—and which indeed appear to be at least partially embodied
by—these physical configurations.

Our observations of multi-device interactions and physical de-
vice configurations draw from a study of 97 participants from di-
verse backgrounds. We collect and analyze photographs of people’s
workspaces, detailed information on their devices, and open-ended
answers about their everyday tasks and workflows. Our qualitative
analysis offers insight into not only the wide diversity of people’s
work-at-home device setups, but also some of their recurring multi-
device usage patterns. Indeed, people’s real-world multi-device
use often leads to fragmented workflows, with tasks, content, in-
teractions, and attention split across diverse sets of devices. We
characterize physical workspace configurations, including number
of devices used, diversity of form factors (whether homogeneous
or heterogeneous), and common sets of devices used together (e.g.,
companion devices used alongside a primary device, or multiple
laptops employed in parallel). Workspaces vary greatly; we ob-
serve many small and constrained workspaces, oft-cluttered work
surfaces, and ad-hoc working locations improvised at places and
locations around the home. We also categorize device arrangement,
orientation, fixation, and reachability; for example, we found that
when people use devices together, they are not always placed di-
rectly next to each other, depending on whether the use reflects
partitioning of information or separation of concerns. Nor did we
observe use of devices flat on a tabletop (in sharp contrast to many
proposed cross-device techniques for tiling tablets or phones to-
gether [29, 44, 56]).

Complementing this categorization of physical device configu-
rations, from survey responses we synthesized five patterns — and
pattern combinations — of common multi-device usage (expanding
on [41]): integration (e.g., device capabilities complementing each
other), cloning (e.g., facilitating collaborative sharing), expanding
(e.g., increasing screen real estate), partitioning (e.g., for unrelated
parallel tasks), and migrating (e.g., continuing interrupted tasks
later on another device). We contextualize these patterns by ex-
plaining motivations, perceived values, and challenges behind using
multiple devices, and discuss how within fragmented workflows
there are not only states, but also transitions — that is, combina-
tions of patterns — such as the sequential flow from integration to
partitioning pattern.


https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517702

Understanding Multi-Device Usage Pa erns

Finally, these grounded observations of multi-device usage pat-
terns and physical con gurations that actually exist in real-world
user practice lead us to identify a number of opportunities for re-
searchers and practitioners to both re ect on existing solutions for

cross-device experiences and to generate novel ones. In particular,

we propose a better matching of speci ¢ physical con gurations to
any of the ve usage patterns, and we provide an overview of these
links in the context of users' values. We also suggest better transi-
tioning between usage patterns and re ect on the link between our
ndings to previous empirical multi-device studies.
In summary, we contribute the following:

A detailed analysis of people's real-world multi-device
setups and physical con gurations , including categoriza-
tions of device ecologies (humber of devices, diversity of
form factors, common sets of devices), physical con gura-
tion (arrangement, orientation, xation, and reachability of
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2.1 Supporting Cross-Device Computing

A large number of research papers introduce techniques to sup-
port simultaneous usage of multiple devices. For example, many
techniques enable distributing content across multiple devicgs [
35 42 58 60, or gestures to enable interactions across multiple
devices B3 52 53 59. Systems such as Webstratet3], Conduc-

tor [3]] or Panelrama 67] provide technological solutions to dis-
tribute user interfaces across multiple deviced; 24). Rather than
building a new system, our e orts are focused on understanding
existing cross-device work ows, and broader patterns of people's
behaviour with multi-device usage.

Researchers have also delved into speci ¢ multi-device con g-
urations such as dual-screen or multi-screen (e.§2, B9 50),
tablet formations (e.g. 13 47]), companion devices such as mobile
phones (e.g.,4, 12 21, 28 45), or large screen displays (e.g4, [

16 51, 63 64)). Prior work has also explored categories of appli-

devices), workspaces (size, clutter, and places/locations), and cation design techniques, includingigratory interfaces b, 6, 8]

use of other physical artefacts.

Documentation of ve common multi-device usage pat-
terns: integration cloning expandingpartitioning, andmi-
grating with explanations of user's valuesbehind their
multi-device use, commoohallengesandcombination®f
device usage patterns.

Design implications and research opportunities derived
from our qualitative analysis , such as how particular
physical device con gurations might facilitate certain multi-
device usage patterns, or how to support better transitions
between patterns.

Access to our full data corpus of 97 survey responses
featuring 866 textual descriptions and 156 photographs with
the corresponding codebook, allowing others to expand on
our analysis.

Taken together, our observations establish and detail usage pat-
terns that characterize people's fragmented work ow across mul-
tiple devices. The overall goal of our analysis is to provide the
cross-device community as well as the wider HCI community with
a frame-of-reference for higher-level motivations, in-practice pat-
terns, and resulting opportunities that we synthesized from data
of real use-cases. Our insights shed light on people's real-world
multi-device working practices during the transition to remote
work driven by the pandemic. But since this new future of remote
work appears to be here to stay, these observations also reveal
opportunities for future technology design to better support peo-
ple's fragmented work ows, and contrast the trend of innovative
cross-device techniques with the grounded perspective of realistic
user scenarios, working practices, and their surrounding context in
people's lives.

2 RELATED WORK

Considerable research in the human-computer interaction com-
munity focuses on designing novel cross-device and multi-device
interactions and technologies. Théross-Device Taxonorfd/]
characterizes over 500 related publications over multiple axes, coin-
ing the termcross-device computitg designate the substantial
body of research on the topic. In this section, we introduce this
existing body of literature to contextualize our work.

andmigratableapplications PG, 27, 64, which are asynchronous
usage patterns related to thenigrate pattern discussed by11].
Other researchers have explored how changing form factor and
interaction modality can be supported by responsive or adaptive
user interfaces (e.g., [7, 38, 67]).

These technological research papers often support their advances
via formative or evaluative studies with users (e.dLl2[19 34 62).
Yet, most focus on speci ¢ aspects of multi-device usage, and on
introducing entirely novel interaction paradigms rather than study-
ing people's existing work ows. Our work represents a bridging of
the gap between this ongoing research agenda with empirical stud-
ies, identi ed by Brudy et al. 11], that help ground future research
projects in existing behaviour and contribute ta frame of reference
to compare and evaluate cross-device techniques and systems

2.2 Understanding People's Multi-Device
Work ows

Multiple studies attempted to gain such broader view of people's
work ows when working with multiple devices, including un-
derstanding multi-device utilisation17, 18 22, 39 54 and chal-
lenges b5, in both individual [30 61] and collaborative settings37,

68. Within this body of informative work, a number of previous
studies P2 54 61] highlighted motivations for people using multi-
ple devices. Oulasvirta et al54] focused on information workers
owning multiple laptops and smartphones, attempting to under-
stand interactions with les and data across multiple devices in
early 2007. While insightful, it's clear the landscape of technology
and user experience design has changed dramatically since then.
For example, Oulasvirta et al's participants described needing to
manually synchronize their smartphone with their laptop, tracking
which was the master copy and which was the view-only refer-
ence, a technique that no longer applies to the current technological
landscape. Dearman et aRg studied researchers in academia and
industry, providing insights on the challenges for people needing to
manage and access data across multiple devices. Santosa&fal. [
identi ed the roles that di erent devices can play in a eld study
from 2013. Rashid et al. investigated patterns in attentional switch-
ing across multi-display setups [57].
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From this collection of prior work, we know that people use
di erent devices depending on th&ask such as requiring more
computing performance, speci ¢ software, or data thphysical
context such as the ability to use extra monitors, or the need to be
mobile the social contextsuch as using a smaller inconspicuous
device during a gathering, or one with a large display for collabo-
rative work or unexpected factorsuch as lack of battery, or
connection interruption. Our work seeks to go one step further and
identify motivations behind the use of speci c sets of devices for
speci c types of tasks.

2.3 Understanding People's Multi-Device Usage
Patterns

Prior research revealed patterns and key behaviors in multi-device

usage (e.g.30 41, 61)). Grudin observed that people tend fmarti-

tion tasks and information between multiple monitor8(j. More

recent work identi ed multi-device usage patterns with di erent

Yuan et al.

We took a qualitative approach to investigate our research ques-
tions. We decided to use a qualitative survey to collect data through
online platforms as such a methodology let us reach a relatively
large and diverse group of participants, compared to other qualita-
tive methods (e.g., interviews). And with a careful design of survey
questions, we were able to collect in-depth data on people's work-
from-home setups and tasks they performed on multiple devices.
This decision on survey methodology was also driven by the con-
straints posed by the COVID-19 pandemic when in-person visits
and interactions were restricted (i.e., observations and contextual
inquiry studies became challenging in the remote format). In the
following section, we provide more details on our data collection
process, our participants, and our analysis process.

3.1 Data Collection
The survey contained 55 questions, asking 10 open-ended textual

perspectives: Santosa and Wigdor used the lens of device roles answers and 14 multiple-choice or Likert scale ratings (others are
and usage parallelism to uncover usage behaviors in distributed demographic questions and prompts for uploading photos). We
workspaces §1], Jokela et al. examined the patterns through their ~ structured itaround ve di erent themes on multi-device usage and
connections with temporality of usage (sequential or parallel) and experience. The rst section consisted of demographic questions.
the relatedness of accomplished tasks (related or unrelated), and The second part centered around the devices they use and their
Houben et al. emphasized the importance of task transitions (in-task (multiple) arrangements in space. We asked participant to list and

and between-task) in multi-device usaged. Our research builds
on this knowledge and delves deeper, identifying multiple recurrent
patterns of multi-device usage through a similar framework of task
relatedness, temporalityd[l], and transitions Bg. Our work also
expands this prior research, identifying speci c user values and
motivations behind these patterns of multi-device con gurations.
We share motivations from prior studie, 61] to understand
how di erent professionals (beyond the technology-savvy and re-
searchers) currently use multiple devices in order to reveal broader
research and technological opportunities. The global shift to remote
work, during the COVID-19 pandemic, o ered a unique opportunity
for this research. It gave us the possibility to study how technology-

naive or even technology-adverse people use multiple devices at

characterize the devices they use or own and to upload a photograph
of their most common physical setups. The third set of questions
dealt with the tasks and activities they perform using multiple
devices. The fourth set inquired about aspects they value as well
as pain points and challenges encountered during their tasks. The
nal category probed into what they felt was missing or needed
to improve their experience, as well as the ideal environment for
the future. Among the valid responses, the median of completion
time was 45 minutes, including idle time, with a small number of
responses (14 out of 97) taking over 120 minutes to complete. The
survey was advertised on social media channels and active for 4
weeks. Participation was not compensated.

hand to accomplish their tasks, and associated costs and values.

This context also o ered the opportunity to study rather unique
situations such as multi-user multi-device practices, involving fami-
lies for example, juggling between work and remote education with
their children.

Our aim is to expand the knowledge on how people use multiple
devices to accomplish their tasks, drawing connections with the
physical arrangement of their devices, attempting to understanding
how they fragment their work ow across these. The overarching
goal is to provide task patterns, con gurations, and scenarios of ref-
erence that practitioners and designers can leverage when building
novel technologies or test against when evaluating them.

3 METHODS

Our survey was administered through Qualtrics during the summer

3.2 Participants

Our participants were people who self-selected to respond to our
survey posted on social media channels. 588 people started an-
swering the survey and 101 nished it. We included a screening
question at the beginning of our survey to Iter out responses
from people who did not use multiple devices and hence could
not provide insights for our research questions. We also manually
removed meaningless or partial entries. The nal data analyzed
consisted of 97 unique responses. Our participants live in various
locations around the world, including Asia, Australia, Europe, and
South America, with the majority residing in North America (69
participants, 71%). Their ages range from 18 to 74: about a half of
them (48 participants) are between 25 and 44 years old. Most of
our participants identify as male (80 participants, 82%) and the rest

of 2020, where we collected both photos and textual responses about identify as female (11) or non-binary (5). Our participants represent

people's multi-device usage during the time when most people had
shifted to remote work or online learning from home during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

diverse occupations, including student, professors, IT professionals,
researchers, creative professionals, marketing professionals, legal
professionals, and executives.
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Table 1: Ninety-seven Participants' detailed background information (age, gender, region, occupation, and number of devices
owned).

3.3 Data Analysis 48, and iteratively re ned it through the discussion among a sub-

We analyzed a total of 156 photos following the approach of content  Set of the authors during joint coding sessions. The nal codebook
analysis and 866 textual entries following the approach of thematic (APpendix A) included 43 individual codes to describe device con g-
analysis. Through the analysis on the photos, we developed insights uration, input and output modality, workspace setup, and environ-
of participants' multi-device setups and con gurations from visual ~ Ment. Then, two coders independently coded 20 photos to compare
content. Through the analysis on the textual responses, we gen- codes with each other to resolve any di erences in interpreting the
erated descriptions on participants' common multi-device usage codebook. The two coders also separately coded the same 39 photos
patterns, as well as their motivations and challenges behind these (25% photos randomly selected from the set) to ensure consistency.
usage patterns. Inter-rater reliability (IRR) for these 39 photos was 0.805, which
To analyze the corpus of 156 photographs, we developed a code-Was calculated using Cohen's kappa, suggesting a strong level of
book to understand di erent physical con gurations people com- ~ 2greement between coderég. The two coders then discussed

monly use from home. We started this codebook from prior wolk] all d_isagreements in th_is set of photos' cod_es_ to ensure accurate
coding, before proceeding to code the remaining photos.
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To analyze the set of 866 textual responses from 10 open-ended  Participants never use their entire device ecology together.
questions, we followed the guidance of the re exive thematic anal- When analyzing the descriptions of physical setups and the cor-
ysis approach 10, with a combination of deductive and inductive  pus of photos, we could not nd a single participant using their
coding. Three authors independently familiarized themselves with ~ entire set of devices together for any activity. Instegdyrticipants
the data and met remotely during a weekly meeting to converge describe using multiple sets of deviessraging 3 sets per person),
around a set of pre-determined codes from our research questions often associated with certain rooms in their home. It is interesting
and related literature (e.g., usage patterns identi ed by prior work, to note thatmost participants (89) tend to use devices with similar
the relatedness between tasks performed by the multi-device setup). form-factors togetheas our scale of homogeneity indicates.
Following the discussion, one author led the coding process for Participants also do not think of TVs as devices. Over two
all textual responses, using priori coding and open coding, to thirds of participants (63 of 97) omitted to report their TV, although
identify participants' multi-device usage patterns, motivations and in about half of these cases, we added a count of at least one TV
pain points. The same author also led the clustering process, to when they reported it later in the survey, or mentioned streaming
organize codes into themes, generating insights about participants' devices or gaming consoles. As P40 stategould have loved to
values and challenges behind their usage patterns. Over 700 codesturn my large TV into my computer monitor while Zooming from
were generated from the coding process, and four additional memos home during this pandemic remote life. There is an opportunity to

chronically document emerging themes and topics. help people better leverage these (often) large devices around them.
Participants have vastly di erent device ecologies and phys-
4 MULTI-DEVICE PHYSICAL ical con gurations. Photos and textual descriptions reported vastly
CONFIGURATIONS di erent device ecologies both in number, form-factors, and phys-

ical arrangements. Figure 1 gives an idea of the variety of setups
reported in the survey. We report a few of the most commonly
found sets of devices used together below. Yet we want to note that
physical arrangements, even for similar sets of devices, often vary
between participants.
Classic laptop or desktop with external or large monitors
are in dedicated work areas. Mentioned by 67 participants (and
counted 69 times in the photos; Figure 2c), this classic setup is preva-
lent in dedicated home o ces. Howevegll of these participants
also described using their devices from other places, not always taking
. . . advantage of these large or additional monitaisost a third of
4.1 Summary of Device Ecologies (Figure 2) the participants (30) do not own any additional monitors.
Figure 2a depicts the number and types of devices reported by  As one might expectall participants had at least a phone,
our survey respondents (textual descriptions) and shows devices and most (93) reported to have at least a laptop or a desktop .
found in their most common physical setups (uploaded photos). While few photos of physical con gurations exhibit the presence
Note that most people took pictures with their phones to upload  of both a phone and larger device, nearly all participants reported
to the survey so these devices do not necessarily appear in the carrying the phone with them at all times and often using it with
photo corpus. While we counted devices labelled as shared use of their other device. A surprising nding is that over two thirds of the
family devices, we did not count devices labelled as being used by participants (74) reported at least one tablet. The data suggests that
a di erent person than the survey respondent. tablets are often paired with larger devices to act as a companion.
Participants own more than 10 devices on average. Wefound  This suggests the emergence of larger form factors such as tablets used
that the average number of devices per person was more than 10, as companion devices.
which was higher than we expected. Yet it is important to note Another interesting recurrent set of devices participants
that this number greatly varied between participants, the minimum  report using are dual laptops . Almost half of the participants (41)
being 3 devices while the maximum was 26 (See graph in the lower reported using at least two |aptops togeth’uj photos frequenﬂy

right corner of Figure 2a). In addition, 25 participants also reported  showed them side by side in physical setups.
devices belonging to others in their household, or not currently

in use, which we excluded from our count. This means thabst . . .
participants have a large number of devices at their disposal, perhapéf-2 Device Arrangement and Orientation
as many as a dozehwe account for household devices. (Figure 3)

In fact, almost half of the participants (46) reported owning the  The majority of our participants submitted the photo of their xed
entire range of form-factors (phone, tablet, laptop or desktop, and and larger setups (e.g., dedicated home o ce), although they de-
TV). Assuming that everyone has a TV, which we strongly suspect, scribed textually other con gurations, often more mobile, with a

In this section, we present a set of dimensions to characterize par-
ticipants' physical device con gurations. We analyzed the data
from textual descriptions of the survey pertaining to number, types
and sets of devices used by participants as well as the corpus pho-
tographs of their physical setups. Summary and visualization of the
survey is available at our online repositotywhich also includes
access to the full corpus and the corresponding codebook. Figure 2,
3, and 4 depict the key dimensions surfaced from our analysis,
illustrated by examples from the corpus.

this would amount to about 76% of our participantsot only do smaller subset of devices. Overall, we noted a wide range of diverse
participants have many devices, but most have the full range of devicghysical setups.
form-factors Participants do not necessarily place their devices next to

each other. In fact, half of the participants (47) had one or more
Ihttps://devicesathomestudy.github.io/devicesathomestudy devices relatively far away from each other (Figure 3d). We also
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Figure 2: Physical multi-device con gurations Part 1: Characterizing the device ecologies used by our participants.

found instances where participants were stacking or overlapping
devices. In some of these cases, participants had their phone (likely
temporarily) propped up on a device. However, in some other cases,
it appeared at a more permanent overlapping setup (see example
in Figure 3d overlapping).

Participants do not use devices at on their desk, even
tablets. Few devices are actually depicted at on the work sur-
faces, apart from their phones (probably temporarily placed on
their desk when notin use) summarized in Figure 3e. Most tablets
were found in a tilted position, even ones we could identify as pen-
enabled tablets. This may suggest that participants optimize the
angle for screen viewing by default in their multi-device setups,
rather than for hand touch or pen interaction. We also found that
the large majority of devices participants used is within arms' reach
(Figure 3g). This may explain the large number of concave arrange-
ments found in the photos, placed around the user.

Participants want to integrate their mobile devices better
in their setups. A relatively large number of the mobile devices
(tablets, laptops) were positioned in semi- xed setups (i.e., on a
stand). Participants appeared to position these devices with addi-
tional stands or exible mounts, at higher positions or at a tilted
angle, likely for better viewing; or to align them with di erent de-
vices in a more continuous manner (Figure 3f). Yet, the semi- xed

nature of these setups and the textual comments describing other
physical arrangements indicate that participants want to retain the
mobility of these devices.

4.3 Multiple Workspaces at Home (Figure 4)

Multiple workspaces (an average of 3) are reported which often
include one or more xed setup or mobile ad-hoc workspaces. As
P53 put it, they have aHome O ce [with a] windows computer,
33" screen. All other devices oat around the holsge that our
photo corpus is likely to be incomplete as 67 participants submitted
a single photo, usually of their xed setup or dedicated workspace,
while describing multiple physical setups in the textual answer.
Participants tend to work on small surfaces. Given the rela-

tively large number of devices participants own, it is an interesting
nding that about half of the participants (47) used rather small
work spaces with low clutter, even in dedicated o ce areas (Fig-
ure 4h and 4j). In fact, three participants did not identify any work
surface: | just pile them all on the couch at ong®74). Several par-
ticipants explained that di erent spaces in the house were assigned
to di erent household members. Sharing spaces with others and
migrating between spaces may be factors for more compact work
spaces with low clutter.
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Figure 3: Physical multi-device con gurations Part 2: Device arrangement, orientation, xation, and reachability.

Figure 4: Physical multi-device con gurations Part 3: Size of workspaces, clutter and multiple uses, and places/location.

Participants migrate between workspaces. A theme that of- for breakfast to see news, at deck for breakfast, on deck during lunch,
ten came back in participants' description of their di erent workspaces on sofa in evening for relax and streaming moviarticipants com-
is the migration over the course of the day. For example, P53 ex- mented positively on the ability to move their setups around their
plained: We use devices wherever we are during the day. In kitchenhouse [physical location] Changes constantly - kind of the point
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