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Design has played a complicated role in affordable housing in both the U.S. and 

the UK.  These two countries have had fairly different approaches towards their 

affordable housing policy in the past, but now have both converged to using mixed 

income housing as a primary method of delivering affordable housing.  This report will 

investigate the role that design plays in the ways that each of these countries administers 

its mixed income housing programs.  Specifically, it will look at how design is used to 

achieve the goals behind mixed income housing, as well as specific decisions regarding 

exterior treatment and siting of the units in a mixed income housing development.  I will 

use a case study approach in my research process, focusing on two case studies in the 

UK, and two case studies in the U.S.  In order to obtain my findings, I used key informant 

interviews, key policy and program documents, and on-site observations.  Ultimately, I 

found that design factors need to be carefully balanced between social equity goals and 

financial feasibility, and it is important to recognize the limitations of what mixed income 

housing can achieve for social goals.   
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Design has played an important and complex role in the history of affordable 

housing.  Housing reformers have long seen a link between design and the goals of their 

affordable housing development, though the role that design has taken in the field has bee 

varied and, at times, controversial.  However, it is apparent that affordable housing 

providers have consistently used design components to further their own affordable 

housing agendas.  These agendas have ranged from political strategies to gain public 

support, to altruistic attempts to improve the quality of life for low-income families, to 

complex economic packages to ensure the financial feasibility of these housing projects.  

Most of the time, affordable housing agendas are actually a complicated mix of political 

will, social justice, and financial feasibility.   

Today, the affordable housing field is looking more and more to mixed-income 

housing as a possible model for achieving current goals.  The reasons for this shift come 

from historical factors that have shaped how housing reformers currently view housing 

development, as well as a culmination of theories that point housing professionals 

towards a more socially integrative approach.  In light of the emerging idea of integration 

of socio-economic groups, I believe that design is now especially relevant to the 

affordable housing field.  In mixed-income housing development, it is no longer possible 

to ignore the quality and design of affordable units.  This is due to a variety of reasons, 

but the one that is most unique and important to mixed income housing developments is 

that both low-income residents and market-rate residents alike now have a stake in the 
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result of the development as a whole.  This integration of different key players in the 

housing field is extended to the developers themselves, as mixed income housing 

programs often involve a partnership between private and non-profit or public housing 

developers.  Undoubtedly, these key players will embark on these developments with 

somewhat different goals, but good design of the development overall will be the 

unifying factor that all parties have a stake in.     

Major Gaps in the Literature and Significance of Research 

While mixed income housing has brought design to a more universally agreed- 

upon level of importance, the necessary discourse behind this shift and the social and 

aesthetic goals behind design decisions lag significantly behind.  Though most housing 

developers would agree that design decisions in mixed income housing developments 

must be made carefully and thoughtfully, there has been very little academic or 

professional research done on the topic.  The prevailing view is that mixed income 

housing aims to contribute to the diversity of interaction between different 

socioeconomic groups, as well as to decrease the isolation and stigmatization of low-

income populations.  Design decisions must balance this aim while also maintaining an 

economically feasible project.            

While the background research on the topic of mixed income housing provides a 

somewhat complete picture of major ways the U.S. and the UK are developing mixed 

income housing, there is a conspicuous gap in the rationale for how certain design 

decisions are linked to the social aims and benefits that each of the programs target.  In 
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order to truly understand the benefits and rationale for mixed income housing and its 

subsequent design elements, it is first important to untangle the relationship between 

design decisions in mixed income housing developments and the resulting social benefits 

that those design elements are assumed to achieve.  My research aims to clarify this 

relationship, using UK mixed tenure estates and U.S. mixed income housing programs as 

case studies for my research questions. 

 Secondly, there is a significant gap in the literature that specifically connects 

affordable housing programs to the political system under which they function.  While 

not a direct aim of my study, this report will provide a historical background of housing 

policies in the U.S. and the UK in order to inform the mixed income housing policies that 

will be discussed later.  In addition, this study will also help identify areas for future 

research on the relationships between current affordable housing programs and the 

political systems they were formed under. 

U.S. and UK Comparison 

Both the U.S. and the UK have attempted to implement the mixed income 

housing approach.  In the U.S., mixed income housing has been constructed under both 

the HOPE VI federal program and through requirements imposed by Inclusionary Zoning 

laws in select states and localities.  The HOPE VI project is an urban regeneration 

project, aiming to replace formerly dilapidated public housing projects with higher 

quality mixed income housing.  Inclusionary Zoning regulations, on the other hand, 
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require new housing developments above a certain size or density to include a certain set-

aside of affordable units.    

The UK, similarly, has instated recent regulations that allow local authorities to 

require that a certain percentage (up to 20%) of new developments must be affordable 

units.  As a result, many localities have started developing “mixed tenure” estates, which, 

as a result of mixing rental and owner-occupied housing, result in mixed income housing 

developments that sometimes replace formerly degenerated council housing projects.  

Other times, they are newly created developments to increase the country’s affordable 

housing stock.  These programs have been especially prevalent in the Southeast part of 

the UK, as recent rapid population growth has resulted in an affordable housing deficit in 

that area. 

 These two countries make for an interesting comparative approach as they have 

moved towards convergent approaches to mixed income housing with similar goals, but 

they have followed slightly different approaches to reaching them.  While the U.S. targets 

residents of different income levels but mostly in the same sort of tenure, the UK 

achieves mixed income by mixing both income and tenure.  UK housing reformers, while 

subsidizing some units, hope to achieve even more income mixing by locating renters 

with owner occupiers, who are generally thought to be higher income.  The differences in 

these approaches bring out a wider and more diverse range of the challenges and 

complexities of design in mixed income housing, and by taking both these countries into 

account, it is possible to achieve a deeper, more nuanced view of design factors in mixed 

income housing development. 
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Research Plan 

 This report will investigate the relationship between design factors and the goals 

of mixed income housing as an effective affordable housing strategy.  Because the term 

“design” encapsulates a large range of aspects, I have decided to focus on two particular 

components of design. Design elements, in this report, will refer to design decisions made 

on the large scale of the development as a whole.  Specifically, I plan to investigate siting 

decisions of affordable units relative to market-rate units, and the aesthetic treatment of 

the exterior of affordable units versus market-rate one units.   I have chosen these two 

aspects because I believe they are especially relevant to promoting social equity within a 

development, and they are concrete design elements that can be compared across 

different case studies.   

Overall, there will be three main parts to my research.  The first part will focus on 

the rationale and goals behind the mixed income housing programs in the U.S. and the 

UK.  The second part will delve into more detail regarding the design decisions made in 

select case studies from each country, and how those design decisions were thought to 

lead to the program’s goals.  The final part will compare the findings from the U.S. and 

UK case studies, and attempt to draw comparisons between the two approaches, while 

keeping in mind the different political contexts that each program operates under.  Taking 

these political contexts into account, I will briefly evaluate the strengths and weaknesses 

of the approaches taken in the case studies from each country. 

In exploring the research questions listed above, I aim to add to the existing small 

body of research on how design factors are currently being used in mixed income 



 6 

housing, and ways that design factors are seen to benefit or detract from the success of 

mixed income housing developments.  While various academic works have explored the 

ways that design has affected affordable housing in the past, and current works that 

advocate mixed income housing as a major component of housing reform, there has been 

very little done on the nature of the connection between design decisions and housing 

development success.   

Chapter Synopsis 

 Chapter 2 will provide a literature review of the key academic works that have 

inspired and informed this research report.  It will begin by outlining the affordable 

housing history of both the U.S. and the UK, focusing on policy, implementation, and 

most importantly, design factors in affordable housing developments.  As mentioned 

above, there has been relatively little written about design in affordable housing, but I 

have attempted to glean design information from existing material.  It will then shift to 

the recent years in affordable housing in both countries, and in particular, how mixed 

income housing has emerged and how it has been carried out so far.  In this section, I will 

focus on how the idea of mixed income housing came about and the major goals 

associated with this strategy.  I will also discuss some theories regarding the important 

design features of mixed income housing and how they are thought to contribute to 

achieving the main goals of the programs.  This section will end with a timeline, which 

will graphically present the main findings from the historical review of each country.   
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 Chapter 3 will describe the methodology I used to complete my research.  It will 

include details of how I chose the case studies for each country, and how I conducted the 

interviews for this component of my research.  It will also describe in detail the 

supplementary documents that I used to enrich the information for my case studies.  It 

will also introduce in more detail the specific research questions of this study.   

 Chapter 4 will focus on the findings from my research, and my analyses of those 

findings.  It will begin with the case studies from the UK, and using the information from 

the interviews and supplementary documents, discuss how each of the case studies 

addresses each of my original research questions.  I will then move to the U.S. case 

studies using the same process.  This chapter will end with a summary of how the UK 

case studies compared with those from the U.S., and a brief evaluation of the strengths 

and weaknesses of each.   

 The last chapter, Chapter 5, will conclude this report with the key findings and 

implications from my research.  Finally, it will end with some suggestions of avenues for 

further research on this topic.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

In order to understand the significance of mixed income housing development and 

the path that the affordable housing field has taken to arrive at this point, it is important to 

present an historical background on affordable housing development and policy in both 

the UK and the U.S.  Specifically, the policy discussion will focus on the impact that 

various policy decisions have had on the relative importance of design in affordable 

housing.  This will include the extent to which housing policy makers have made a basic 

connection between affordable housing goals and design components, and whether or not 

this connection has been used in a positive or punitive way.   

This literature review will first present a chronological review of how affordable 

housing has evolved first in the U.S. and then in the UK, paying special attention to the 

ways that design factors have influenced the field.  It will then shift specifically to 

literature on mixed income housing programs in the two countries, and how design 

decisions have been made in each.  Throughout, it will strive to answer a few main 

questions.  First, in what ways has affordable housing policy moved towards mixed 

income housing in the U.S. and the UK over the past eighty or so years?  How has design 

played a role throughout that history?  Finally, how does design fit in to the current 

affordable housing programs in both countries, and in what ways has their housing policy 

history influenced this current state?  At the end of this chapter, I will provide a timeline 

as a visual representation of key events throughout the housing history in the U.S. and the 

UK (see Figure 1.1). 
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Affordable Housing in the U.S. 

1920s-WWII  

  In the U.S., the impetus to sustained federal support for affordable housing was 

the onslaught of the Great Depression in the 1930s.  Previous to this, there had been a 

small number of cooperative housing units that were built for socially oriented and non-

speculative purposes.  However, these were mostly built through unions and served 

primarily as housing for workers in war-related industries during World War I (Stone 

2003).  They were developed in the early part of the 1900s, but most did not actually 

remain affordable, and by the beginning of the Great Depression, the country had a 

significant lack of affordable housing for the increasing number of households in need of 

assistance.  By 1933, 15 million people were unemployed, and about one third of this 

population was previously employed in the building trades (Wright 1983).  This was one 

of the primary reasons for federally backed programs for slum clearance and housing 

development in both urban and rural areas, as it would create many new jobs for the 

country’s unemployed.  So, although various housing reformers had advocated for 

housing programs in the past to help low-income families, the ultimate reason for federal 

affordable housing programs was a mixture of federal aid to the poor and a desire to 

stimulate the economy (Wright 1983).  The first instigator of public housing1 was 

                                                
1 In this report, I will use four different terms for housing that is available to low-income residents.  
“Affordable housing” is a broad term that refers to all housing, regardless of how it was created, that 
families making at or below the median income can afford.  “Subsidized housing” refers to any housing 
that is partially or completely funded by a governmental entity.  “Public housing” refers to housing 
constructed and/or financed by the government in the U.S.  “Social housing” means the same thing, but it is 
the term used in the UK.    
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President Hoover, who, through his prompting of the Home Owners Loan Corporation, 

initiated a program to relieve homeowners and mortgage lenders in trouble.  However, it 

wasn’t until the New Deal during Roosevelt’s administration that housing reform 

programs became fully fledged, and began to include housing projects and slum 

clearance projects, as well as the birth of the Federal Housing Administration, which 

backed mortgage loans for middle class homeownership (Ford Foundation 1989).  

 The most important legislation that occurred under Roosevelt was the U.S. 

Housing Act of 1937, which gave local housing authorities complete responsibility for 

developing, owning and managing projects, with the federal government providing 

capital funding and some regulatory duties.  The funds that the federal government 

provided were mostly for construction of low-cost housing along with slum clearance of 

older dilapidated areas.  However, slum clearance did not necessarily require replacement 

of affordable units on the same site, and local agencies had primary control over where 

they wanted to build new housing and who they would allow to inhabit it.  This often 

resulted in relocation of public housing and housing authorities deciding to only accept 

white families that fit the “nuclear family” mode (two parents with children) (Stone 

2003).      

Most of the public housing constructed during the early 1930s was outside of 

inner cities in more rural areas, and, due to extremely low budgets, were mostly small 

wood-frame constructions with bare-bones design features built on government-owned 

land.  Since the idea of cooperative housing from the early part of the century was still 

quite popular, the affordable units were based on early Zionist kibbutzim models that 
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encouraged self-sufficient cooperative living conditions complete with community 

centers, co-op stores and day-care centers (Wright 1983).  One particularly good example 

of this housing was a camp for migrant farm workers in Robstown, Texas built by the 

Farm Security Administration (FSA).  The architectural style of this development was 

very severe, as any decorative elements and extra square-footage was unfeasible for the 

low budget.  They were also arranged in parallel lines in an avant-garde system 

emphasizing solar orientation and visual expression of egalitarianism.  This housing was 

mostly used by migrant workers working on farms on the outskirts of urban areas.  Many 

of these migrant workers were immigrants from Mexico and Asia, in addition to 

displaced American farmers from the depression.  Not surprisingly, this type of public 

housing was not well received, as tenants disliked the severe design style mixed with the 

fact that they had no ownership opportunities of the land (Wright 1983).   

 At around the same time, a federal agency called the Public Works 

Administration (PWA) undertook slum clearance of inner city neighborhoods (Wright 

1983).  This administration was able to give grants to non-profit corporations, including 

labor unions that sponsored housing.  One housing project supported by the PWA in 1935 

was the Mackley Houses, which embodied the labor union’s goal of politically 

organizing more American workers to lobby for decent housing.  The developers of this 

housing paid increased attention to common recreational and service facilities such as 

rooftop playgrounds, tennis courts, swimming pools, and public meeting rooms.  These 

meeting rooms were intended to encourage seminars on current political and social 

issues, as well as community cohesiveness.  The architect of Mackley Houses was quoted 



 12 

saying, “Housing…is no longer so much a question of naked shelter only.  It is the 

demand for the reorganization of rotten communities into stable, sane and healthy 

societies” (Davis 1995).  

Following this, the PWA itself began to buy land and raze substandard housing 

units, replacing them with units contained in fifty-nine different projects.  During this 

time, the control of public housing shifted from federal to state and municipal hands, and 

the spatial arrangement of public housing was decided upon locally.  In general, the 

projects were modest in scale, mostly less than four floors, and were designed in the 

architectural style of their surroundings (Davis 1995).  Indeed, the design standards for 

all the housing units built by the PWA were quite high, often with copper roofs, elaborate 

brickwork, and canopies over every door.  The architects on these public housing projects 

were eager to show a contrast between their work and that of previous slum housing, so 

they often included architectural ornaments and such amenities as electric refrigerators in 

their units.  First Houses, the first fully subsidized project in New York, was created by 

reworking a block of existing tenements and turning them into a block-sized complex.  

The entries were moved from the street to the interior courtyard, which was covered with 

artwork.  Budgets were irrelevant during this period since the projects were undertaken 

by the government to improve the economy, and more money spent on these projects 

simply meant more economic stimulation (Davis 1995).  The opulence of these 

developments resulted in much public resentment, as public housing providers were seen 

as competing with private developers.   In response, housing reformers responded by 

arguing that well-designed new housing that replaced old degenerated tenements would 
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be the key to solving major social problems (Wright 1983).  However, because rents had 

to cover all the operating expenses for the housing, which increased as amenities 

increased, the rents for these units quickly became too expensive for the poorest families 

needing subsidized housing (Stone 2003).     

 In the early 1940s, the public housing style brought about by the new Housing 

Act in the U.S. shifted to a more practical approach, and projects were more sturdy and 

functional.  It was also purposefully cheap and austere, with governmentally imposed 

price limits on construction, as the high quality and level of amenities of earlier projects 

were now seen as an extravagance.  Catherine Bauer, a housing reformer of that time, 

suggested that housing had become a public utility – and that it was viewed as one of the 

“national minima”, like water and sanitation (Davis 1995).  However, a small sector of 

public housing authorities pushed for higher-quality housing that strove to combine 

regional architectural traditions rather than universal ideals of modern design.  This 

allowed public housing to be less obtrusive in residential neighborhoods.  Also, site 

planning around the housing units allowed for playground space for children to play, as 

well as walkways and landscaped areas for outdoor socializing (Wright 1983).  At the 

same time, the “towers-in-the-park” philosophy from Le Corbusier was also just starting 

to become prevalent in the 1940s.  This idea involved constructing isolated high-rises in 

green natural surroundings, and gave rise to the idea that large public housing projects 

through their dramatic scale, would be more distinctive than the slums they were 

replacing.  The smaller, more integrated public-housing projects were seen as too similar 

to the formerly dilapidated tenements (Davis 1995). 
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1920’s – WWII Summary: Small Scale and High-Quality 

 The time period between 1920 to WWII is important for U.S. housing history 

because it was during this era that a systematized affordable housing movement really 

began.  At the start of this time, housing reformers and government entities both 

approached affordable housing in a relatively positive light, especially since the 

affordable housing movement also represented a way to boost the nation’s declining 

economy as well as provide a social benefit for low-income households.  Perhaps because 

of this optimism, government involvement in the affordable housing scene of this time 

was fairly extensive, as the government was directly involved with the majority of the 

developments.  For the majority of this time period, the quality of affordable housing was 

actually relatively high, though design decisions were predominantly made through a top-

down process by architects of the developments and housing reformers who hoped to 

mold residents into a certain lifestyle.  However, the design decisions that were aimed at 

shaping social behavior of residents, such as the meeting rooms of the Mackley House to 

build community spirit, were primarily in the form of gentle and indirect encouragement.  

One of the ironic consequences that emerged from the high quality housing constructed 

during this time is the fact that as quality improved, construction prices increased as well, 

and as a result, a segment of the low-income population got priced out of these units.  

This issue consistently appears in affordable housing development in subsequent years as 

well, and indeed, remains a significant problem for the housing reformers of today.  
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Towards the end of this era, we begin to see a tension between the former small-scale 

housing typology and the large-scale housing towers that were beginning to become 

popular.  Along these same lines, we also begin to see a tension between housing 

reformers who wanted to keep housing quality high, versus a growing movement by 

policy makers who wanted to shift into a more minimalist mode.  These tensions would 

directly shift the U.S. affordable housing scene into its next era. 

Post WWII – 1960s 

 The end of World War II saw the beginning of a renewed interest of government 

intervention in housing.  This was primarily initiated by a surge in housing demand due 

to a combination of returning veterans eager to settle down permanently and the families 

who had accumulated wartime savings and now were finally able to afford 

homeownership.  In 1949 and 1954, the government passed two new Housing Acts, 

which transformed the New Deal’s relatively modest public housing-slum clearance 

program into a much more extensive program that committed to “a decent home in a 

suitable environment for every American family” (Ford Foundation 1989).  However, the 

acts also stipulated that no new public housing be built except to replace “slum” housing 

(Stone 2003).  In keeping with this stipulation, slum clearance would continue to play a 

large role in U.S. affordable housing through the 1950s into the 1970s (Vale 2000).       

As public housing in the U.S. evolved, the design of many projects was actually 

quite innovative and economically feasible.  Some architects, using the opportunity of 

public housing to experiment with design methods, gave their buildings continuous 
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balconies and glass-brick or concrete facades.  Edison Courts, a public housing 

development in Miami, Florida, even installed solar heating units on the roofs to try new 

heating technologies.  However, many of these new housing units were only available to 

a small sector of low-income tenants.  For example, many housing agencies only 

accepted “complete families”, using the rationale that living in public housing would give 

children better futures.  At this time, design was also used to restrict the lifestyle of 

tenants.  One of the more benign examples was the installation of barbeques to promote 

family and social interaction, while some less innocuous examples were limiting storage 

space so families could not make large purchases.  In addition, closet doors were left off 

to promote neatness of residents, and the master bedroom was intentionally small to 

prevent children from sharing their parents’ rooms (Wright 1983).   

 By the 1950s, funding for public housing had diminished significantly due to the 

high cost of the Korean War and high public opposition to social programs.  As a result, 

the number of housing units declined, and their amenities were severely restricted.  

Rooms were smaller to discourage tenants with large families from applying, and 

playground and other social areas around the developments were fewer.  Neighborhood 

associations now had voting power regarding siting of public housing, so many rejected 

projects in their area.  As a response to this opposition, housing reformers continued their 

arguments that public housing for low-income populations could bring social benefits 

such as reduced crime rates and juvenile delinquency, but this time, they emphasized 

housing authority control of the projects.  Enforcing order became the new goal of public 

housing.  This goal was physically realized through the large, block-sized housing 
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projects that originated in the 1940s, which in their size would dominate the 

neighborhood and prevent residents from regressing to their “slum life” (Wright 1983).  

The projects were not only large at their base, but they also towered to ten to twenty 

stories, with large courtyards for outdoor activity.   

These projects were mostly prevalent in central cities, as they paralleled the 

growth of skyscrapers and high-rise office buildings.  This housing typology continued 

into the 1960s, though public opposition to them arose and increased throughout the 

preceding decade.  Residents strongly disliked the design, as the outdoor courtyards were 

unsuitable for children and quickly became perceived as unsafe areas where crime 

frequently occurred.  Inside, the rooms were small and highly controlled, with housing 

authorities deciding lifestyle choices from wall colors to stay of overnight guests (Wright 

1983).  Many middle-class citizens also disliked the high-rise projects, and they blamed 

rising crime rates and other social problems on their poor architectural design.  One 

famous project was San Francisco’s Yerba Buena Plaza, which replaced former Victorian 

styled homes with a large, high-rise slab with continuous rows of access balconies.  This 

project was so unpopular with both residents and neighbors that it was dubbed the “Pink 

Palace”, a sarcastic reference to the color of its façade (Davis 1995).  Another famous 

public housing project during this time period was Pruitt-Igoe in St. Louis.  The 

architecture of Pruitt-Igoe was mainly characterized by a series of identical, repetitive 

high-rise buildings constructed on an undifferentiated flat site.  The design was mostly 

austere and sparse, lacking basic utilitarian features such as insulation on the pipes (Davis 

1995).  In general, the architecture behind the development took an approach of “art for 
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art’s sake”, rather than attempting to address social issues through design decisions, and 

this approach was commended with several design awards made to the designers of Pruitt 

Igoe.  This was the time period when public housing became part of the Modern 

movement of architecture, and mass housing was strongly identified with the modernist 

aesthetic (Hayden 2002).             

 At the same time, affordable housing policy was gradually moving more and 

more towards private sector involvement in the development of housing for low and 

moderate-income households.  This represents a distinctively American mode of for-

profit subsidized housing.  The subsidies were primarily in the form of tax deductions for 

developers allocating a certain percentage of housing for below-market rates (Stone 

2003).  Part of this movement came from an influence of the Cold War mentality at the 

time.  Housing and ideology had long been closely linked, and advocacy of private home-

ownership became closely tied with Cold War crusades against the spread of 

communism.  This idea was initially propagated by private developers, who opposed the 

government’s role in supplying a portion of the nation’s homes.  Ironically, this position 

was supported by public housing advocates, who had also long been arguing for a more 

decentralized program with minimum federal control.  Throughout this time period, 

public housing was regarded by a majority of those in the housing field as only a 

temporary stepping stone to home ownership, never a permanent alternative to private 

housing (Vale 2000).        

The role of the architect was also becoming increasingly extraneous for both 

market-rate and subsidized housing.  The combination of high demand from young 
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families, available financing, strong incentives from the government, and a standardized 

“ideal” housing typology created a market boom in which design factors of homes had 

little effect.  The cost to engage a professional architect for developments was seen as a 

waste, as the front-end cost had little effect on the marketability of the units.  In 

subsidized housing, architects were somewhat more frequently engaged, but they were 

kept on a short leash for financial reasons.  The programs in the 1960s, dubbed “alphabet 

soup” programs, included design guidelines that filled a manual of several hundred pages.  

Most of these standards were meant to protect the low-income residents from low-quality 

construction, but they also discouraged any innovation, as this would be seen as too 

financially risky.  Furthermore, the minimum standards were often seen instead by 

developers as maximum standards, and low cost became the primary goal.  One 

exception to this trend was Marin City, a development north of San Francisco in 1962.  

The architect for this development, Aaron Green, was willing to bend design rules, and 

created a complex with quality building materials, wonderful views, and careful 

landscaping.  Although it won a design award by HUD, it was also heavily criticized by 

the Government Accounting Office for its “excessive” design (Davis 1995).  

Post WWII – 1960s Summary: The Beginning of Authoritarian Typology   

Almost from the very beginning of this time period, the large-scale building 

typology took firm hold in affordable housing design.  The popularity of the block-sized 

towers of this time was doubly reinforced by a combination of strong political support 

and the popular design principles of the time.  Policy makers and housing authorities 
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liked the utilitarian nature of the large projects, as well as the aspect of social control that 

the large scale projects were thought to hold.  Control became a much more dominant 

feature in the affordable housing scene of this time, as the gentle encouragement of the 

previous era shifted into harsher attempts for authoritarian control.  It must be noted that 

attempts to control behavior of tenants was still primarily carried out through policy 

decisions, and design elements only really had the power to reinforce policy decisions.  In 

general, it seems that the optimistic view towards subsidized housing of the previous time 

period had disintegrated as funding for affordable housing dwindled and public 

opposition to social programs increased.  However, when public opposition continued in 

response to the developments built during the end of this time period as well, we see a 

shifting of the construction of subsidized housing from the government to private 

developers and non-profit housing entities.  Though the government was slow to 

relinquish power, we see that design decisions are slowly shifting to the hands of the non-

governmental housing entities.     

Post 1960s to 1980s   

  As the affordable housing field moved into the 1970s, the affordable housing 

typology began to return to a smaller-scale integrative approach.  Since the early 1970s, 

the most prevalent form for affordable projects has been the low-rise development of 

medium to high density.  Courtyard housing, townhouses, and garden apartments with as 

many as fifty units per acre became the dominant mode for affordable housing 

developments (Davis 1995). 
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During this time period, the federal government also increasingly began to shift 

subsidy programs to the federally subsidized privately owned rental-housing system that 

was started in the early 1960s.  In the 20 years from the early 1960s to the 1980s, the 

federal government subsidized the development of more than 1 million affordable rental-

housing units that were owned by private organizations (Schwartz 2006).  Starting in the 

1960s, President Kennedy’s New Frontier program brought with it another significant 

wave of the federal housing program.  The unique aspect of this program was that it 

attempted to address the housing needs of an emerging bracket of households who earned 

too much for public housing but not enough to comfortably afford housing under FHA 

standards (Ford Foundation 1989).  The government response to this widening need was 

mainly in the form of mortgage subsidy programs.  There were several forms of mortgage 

subsidy programs developed in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, but they all 

took the general shape of offering FHA-insured, below-market rate mortgages to for-

profit and non-profit developers.  These loans were government-backed, but they were all 

from private lenders, who then immediately sold the mortgages at face value to Fannie 

Mae.  The lowered interest rate mortgages allowed property owners to charge less rent 

for their units, usually at rates targeted at median income households (Schwartz 2006).          

Another subsidy program for private developer entities was the Section 8 New 

Construction program that began in 1974, which subsidized mortgage financing for 

private developers for the construction and rehabilitation of multifamily projects to serve 

renters with low-incomes (Kochera 2001).  Although private developers had to go 

through an application process to become a Section 8 rental complex, the units rented out 
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to low-income households were indistinguishable from the units rented out to fair-market 

renters.  This program was generally very attractive to both developers and investors, and 

by 1980, had generated more than 300,000 units.  However, one of the downsides of this 

program was that it was quite expensive for the federal government.  Since the subsidy 

covered everything up to the market-rate cost of the unit, the developers had very little 

incentive to control costs, and often Section 8 units were of higher quality than other 

housing in the local community.  For example, many complexes included elevators, while 

surrounding apartment complexes did not (Schwartz 2006).  So, while this meant that 

low-income housing was higher quality, the program also met with a certain degree of 

public opposition and financing difficulty for the government.  This program was finally 

cut by the Reagan administration in 1983, though by this time, the program had 

subsidized more than 850,000 new or renovated units.      

    These federally funded programs were a response to the failed large-scale 

projects that immediately preceded them.  It was clear that relegating the low-income 

population to segregated and dense housing projects generally led to decreased living 

standards for low-income households, while the “concentration of poverty” that these 

large projects produced was one of the factors that led to an increase in crime rates in 

central city areas.  A physical representation of this was through the demolition of Pruitt-

Igoe in 1976, the large public housing project that had, just nineteen years earlier, won 

various design awards.  

The movement away from large-scale public projects also coincided with a larger 

paradigm shift in the public housing reform movement.  The new wave of reformers was 
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beginning to focus not on regulation, but more on information from academic literature, 

research from occupancy surveys, and past criticism of housing typologies.  The most 

influential work of the time was Jane Jacob’s Death and Life of Great American Cities, 

which espoused the view that housing needed to include “eyes on the street”, meaning 

that homes must be able to communicate with the street and public space around them 

(Jacobs 1992).  It was important that residents within their homes could watch what was 

going on in the streets around them.  High-rises and projects that faced away from the 

street were seen as antisocial and anti-urban, while engagement with the street became 

one of the determining factors of housing design.  At the same time, there was also a 

growing interest in behavioral research in architecture that contributed to the housing 

reform movement.  Much of this research brought the focus away from standards and 

requirements set by government entities to asking residents themselves about their 

preferences and needs.  For example, instead of requiring a set amount of space for 

outdoor play areas, this research would investigate different types of play and the design 

elements that facilitated them (Davis 1995).  In general, these movements created an 

atmosphere where architects were able to focus more on quality than on meeting 

governmental regulations. 

1960s – 1980s Summary: The Backlash from Block Towers 

 In this era, we see affordable housing design elements that are almost reminiscent 

of the 1920-WWII time period.  Although the approach in how this housing was 

delivered differs, we again see a return to higher-quality and smaller scale housing.  

Furthermore, design again became integrated with the aim to shape social interactions 
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and behaviors of residents, though in this time period, housing reformers were beginning 

to use a more participatory approach, either basing conclusions on actual resident 

interviews, or asking residents themselves about their housing preferences before 

undertaking the development.  In this era, we also see a major innovation in the 

affordable housing field that had almost never existed before.  The emergence of a 

government subsidized mortgage program brought about two major changes to the field.  

First, because the government subsidized construction of units for low-income families, 

developers of affordable housing were more able to focus on design elements and quality 

of housing.  Second, and more importantly, since newly constructed or rehabbed units in 

the Section 8 Construction program were located in larger developments, low-income 

renters now could live in close proximity to market-rate residents.  This would be a very 

important precursor to the popularity of the idea of mixed-income housing that would 

follow this era. 

Affordable Housing Policy in the UK 

1920s-WWII  

 In order to fully understand the policy decisions in the UK in the 1920s, it is 

important to first provide a little background on the housing situation before this period.  

Before 1914, almost all housing in the UK was provided through the private market that 

primarily operated in response to market forces.  Renting was the primary form of tenure 

for almost all sectors of the population, and sharing and over-crowding was common and 
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led at times to poor living conditions.  Like the U.S., Britain also faced the problem of a 

large part of the population living in tenements that were unsanitary, overcrowded, and 

unregulated (Malpass 2005).  At the same time, there was also a serious decline in the 

level of housing production for most of the decade before 1914, and this decline only 

decreased during WWI itself.  The result was that by 1918, there was a severe housing 

shortage in the country which the private market could no longer fill, and, for this reason, 

the state was forced to step in as a direct housing provider (Stone 2003).   

 The Housing and Town Planning Act of 1919 set out to build 500,000 housing 

units.  At the beginning, this goal was only intended to respond to an immediate crisis, 

not to be a permanent solution to the country’s ongoing shortage of affordable housing.  

The plan was to return to the private market as soon as the housing supply was brought 

back up to a sustainable level.  This program was intended to end in 1921, but actually 

continued in the form of various other subsidy programs throughout all of the 20’s 

(Malpass 2005).  During this decade, most of the social housing that was built was high 

quality and at lower densities than had been the norm for working-class homes previously 

provided for by the private market (Stone 2003).  The design and quality of these homes 

were meant to serve as a “model or standard for the private market in the future” 

(Malpass 2005).  During this time, the housing built by the government was the main 

source of housing supply for the working class, but although the new social housing 

dramatically increased the housing supply, the combination of high costs, high quality, 

low density and relatively low subsidy rates ultimately resulted in rental rates that 

exceeded rates at the lower end of the private market (Stone 2003).  One unique aspect of 
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the British housing subsidy program was that instead of being produced by independent 

specialist organizations, most of the subsidized housing units were built by local 

authorities.  This was a trend that began in the 1920s, but continues until today (Malpass 

2005). 

 In the 1930s, social housing production continued, but its purpose shifted under 

the Housing Act of 1930, which was the first national act for slum clearance.  Following 

this act, local housing authorities were required to use their funds to build houses in 

conjunction with slum clearance.  They also reduced the quality of new subsidized 

housing units, making units smaller and decreasing amenities in order to reduce rents for 

very low-income families.  It has been suggested that another probable reason for this 

reduction in quality was a desire to make social housing (now termed “council housing”) 

less attractive to people who were able to afford to rent in the private market.  By the end 

of the 1930s, local authorities in Britain owned well over one million houses, which 

totaled about 10% of the entire housing stock in the country.   

 During this period, the garden city movement had also begun to take popularity in 

the UK, and it featured the idea of social mix as one of its prominent aspects.  Some of 

the first residents in the Bournville model village near Birmingham, UK (one of the 

garden city model neighborhoods), were chosen with the goal in mind of “gathering 

together as mixed a community as possible applied to the character and interests as well 

as to income and social class” (Cole and Goodchild 2001).  This was a small start, but it 

planted the seeds of mixed tenure housing in the UK housing scene.     
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1920s to WWII Summary: Reluctantly Nationalized Housing 

 The beginning of subsidized housing in the UK was in direct response to the 

shortage of housing produced by the private market was unable to provide.  From the 

history of the housing acts enacted during this period, it seems that the British 

government’s involvement in housing production was somewhat reluctant, and certainly 

was never intended to be a sustained production at any large scale.  This suggests that the 

housing subsidy program did not start from any ideological value of providing housing as 

a social good, but rather as a government intervention for political reasons to maintain 

societal stability and health.  Similarly, though local authorities made a special effort to 

provide high quality housing, there was no indication that the motive behind this was 

based in any ideology of a welfare system.  Instead, the motives were purely pragmatic 

attempts to prevent the private market from shifting back to tenements that posed serious 

public health and social hazards.   

Post WWII – 1960s 

 As in the U.S., World War II really brought about a dramatic change in the 

housing scene in the UK.  The first impetus for this change was the election of the Labour 

party in 1945, when effects of the war created the right circumstances for a much more 

progressive welfare state, and consequently, a much more progressive approach to 

housing.  The Labour party’s official stance on housing was, “The Government’s first 

objective is to afford a separate dwelling for every family which desires to have 

one…[and] to secure a progressive improvement in the conditions of housing in respect 
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of both standards of accommodating and of equipment” (Malpass 2005, 63).  This 

statement reflects a socialist attitude towards housing, suggesting that housing will be a 

necessity that the government will provide for every citizen who demonstrates need.  In 

addition, there was an emphasis on moving housing production solely into the public 

sector, and the Labour party’s attitude was that “only the public authorities can do the job 

in the way it must be done – comprehensively, speedily, and efficiently” (Malpass 2005, 

63).   

 However, while the British government at this time was espousing a 

nationalization approach to housing, in reality, the programs they set up fell far from this 

mark.  While the Labour party attempted to nationalize several other core industries, it 

did not end up trying to nationalize the construction industry.  Instead, it actually 

developed a more municipal development program that left actual construction of social 

housing up to private building firms.  Under Aneurin Bevan, who was the Minister of 

Health at the time, the government pushed social housing through regulation, rather than 

through direct production.  Local authorities were directed to license only one private 

house for every four council houses, and young couples especially were urged to wait for 

a council flat, rather than take on a private mortgage themselves.  Some council flats 

were available for purchase, but most were rental units.  Just from 1945 to 1951, over a 

million new units of council housing was built, with about 800,000 of them being 

publicly owned (Malpass 2005).  Until the mid 1950’s, these new houses were of high 

quality, and they were situated in outlying, greenfield areas, and were usually in the form 

of semi-detached dwellings with gardens.  They were all equipped with indoor plumbing 
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and central heating, fixed baths, hot water, and were usually more high quality than those 

on the private market.  Although the official position of the government was to supply 

housing for anyone who needed it, these cottages were often labeled housing for the 

“deserving” working class, or “homes for heroes” from WWII (Stone 2003).  The period 

after WWII through the mid 1950s constituted the most progressive years of housing 

policy in the UK.  

 During the 1945-1951 Labour government, the New Town program also took root 

in the UK.  Aneurin Bevan was a particular advocate of this program as well.  Bevan was 

especially critical of earlier urban development patterns in the UK, even labeling them as 

“castrated communities” (Cole and Goodchild 2001).  The New Town program was 

actually an extension of the Garden City movement by Ebenezer Howard, and aimed at 

improving living and working conditions both in dilapidated and new settlements around 

the UK (Homes and Communities Agency).  The New Town philosophy revolved around 

creating neighborhoods of about 5,000, which were then grouped into districts of around 

15,000-20,000 people.  New Towns were actually the first serious planning movement in 

the UK to promote social balance and implement mixed communities.  However, while 

there was an attempt to coordinate more inclusive development on a general level, 

policies to promote balance broke down at the neighborhood level.  At that level, it was 

simply hoped that the physical proximity of community facilities provided for groups of 

neighborhoods would be enough to encourage mixed social interaction (Cole and 

Goodchild 2001).  After a time, isolated social enclaves began to form on their own in 

New Town neighborhoods, mirroring the trend of development in the rest of the country.  
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While New Towns were not completely successful in creating mixed income 

communities, they are still heralded today as the first real beginning of the idea of 

creating social mixing through housing.   

 By the mid 1950s, social housing policy in the UK took a shift back toward slum 

clearance and focusing on rehousing lower-income inner city populations.  This was 

coupled with a decline in the quality of social housing, and more importantly, a decrease 

in the proportion of houses compared to flats.  There is limited evidence that tenants in 

council housing during this time were actually mostly working-class citizens, and there 

was a disproportionately small number of those who were least well off.  This skewed 

tenant population was a mixed blessing for social housing in the UK; on one hand, it 

helped to forestall the social polarization that would later become a big problem for social 

housing.  However, it also gave ammunition to right-wing critics who accused people of 

occupying subsidized housing that they did not need, and therefore depriving truly low-

income families from federal help (Malpass 2005).  Despite these drawbacks, in the two 

decades following the war, local authorities produced more than 2.9 million homes, 

which accounted for 60% of the new housing built during that period.  

Post WWII – 1960s Summary: Idealistic Attempts 

 This period could be best characterized as an era of idealistic attempts at a more 

equitable housing situation for the country that failed to fulfill their lofty ambitions.  First 

of all, the move to nationalize housing production via the construction industry failed to a 

significant extent, and the end result was that while the government encouraged social 
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housing through policies encouraging families to move into council housing, the actual 

construction was mostly left in private hands.  While this is not necessarily a failure for 

the social housing field, it nevertheless still leaves a fairly large aspect of the design and 

quality of social housing to be governed by market forces.  Additionally, the attempt to 

create more social mixing through New Towns was ultimately unsuccessful, mostly due 

to a failure to coordinate at a sufficiently small and local scale (the neighborhood level).  

However, despite these disappointments, this era set up some important precedents for 

the future of the housing field in the UK.  The introduction of housing as a right that 

should be given to every UK citizen put it in a significant place in the general welfare 

state of the country.  Although we will see a change in this perspective in the next era, I 

believe these historical precedents have contributed to the relatively progressive views 

towards social housing in the UK today (at least compared to the U.S.).  Furthermore, the 

ideas and principles behind New Towns planted the seed for the popularity of the 

nationwide mixed tenure housing program that dominates the current affordable housing 

field in the UK today.   

1960s – 1980s 

 At the start of the 1960s, inner-city social housing production continued to 

expand.  The demographic makeup of these units, however, was changing significantly.  

There was a substantial increase of low-income and non-white families in these housing 

units.  As slum clearance picked up pace into the 1960s, council housing flats in the UK 

increasingly took the form of high rise tower blocks, similar to the U.S. during this time.  
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By the mid 1960s, high-rise block towers made up a quarter of all new public sector 

building.  The first high rise council flats were of relatively high design standards and 

often set in parkland environments that provided outdoor amenities for families, 

especially those with children (Malpass 2005).  Part of this shift is likely tied to the 

election of a conservative government that was in power until 1963.  This government 

began the momentum of increasing private sector involvement in publicly assisted 

housing, which took the form of policy support for housing associations.  In effect, this 

government set up the framework for their operation and provided the basis for the 

growth of associations to the present day (Stone 2003).  As high-rise council flats became 

more popular through the 1960s, their quality and design decreased.  “Whereas 

previously most council housing had taken the form of traditionally constructed, two-

story houses on low rise, low density estates, slum clearance estates created a new set of 

images: high design high rise flats, constructed in non-traditional ways, using 

industrialized systems.  The fact that these estates were expensive to build, unattractive to 

live in, especially for families with children, and that one high rise block actually fell 

down undoubtedly helped to shift demand into the private sector, where builders were 

sticking to traditional methods and styles (Malpass 2005, 85). 

 In 1985, an urban design researcher named Alice Coleman wrote a seminal work 

relating certain design elements of these high-rise social housing developments to certain 

social problems that were on the rise in the vicinity of the developments.  The tower 

blocks in her study were mostly built in the 1960s, and had suffered serious decline by 

the time she started her work.  In her study, she looked at a number of physical 
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characteristics of the tower blocks, and through a series of interviews with former and 

current residents, identified which characteristics were most connected to evidence of 

“social malaise”, such as vandalism, littering, crime, isolation, and feelings of unsafety.  

The physical aspects she focused on were: spatial organization, number of stories in the 

block, density of units, entrances, overhead walkways, number of interconnecting exits, 

street access, number of blocks on site, corridors, and play areas for children (Coleman 

1985). 

From her interviews, she found that higher densities and generally higher traffic 

through entrance ways and corridors tended to lead to feelings of isolation and 

anonymity, which consequently led residents to feeling more unsafe.  When entrances 

served fewer families, residents actually felt that they had greater “surveillance” power, 

and could more easily identify intruders versus other residents.  She also found that 

greater number of stories in a block also led to anonymity, as well as other concerns 

especially for families with children, who found the height made it difficult to supervise 

their children at play.  Surprisingly, she also found that physical amenities like overhead 

walkways and interconnecting exits made residents feel more unsafe, as these provided 

alternative escape routes for burglars and other criminals.  Finally, not surprisingly, she 

found that though there was often ample amount of green space around tower blocks, 

residents still perceived a shortage of play areas for their children, as those green spaces 

were awkwardly laid out and provided no comfortable space for children to play 

(Coleman 1985).  Though the premise that physical design can lead to social or 

behavioral consequences has been greatly disputed, Coleman’s work on the 1960 tower 
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blocks proved to be quite influential in the UK housing field, and it served as one of the 

main catalysts for housing reformers of the time to rethink that design of affordable 

housing development.  Today, housing associations in the UK still use Coleman’s work 

as good examples of what to avoid in current affordable housing developments.            

 After 1963, the Labour party took power again, though in many ways, it 

continued many of the housing policies of the conservative party.  The biggest shift in 

attitude for the Labour party towards housing was that they now accepted an inevitable 

shift toward owner-occupied housing.  In response to this, the government now focused 

on subsidized rent and co-ownership as primary forms of housing subsidy.  In 1968, the 

Labour government began to implement subsidy programs for home ownership, like the 

option mortgage, which was a subsidy paid to mortgage lenders in respect of borrowers 

whose incomes were too low for them to benefit from mortgage interest relief.  This 

allowed lenders to charge such borrowers a lower interest rate, which gave them the 

equivalent of the tax relief other owners received (Malpass 2005).   

 1970 was an important year in housing history for the UK, because this was the 

point when owner-occupation became the majority tenure.  Between 1970-1974, power 

shifted back to the conservative government, which shifted attention from housing supply 

to housing finance.  Now, the debate was that people living in council flats were not 

paying enough for their housing units.  In general, housing prices were rising rapidly, 

which contributed to the issue of council flat rents, as well as questions as to the role of 

mortgage lenders in fuelling the rise.  The Housing Finance Act of 1972 allowed rents in 

subsidized units to increase even above the costs of production and service, and surpluses 
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were allowed to benefit both tax payers at large but also the costs of rebates to the least 

well-off.  This act, unsurprisingly, was bitterly contested and did not last long (Malpass 

2005).  The Housing Act of 1974, which was pushed through by a Labour government, 

reconstituted the Housing Corporation and introduced a new subsidy system for housing 

associations, which gave them a boost that sustained them until the beginning of the 80s.  

However, by the beginning of 1980, the Labour government had adopted the over-riding 

policy objective of expanding owner occupation.  The Housing Act of 1980 introduced 

the “right to buy” scheme, which allowed tenants to buy their houses at deeply 

discounted prices.  This scheme allowed many social housing units to eventually transfer 

into the private market.   

1960s – 1980s Summary: Convergence with the U.S. 

 Between the 1960s to 1980s, UK housing policy begins to converge with U.S. 

housing policy.  Although it happens a little later, there is increasingly a separation 

between subsidized housing and private market housing.  UK subsidized housing in the 

60s took on the same high rise block tower look as in the U.S., and with similar negative 

results.  As in the U.S., these large social housing estates were mostly low quality and did 

not provide attractive living spaces for low income families.  Similarly, they often 

became pockets of poverty, vandalism, and crime that ultimately negatively impacted 

society as a whole.  Also, during this period, the UK adopted the owner occupation 

approach to housing policy that has been dominant in the U.S. since the post-war period.  

Gradually, the British government shifted more and more from directly producing 
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subsidized housing to simply offering financial subsidies to units developed in the private 

market.  One trend that was especially clear during this period was that housing policy 

shifted between a more or less progressive policy depending on whether the Conservative 

or Labour party was in power.  However, it is also clear that over the years, the Labour 

party’s agenda for housing was moving closer and closer to the conservative party’s 

agenda.  This trend mirrors the same trend that was occurring in the U.S. at the time.   

Mixed Income Housing in the U.S.: 1980s to Present 

  The early 1980s saw the continuation of rental voucher programs for low-income 

households to live in market-rate units in the U.S.  In 1986, the U.S. government 

intensified this mixed-income approach to affordable housing by introducing the low-

income housing tax credit (LIHTC).  A certain amount of tax credits were allotted to each 

state and these states were then able to award the credits to non-profit or private 

developers who agreed to set aside a certain amount of their housing units as “affordable” 

(Kochera 2001).  This government program significantly established the mixed-income 

design idea to affordable housing.  However, due to the difficulty in financing any of the 

affordable units, projects financed with LIHTC’s were predominantly entirely affordable 

units, and most were only truly affordable for those making 50%-60% median family 

income.  Very few were able to assist the extremely low-income population.   

 Although affordable housing developments from the LIHTC program failed to 

result in a significant change to mixed-income complexes, this idea was starting to 

become very prevalent in the overall field.  In 1992, the U.S. federal government 
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launched the HOPE VI program, which stood for Housing Opportunities for People 

Everywhere.  This program replaced severely distressed social housing projects that were 

previously occupied solely by low-income families with redesigned mixed-income 

housing.  In some cases, vouchers were then provided for the low-income occupants to be 

able to afford the market-rate units (Popkin et al. 2004).  This program stressed higher 

quality housing units that were still located in central city areas.  Program supporters also 

hypothesized that bringing fair-market residents to the areas would reduce neighborhood 

crime rates, and would allow low-income renters to interact with a more socio-

economically diverse sector of the population.  Although the HOPE VI program brought 

about many controversial consequences that will not be discussed here, it is relevant to 

say that the program was indicative of an emerging theory in the affordable housing field 

that has taken firm root in the current discourse.  This is the practice of integrating social 

housing into the overall urban fabric, and creating mixed-income developments that 

strive to bridge the social and physical gap between low-income and other residents.  In 

general, subsidized housing production has recently been on a sharp decline.  From the 

late 1960s until the 1980s, subsidized housing production in the U.S. averaged over 

200,000 units a year.  However, this amount declined to less than 50,000 units a year by 

the late 1980s and into the 1990s.  Furthermore, only about ten percent of these units 

were actually public housing, the rest being units developed by private developers or 

other housing entities (Stone 2003).  Federal funding patterns mirror these trends; in 

1980, $26.6 billion of the federal budget went to housing, but by 1989, that figure was 

only $7.4 billion (Davis 1995). 
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 Currently, mixed-income housing is perhaps the most widely discussed model of 

affordable housing development, and there is a fair amount of debate as to how to 

implement this development method successfully.  Within this discussion, one of the 

most heavily debated issues was how to harmoniously incorporate the two income levels 

of housing in a way that would prevent opposition from neighboring residents and 

mitigate negative affects to their property values.  As a result, issues of design and siting 

tactics moved to the forefront of the affordable housing field.  As early as 1985, housing 

researchers were investigating the effects of subsidized housing on neighboring property 

values.  In one study, researchers found that subsidized housing can have a negative 

impact on adjacent property values, but it depends heavily on the original values of the 

neighboring areas (Guy, Hysom, and Ruth 1985).  In general, subsidized housing had 

little impacts on neighboring units, and they were found to even increase property values 

at times on adjacent deteriorated neighborhoods.  However, if the adjacent fair-market 

property values were much higher than the subsidized housing values, then there was 

more likely to be an actual negative effect that resulted (Guy, Hysom, and Ruth 1985).   

 In more current research, more focus is paid to the actual architectural design of 

the subsidized units.  In another literature review, the author also found that subsidized 

housing can lower surrounding property values, but these negative effects could be 

mitigated by certain design factors (Nguyen 2005).  These factors are the ability of the 

affordable units to blend in aesthetically with the fair-market neighborhood, how well 

maintained and managed the affordable housing is, and the density of the units in relation 

to the other housing in the vicinity.  When the affordable housing “matched their 
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neighborhoods in terms of size, scale, design, and amenities”, they were able to blend in 

and be inconspicuous in terms of their visual and symbolical presence (Cummings 1993).  

Evidence has also been found that well-maintained affordable housing can actually raise 

neighboring property values, especially those that contained abandoned homes or 

deteriorating properties, though consistent positive effects were only seen in 

predominantly white and relatively affluent neighborhoods (Santiago, Galster, and Tatian 

2001).  On the other hand, in addition to mentioning the previous study, Nguyen also 

found literature that suggested that the location of affordable units was important in 

determining neighboring values.  This literature found that when mixed-income 

developments were located in wealthier neighborhoods, then surrounding property values 

were often more positively affected than when they were located in neighborhoods that 

were depreciating in value.  Affordable units that were more sparsely clustered together 

were also found to have an overall more positive effect on adjacent property values than 

those more densely concentrated (Nguyen 2005).  The evidence presented here is 

somewhat contradictory, and indicates a need for future research.  For instance, at what 

point does well-maintained and well-designed affordable housing actually improve 

property values of declining neighborhoods, and what exactly does well-maintained and 

well-designed mean?  Does it depend on the extent to which the host neighborhood has 

declined?  Despite these questions, one fact is agreed upon in Nguyen’s literature review.  

When planning for a mixed-income housing development, it is important to consider the 

demographics, architectural elements, and general character of both the affordable units 

and the fair-market units when making design decisions.   
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 Another study by Emily Talen specifically looks at promoting social and 

economic mix in human settlements through the use of design elements (Talen 2006).  In 

contrast to the previous studies on this topic, Talen looks at place diversity on a larger 

citywide level.  She argues that promoting more mix in urban settings should start at the 

city planning level.  She argues that diversity can help bring about four main theoretical 

benefits: place vitality, economic health, social equity, and sustainability.  These bring 

about a few specific design implications.  First, she argues that there has been a general 

lack of research in forming a link between the theory of place diversity and a physical 

built form.  From what literature there is, Talen also found that deconcentrated siting, 

quality design, and good maintenance are the most important elements in mixed-income 

housing.  As for future design strategies, Talen suggests that planners must first 

acknowledge the fact that physical design, which includes the three major elements 

above, can bring about place diversity, and, following this, they must look for holistic 

qualities that can successfully integrate housing types, simultaneously support 

homeownership and rental housing, accommodate levels of affordability, a mix of uses, 

and neighborhood and social services (Talen 2006).  This approach breaks down design 

elements to mixed-income housing into many varying levels, from the larger perspective 

of mixed uses and adequate services to different affordability levels to the more detailed 

level of differences in actual architectural elements of housing structures.  Talen posits 

that all these elements and levels need to be accounted for and integrated together for 

diversity in human settlements to truly be possible, though they are only a piece of a 

longer set of factors that promote social diversity.  
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Mixed Tenure Estates in the UK: 1980s to Present 

The issue of mixed-income housing has also been an increasingly important issue 

in the UK as housing affordability has become a bigger challenge and recent legislation 

has led to local authorities requiring that developers dedicate a certain percentage of any 

developments above a certain size as “affordable units”.  One study focused primarily on 

siting of housing types within a mixed-income development and documents the effects 

that external site features have on design choices for siting (Tiesdell 2004).  Because 

mixed-income developments in the UK are generally administered by a Registered Social 

Landlord (RSL) who mandates the affordable units for a private developer who owns the 

entirety of the land, siting is a much more contested issue that needs to be worked out 

between the RSL and the private developer.  Tiesdell writes that in making siting design 

decisions, there are two levels of influences, those on a macro scale, and those on a micro 

scale.  The macro location factors involve first deciding if the affordable units in a 

development are integrated into the other units and there is no outward difference 

between the social and the market-rate housing.  Or, the developer/RSL partnership can 

decide to use the segregated layout, where the affordable units in a development are 

clearly different from the market-rate housing, and perhaps even separated by a degree of 

spatial zoning.  On this macro level, most RSL’s and private developers agreed that the 

integrative approach was more preferable for social and economic reasons.  Having 

decided on integration, Tiesdell then explains that the RSL/private developer needs to 

decide on the integrative style they want to use.  That is, they can choose to cluster the 

affordable units in small groups (4-5) spread throughout the development.  Or, they can 
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decide to pepper-pot the affordable units, which means a single unit or pair of units at 

maximum are spread evenly throughout the development.  In this case, the preference of 

all parties seemed to be for clustered approaches, as this allowed for some economy of 

scale in funding affordable units while at the same time minimized the number of market-

rate housing units that bordered social units (Tiesdell 2004).  These two factors were 

especially important since they were shared concerns with both the RSL and the private 

developer.  Developers disliked the idea of too many market-rate residents who would be 

neighbors with low-income residents, while RSLs disliked the idea of increased dispersal 

due to management costs.    

 Microlocation factors, on the other hand, were the external issues that have an 

impact on design of the overall development.  These factors modify, and at times, can 

subvert the decisions made on the “macro” scale.  These external factors include elements 

such as noisy fronts of the property, waterfront views on the property, the curb appeal 

factor of units facing the street, parking spaces available and garden space available on 

certain parts of the lot.  These factors are all more likely to dramatically affect the 

property values of market-rate housing more than social housing units, and so can change 

how a private developer wants to site the property (Tiesdell 2004).  For instance, because 

waterfront views can significantly increase the price of market-rate housing while it can 

have little impact on affordable units, the private developer will choose to site market-

rate housing facing the water.  Or, because social housing is more likely to be more 

densely built to maximize the number of possible affordable units, they are likely to 

require smaller gardens and thus be sited away from the areas of the lot with ample 
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garden space.  While some of these external factors are either innocuous or can actually 

help the mixed-income tenure be more economically feasible for the private developer, 

they can also be factors that result in the affordable units to be of significantly lower 

quality than the adjacent market-rate ones.  This may lead to problems with the 

integrative approach, or larger social equity issues in general in the UK housing market 

and is an important and widely relevant issue to consider for any mixed-income 

developer. 

 Another detailed study done in the UK looks specifically at mixed tenure estates 

in the Republic of Ireland (Norris 2006).  Similar to the rest of the UK, Ireland also has 

legislation which enables Irish local authorities to require that up to 20% of new 

residential developments be used for social housing and must be rented out at affordable 

rates.  Again, this study also undertook an interview process with residents, developers, 

architects, and social housing managers of case study estates to find important factors in 

development and design standards.  Perhaps not surprisingly, all the residents of the 

mixed tenure estates (who were all renters) making up the case studies revealed almost 

universal support for mixed tenure estates.  The overarching trend for residents was that 

they were happier with their neighbors, felt the area was safer, and felt that “people 

would maintain their property to the standard around them” (Norris 2006).  More 

unexpectedly, most of the owner-occupiers of market-rate housing in the case studies also 

stated that they were not bothered by the mixed-income character of their neighborhood, 

and feelings ranged from indifference to strong support of mixed-tenure estates.  On the 

other hand, social landlords and developer professionals indicated that they felt in the 
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larger population, many people would be opposed to living in mixed-tenure estates, and 

suggested that the support of the owner-occupiers from the interviews was due to the fact 

that none of the case studies were at the top end of the housing market.  The architects 

interviewed agreed with this viewpoint, and many believed that the location of social 

housing does impact the sale value of adjacent private dwellings.   

 In terms of the design, Norris writes that certain guidelines for the developments 

were actually written into the legislation: 

“Provision of houses with the agreement of the developer…is the preferred route 

from the point of view of achieving social integration and protecting the integrity 

of the development.  The number and location of these houses should be as such 

to avoid undue social segregation and foster the development of integrated 

communities” (Norris 2006).  

However, despite this design standard suggested by the legislative body, Norris notes that 

location of social housing is still a contentious issue.  This is also true for design of some 

of the case study estates. 

 The social landlords and developers in Norris’ study also agreed that clustering of 

social housing is the most appropriate layout for mixed tenure estates.  In terms of design 

of the actual dwellings, in four of the five case study estates, the external design of the 

social housing and owner-occupied housing is identical.  However, the internal design of 

the dwellings varied, as the private units often included more amenities and luxuries to 

increase their sale value.  To reduce the cost of the social housing, they had fewer 

amenities internally.  The consistency of the external appearance of all the housing in 
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mixed tenure estates is thought to promote social integration, but, according to the 

architect of one of the estates, this created some potential design issues.  For instance, this 

meant that each unit had to have its own external door entrance, and there would be no 

shared spaces, and subsequently, little interaction possible between residents.  While this 

was fine in suburban areas with more land availability, this may pose a problem in more 

dense areas where land is a scarce commodity (Norris 2006).  Again, we see the same 

design components of mixed-income housing developments in this article.  However, this 

study provides a more nuanced view of the perspectives of the key players in the issue, 

and suggests some design complexities that still need to be addressed in the future.                

1980s – Present Summary: Mixed Income Housing as a Panacea for Social Problems?  

 From the 1980s to the present, the UK and the U.S. have converged significantly 

on their overall approach to housing.  At this point, homeownership is the predominant 

form of tenure in both countries, and the housing policies in each country firmly support 

owner occupation more than rental occupation.  In terms of affordable housing, both 

countries have fully embraced the use of public-private partnerships, putting affordable 

housing development mostly into the hands of non-profit and for-profit private 

developers.  Due to this trend, as well as an agreement on the importance of 

deconcentrating low-income families, mixed income housing has come to the forefront of 

the housing discussion in both countries as well.  The similarities and differences in their 

approaches will be discussed in much greater detail later in this study, but at this point, it 

is helpful to compare the way mixed income housing has been presented in the academic 
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literature of each country.  In general, the main difference is that U.S. theories on mixed 

income housing design tend to focus on a larger scale, taking the discussion more to 

issues of social impacts, rather than the details of the design itself.  If studies do relate to 

architectural or design features of the housing, they are always related back to social 

aspects such as promoting more mixed social interaction, or concerns on surrounding 

property values and public support of affordable housing.  However, in the UK, I have 

found that the literature is more likely to focus on details like siting patterns and the 

exterior of units.  This trend will be evident again in the case studies of mixed income 

housing developments presented below.  In both countries, the literature touches on 

maintenance and management issues, but mostly in vague terms, such as that 

maintenance must be “carefully thought out”, or “good”, in order to have a sustainable 

and successful housing development.  However, there is very little research on exactly 

what “good” maintenance entails, how it will be funded in a mixed income development, 

and how exactly it can lead to greater sustainability for the development overall. 



 47 

 

Figure 1.1 Housing Policy History Timeline 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

Research Method 

 As I mentioned in the introduction, the literature that exists on mixed income 

housing, and affordable housing in general, is significantly lacking in its discussion of the 

role of housing design.  Although there has been a relatively significant amount of 

literature supporting and encouraging mixed income housing and its purported goals, 

there has been very little evidence to support the links between the features of mixed 

income housing and the positive social effects that it is claimed to have.  Similarly, there 

has been a gap in the literature focusing on how physical design features of mixed 

income housing can or do lead to the goals of the development.  In light of this gap in the 

literature on mixed income housing, I address the following research questions in this 

study.  

1. What were the primary reasons for the adoption of the legislation requiring mixed 

income housing and what was the evidence supporting this reasoning?   

2. What are the main goals of the mixed income housing program and how are they 

carried out?   

3. How do the associations or organizations featured in this study address the design 

issues identified in this study?  In particular, how do they decide to site their units, and 

how do they treat the exterior of their units? 

4. What are some criticisms and strengths of the UK and U.S. systems?   
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In order to answer these research questions, I decided to use a case study 

approach.  Understanding that mixed income housing programs are diverse and span a 

broad range, I decided to investigate particular examples of mixed income housing 

programs using a variety of information sources, ranging from in-person interviews, to 

key policy documents, to personal on-site observations.  The in-person interviews were 

especially useful for answering my design-related research questions, especially in terms 

of how and what design decisions are actually carried out on the ground level of 

developments.  The policy and program documents were primarily useful in addressing 

the rationale and goals behind mixed income housing, especially regarding overarching 

theories and principles behind mixed income housing, and what issues they were 

theoretically supposed to address at the start of the program.  Finally, the on-site 

observations and walk-throughs were useful for me to gauge my personal observations of 

most of the developments in this report, and provided me with a context to better 

understand my findings from the interviews and literature.  Furthermore, I was able to 

take photographs that I have been able to include in this report.  

In the UK, I decided to focus my two case studies on Housing Associations in the 

London area.  The reasoning and further explanation of this will be provided below.  In 

the U.S., I decided to take a somewhat different approach, partly due to time and money 

constraints, and partly due to differences in the way that mixed income housing is carried 

out in the U.S.  As mentioned above, one of the predominant ways that mixed income 

housing is carried out is through the HOPE VI federal program.  So, I decided to use the 

Cabrini-Green HOPE VI program in Chicago, Illinois as one my U.S. case studies.  I 
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chose Cabrini-Green because it is one of the biggest and most well-known HOPE VI 

programs in the U.S., and has been the source of much controversy and discussion for the 

program overall.  The other U.S. case study I decided to research was the Mueller 

Development in Austin, Texas, which is a redevelopment project on the site of the former 

Austin municipal airport.  The rationale and further explanation for this choice will be 

discussed below as well.  

In this chapter, I will outline each step of my research, addressing how each step 

contributes to answering my research questions.  I will also describe how I located and 

chose the information sources I used, and the ways that each of the sources contributed to 

the findings of this report. 

Step One: Literature Review 

The first step of my research was to do a literature review of mixed income 

housing developments in the U.S. and the UK, primarily focusing on HOPE VI, 

inclusionary zoning laws, and the emergence of mixed tenure estates in the UK.  I looked 

for the historical basis for how these programs were initiated, the rationale for their 

existence, and their main goals and features.  For developments that have arisen out of 

HOPE VI and inclusionary zoning regulations, I also included the discussion of the 

results of these programs, focusing on their controversies and successes.  Since the mixed 

tenure estate program is a relatively recent concept in the UK2, I expected that any 

                                                
2 Though the idea of socially balanced and mixed income housing has been discussed since the mid 
twentieth century in the UK, the official beginning to the mixed tenure estate program has been relatively 
recent and has not yet been prevalent in academic literature. 
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findings as to their results would need to be through personal interviews and on-site 

research. 

 

Step Two: Key Informant Interviews 

The second step of my research was to interview key informants from mixed 

tenure estates in the Southeast region of the UK and key informants involved with mixed 

income developments in the U.S.  All UK key informants were directly involved with the 

development and management of mixed tenure developments.  The U.S. key informants 

were from a non-profit organization in Austin, Texas that administers a shared-equity 

housing program for a new mixed income development in the Central Austin area.  

Although they focused on the financial model of this program, they were also able to 

provide some information regarding the design of the development. 

The UK mixed tenure developments are mostly in the London area.  As 

previously mentioned, I had decided to focus on this region of the UK because this region 

has been experiencing the most rapid period of population growth and therefore is most 

affected by the affordable housing deficit.  In London overall, the rise in house prices has 

significantly exceeded the rise in incomes, and it has meant that even historically cheap 

areas of the city have become unaffordable to middle income home buyers.  The private 

rented sector has been declining in supply and this has consequently resulted in a rise in 

rents for those rental units that are available, especially in the more accessible parts of the 

city.  Finally, funding cutbacks in local authority housing programs, in conjunction with 
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the sale of social housing under the Right to Buy program has resulted in a decline in 

social housing for low income families.  All these factors have resulted in the fact that as 

of the mid 1990s, 380,000 potential households were in need of affordable housing.  By 

2000, another 265,000 households in need of social housing would emerge.  However, 

during this same period, only affordable 225,000 units were actually expected to be 

available for renting (Whitehead and Cross 1991).   

In the U.S., I focused on mixed income housing developments in Austin, Texas.  

This is a city that has been experiencing a high growth rate in the past few years, and has 

been increasingly facing affordable housing issues as the cost of living gets higher and 

higher.  Furthermore, many of the currently subsidized units in the city are at risk of 

decline; almost 1,350 units of the current Section 8 housing will expire in the year 2011 

and 779 of those will expire by 2010.  Only about 8000 of the total 156,000 multifamily 

housing units are actually publicly subsidized, and the multifamily units in the city in 

general are both old and occupied.  Although some new development is underway (30% 

increase in units between 1995-2007), over 2000 of those units were eventually converted 

to condominiums (which are typically owner occupied) in 2007 and 2008.  Finally, in 

general, the information regarding specifics as to the location and quality of the 

affordable housing stock in Austin is largely unavailable and difficult to obtain.  This 

poses a significant problem for the City of Austin’s Housing Department, as the city 

cannot provide concrete examples of their affordable housing need to lobby for increased 

funding (City of Austin 2008).       
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Overview of UK Key Informants and Organizations 

Upon an investigation of major mixed tenure estates around London, it has 

become clear that three major housing associations or registered social landlords (RSLs) 

are involved with constructing the majority of these developments.  These are the Hyde 

Housing Association, Presentation Housing Association, and Metropolitan Housing 

Partnership.  The major private developer that has been involved in the mixed tenure 

estate projects around the London area is Countryside Properties.  At the start of my 

research, I aimed to interview key professionals from each of these organizations who are 

knowledgeable about the rationale for the general emergence of mixed tenure estates as 

well as the rationale for making certain design decisions in their own developments.  

However, due to certain time constraints and other difficulties, I was only able to 

interview one professional from the Hyde Housing Association, and one professional 

from the Metropolitan Housing Trust.   

The Hyde Housing Association (HHA) was founded in 1967, when major cities in 

the UK were still dealing with the impact of WWII and housing supply in Britain was in 

decline.  Its founding members, Michael Hollingsworth, Ted Watts, and John Childs, first 

set up Hyde Housing Association as a way to intervene in the private housing market.  Its 

first mission was to alleviate the circumstances of those greatest in need, and secondly, to 

provide services that would help people achieve the dream of their own home.  Today, 

Hyde has expanded their services to developing housing, managing housing, and other 

supportive services for their residents (Hyde Housing Association 2009).  For this study, 

I will be focusing mostly on Hyde’s role in developing and managing houses in the 
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London and Southeast England area.  The key informant I spoke with to investigate my 

research questions works in the financing, development, and design aspects of Hyde’s 

building process, and has been with the association for eight years.   

The Metropolitan Housing Trust (MHT) is a branch of the Metropolitan Housing  

Partnership, which is a housing association that was formally established in 1963.  

Today, MHT manages over 17,000 homes across north and south London, and provides  

services to over 40,000 customers in 40 London Boroughs and a range of other municipal 

districts outside of London (Metropolitan Housing Trust 2009).  For this project, I will 

focus mostly on the work that MHT does in the London area.  The key informant I spoke 

with from MHT has been working at the association for 21 years, and works mostly with 

the financing and planning aspects of the development.  However, he also works with 

preliminary design plans, working with the general design ideas before sending plans on 

to other architectural firms for more detailed work. 

Overview of U.S. Key Informants and Organization 

In Austin, there was one specific mixed income housing development that I 

investigated, which is called the Mueller Development.  Situated on the site of the former 

Austin airport, it has recently been developed by the Catellus Development Corporation 

in partnership with the Mueller neighborhood association, a nonprofit housing 

organization called PeopleTrust, and the City of Austin.  PeopleTrust is a nonprofit 

organization that partners with other housing developers (both non-profit and private) to 

provide sustainable affordable housing for low to moderate income homeowners.  
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Specifically, they provide affordable homes for families who make between 50% - 80% 

of the median family income for the Austin MSA (PeopleTrust 2009).  The primary way 

that they have gone about this for the Mueller Development has been through their shared 

equity program, which allows the low income household to own a portion of the property 

and a Foundation to own the other portion.  When the family decides to move, they can 

sell the house and take away a shared percentage of the appreciation, and the Foundation 

has the option to buy back the property and sell it to another low-income homeowner.  

PeopleTrust has been in existence since 2005, and as of the end of 2009, will close an 

estimated 185 affordable homes in the Mueller Development.  They expect to close an 

estimated 600 more affordable homes in the next five years.     

To find out design factors and influences in this mixed income development, I 

spoke with two professionals from PeopleTrust, and combined the information I obtained 

from these conversations with on-site observations as well as documents from the 

Mueller Masterplan for the site.  One professional was the Director of Homeownership, 

who is responsible for administering and managing the homeownership program.  He had 

been with PeopleTrust for 8 months at the point of the interview.  The other key 

informant for PeopleTrust was the Executive Director, and the information obtained from 

her was from a Question/Answer session during a talk she gave at the University of 

Texas at Austin.  She is the primary leader of the shared-equity housing and community 

land trusts program at PeopleTrust.                
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Interview Recruitment Process 

All the key informants of this study were asked to respond in their professional 

capacity, and were encouraged to speak as representatives of the organizations they work 

for, unless they indicated a desire to express any personal opinions that differ from those 

of their organization.  All questions were left fairly open-ended so as to give interviewees 

maximum opportunity to focus the interview on issues they feel are particularly important 

to mixed tenure estate development.   

All collected data was qualitative in nature.  The analysis of the data primarily 

involved an assessment and synthesis of responses from the interview process.  All 

responses were linked to the organization that the respondent is employed with, and the 

history (past projects, period of existence) of the organization was taken into account in 

the analysis portion of the study.  

Key informants were recruited by a strategic sampling method based in large part 

by the knowledge, availability, and interest of my potential participant group.  More 

specifically, I chose Hyde Housing Association and Metropolitan Housing Trust in the 

UK because those were two of the biggest and most active housing associations in the 

UK, and both were especially targeting mixed tenure development for their current 

projects.  They were also both organizations that had been established for a significant 

amount of time, so I expected to gain more information due to their increased experience 

in the mixed tenure housing field.  I chose to study PeopleTrust in Austin because it is 

involved with the biggest and more extensive mixed income housing development in 

Austin, Texas to date.  It was important to me to relate my studies back to Austin, where I 
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personally have the most extensive background knowledge and investment, and include a 

local mixed income housing development in my comparisons.   

I contacted each Housing Association or nonprofit housing organization in my 

study and based on the response from each of the organizations, selected the most 

appropriate interviewee who was willing to participate in my research.  In each group, I 

looked for interviewees who would be most knowledgeable in the rationale behind mixed 

tenure estates as well as the overall large-scale design of the development.  Furthermore, 

because I was looking for interviewees who are most knowledgeable about the 

development of mixed tenure estates, I was looking for participants who had been 

employed with each of the organizations in my study for a substantial amount of time. 

This was difficult to do for PeopleTrust, since the organization in itself has only been in 

existence for less than four years.  However, I was able to meet my goals for the key 

informants from Hyde Housing Association and Metropolitan Housing Trust. 

In order to recruit participants, I sent emails to each of the Housing Associations 

or nonprofit housing organization in my study.  These emails introduced who I am, the 

nature of my project, and my request for their participation in my study.  

Procedure for Obtaining Informed Consent 

All interviewees were presented with two copies of the informed consent form.  

One copy was signed and returned to the primary investigator, while the other was signed 

and left with the interviewee for his/her records.  See Appendix A and B for Informed 

Consent Forms. 
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Interview Process 

There were two parts to the interview questions given to all participants.  The first 

portion of the questions addressed the rationale behind the use of mixed tenure estates as 

a primary technique to address affordable housing needs.  The second portion addressed 

the particular design decisions that were made in terms of the overall layout and 

integration techniques of mixed tenure estates.  Depending on the particular expertise of 

the interviewee, one portion of the interview questions may have been particularly more 

emphasized over the other, but all participants in the study were given the chance to 

address all questions in the study.   

Interviews were, to a certain extent, unstructured.  There was a preliminary set of 

interview questions to provide a basic structure for the interview process.  However, the 

questions were kept fairly open-ended, as I wanted to give my interviewees the 

opportunity to expand maximally on what they themselves see as the most important and 

relevant issues for mixed tenure estate development.  As the interview progressed, 

clarifying questions were asked in order to ask the interviewee to expand upon a specific 

answer that was especially relevant or interesting for the study.  Clarifying questions 

were dependent on the interviewee’s responses, but were always directly in line with the 

principle questions detailed in my study.  Due to slight differences in the mixed income 

housing programs/systems in the UK and the U.S., the interview questions for 

interviewees from each country differed slightly.  See Appendix C for UK interview 

questions.  See Appendix D for U.S. interview questions.   
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Step Three: Key Policy and Program Documents 

 While the key informant interviews provided some invaluable pieces of 

information for this report, there were some gaps that the interviews were not able to fill.  

In these cases, I looked for key policy documents and brochures or pamphlets on mixed 

tenure/income housing programs to provide other necessary information to answer my 

research questions.  The key policy documents for the UK mixed tenure housing 

programs filled in the specifics for the legislation that led to mixed tenure housing 

programs and affordable housing requirements.  They provided design guidelines and 

standards for how the mixed tenure housing was to be built.  While the interviewees were 

able to give general information on the legislation that informed mixed tenure housing, 

the policy documents provided the formal and specific written political background for 

the housing programs that resulted. 

 In addition to the policy documents, I also used documents written and produced 

by the Hyde Housing Association to supplement the information from interviews.  

Specifically, there were two major documents that I used, and both were produced by the 

Hyde Commission.  The Hyde Commission was set up in December 2002 to research and 

establish Hyde’s approach to the planning, development and management of their 

housing developments.  The Commission focused on the sustainability of their housing, 

with special emphasis on design guidelines, mixed tenure building, and green 

environmentally friendly building techniques.  The Commission published In Principle in 

2003, which outlines a set of factors that Hyde believes especially contribute to 

sustainable communities.  These factors include management, urban design, tenure 
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flexibility, housing density, environmental sustainability, and the construction process.  

In 2004, the Commission published In Practice, which focuses on the implementation 

and ongoing development of the five of the Hyde principles.  It highlights several Hyde 

projects where the principles have been applied, tested, and revised.  Both these 

documents were used as key sources of information for this report.   

 Written documents played an even larger role in my research for U.S. mixed 

income developments.  For my discussion of the mixed income housing under the HOPE 

VI program, I drew solely from the academic literature and some newspaper articles on 

the Cabrini-Green redevelopment in Chicago.  This was due to the fact that there is no 

HOPE VI program in Austin as of yet, and I was not able to travel to other U.S. locations 

to conduct interviews in person.  For my research on the Mueller Development, I also 

used some key documents to supplement the information I gained from my interviews.  

As I mentioned above, the key informants for the Mueller Development were more 

involved with the financial aspect of the shared-equity model for the affordable units, and 

I needed to research outside sources for information on the history of the development 

and the design principles that were applied in it.         

Step Four: On-Site Observations 

 The last component of my research was personal on-site observations of 

developments in my study.  I was able to personally visit developments built by both 

Hyde Housing Association and Metropolitan Housing Trust, and of course, the Mueller 

Development in Austin, Texas.  Due to time and money considerations, I was not able to 
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personally visit the Cabrini-Green redevelopment in Chicago.  While conducting my 

observations, I walked through and around the developments, especially noting the 

exterior qualities of the units and the siting of affordable units (when I could tell which 

were affordable and which were not).  I also noted the qualities of the area around the 

developments.  I took photographs of the developments, and, when possible, used 

information from any brochures or pamphlets available at the development office.     

Limitations of the Study 

  There are some limitations to my study and my methodology that are important to 

note.  First of all, it is important to state that in choosing the developments or locations 

for my case studies, I fully acknowledge that they were not representative or typical of all 

mixed income housing developments in any way.  In addition, the mixed tenure programs 

from the UK and the mixed income housing programs in the U.S. are not generalizable 

for the overall approaches that these two countries take.  The case studies in this study are 

only examples of some ways that mixed income housing has been carried out. 

 The sample size of my interviewees for each case study was also extremely small, 

and this undoubtedly limited me from getting a comprehensive and complete view of 

certain aspects of my case studies.  The small sample size for the UK case studies was 

mostly due to time constraints and difficulty in participant recruitment.  The small sample 

size for the U.S. was partly due to the fact that PeopleTrust has a very small staff and 

difficulties on my part in recruiting interviewees from the private developer company or 
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the head of the Mueller Neighborhood Coalition who was primarily involved with the 

masterplan in the past.   

 Furthermore, it is important to note that my research methodology was slightly 

different between the UK and U.S. case studies.  While for the UK, I focused on how two 

housing associations went about mixed tenure development under the same overarching 

federal housing program, my research in the U.S. focused on mixed income housing 

development under two different programs.  The reason for this difference was mostly 

due to the availability of information, and the fact that housing programs in the U.S. vary 

so much on a state-to-state basis.  Austin, Texas does not implement HOPE VI or city-

wide Inclusionary Zoning, which are the two general mixed income housing programs in 

the U.S.  However, because it was important for me to relate my research back to a local 

level, I decided to include the Mueller Development (the only large-scale mixed income 

housing development in Austin) as one of my case studies.  Because the Mueller 

Development was not created under any federal program, it was difficult to find a parallel 

to it in another U.S. state.  So, I decided to include a case study under HOPE VI, and the 

Cabrini-Green case was one of the most widely-studied and interesting examples in the 

U.S. to date. 
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Chapter 4. Findings and Analyses 

This chapter will present my findings from my case studies.  I will begin by 

addressing the design decisions, rationale, and goals behind the mixed income or mixed 

tenure housing programs for each of my case studies.  This section will address the first 

three research questions I outlined in the last chapter.  For background information on 

each of the case studies below, also please refer back to the last chapter.  The information 

for the findings below is a compilation of what I gathered from key informant interviews, 

key policy and program documents, and on-site observations.  Finally, I will end this 

chapter by addressing my fourth research question, which will evaluate the strengths and 

criticisms of the mixed income housing programs I researched.  

UK: Mixed Tenure Estates 

  The mixed tenure estate program in the UK had many roots.  First, UK Housing 

Associations, in the last decade or so, have viewed mixed tenure estates as an optimal 

way to deliver affordable housing in a balanced and sustainable environment.  As non-

profit housing developers, UK Housing Associations have partnered with governmental 

entities and for-profit developers to build mixed tenure schemes, which are typically 

located in some of the most degenerated and low-income areas of a city.   

Second, recent legislation in the UK allows local authorities to require developers 

to provide a certain percentage of affordable housing in order to obtain planning 

permission.  Section 106 legislation was passed in 1990 as part of the Town and Country 
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Planning Act passed in the same year.  The agreements can be used in the context of 

planning permission to provide mitigation against the impact of development, such as 

additional infrastructure, or – increasingly – to require the inclusion of affordable housing 

requirements.  They allow local authorities to seek cash or contributions in kind from 

developers to mitigate the impact of development.  Section 106 has three distinct 

objectives: that of providing the land for affordable housing; providing mixed 

communities and a mix of affordable housing appropriate to the area; and increasing 

financial contributions; implicit and explicit, from developers and other stakeholders 

(Department for Communities and Local Government 2006).  The fact that there is an 

option for a cash buy-out from the affordable housing requirements makes this legislation 

a somewhat less powerful tool for providing mixed income housing, but in actuality, 

quite a few developers have chosen to fulfill the affordability requirement with 

contributions in kind.  They often partner with Housing Associations in these schemes by 

building the affordable units, but then turn them over to Housing Associations to manage 

and maintain.     

The last major way that mixed tenure schemes have come about is through the 

UK government’s Right to Buy policy, which originated in the 1980s.  This policy 

allowed residents in former council housing to purchase their unit at a very low price.  

Many residents chose to take this option, which created a mix of renters and owners in 

former council housing developments.  Although this does not directly bring about a mix 

of incomes – only a mix of tenures – this does suggest that some residents now have a 
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means of building equity and wealth, which may gradually lead to a disparity in income 

(Tunstall and Fenton 2006).   

Before proceeding with this section, it is important to clarify the term “mixed 

tenure”, and how it relates to mixed income housing.  Mixed tenure actually refers to a 

combination of different types of housing, from owner-occupied housing, to rental 

housing, to shared-equity housing.  Although this does not technically specify mixed 

income, it often translates to it because those who qualify for ownership generally earn a 

higher income than those who qualify for rental housing or shared equity housing.  So, 

for the purposes of this discussion, mixed tenure schemes will mean the same thing as 

mixed income housing.   

Hyde Housing Association  

 As a reminder, Hyde Housing Association was founded in 1967, and mostly 

works in London and Southeast England.  As of today, they own or manage over 40,000 

homes, and provide housing or social services to over 120,000 people (Hyde Housing 

Association 2009).   

HHA Rationale for Mixed Tenure Schemes 

 In terms of the reasoning behind mixed tenure schemes in the UK, HHA has three 

main points it uses as a rationale.  Although the general argument the British government 

has taken has been that simply increasing housing supply, regardless of tenure type, will 
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help address the affordable housing deficit.  Hyde argues, however, that (The Hyde 

Commission 2004): 

1. “The production of new housing is dependent on high prices being achieved.  The 

purchase price needs to pay for the land, itself in short supply, the physical infrastructure 

to enable homes to be developed; and the wider social benefit through section 106 

agreements.  It is hard to see, without large scale capital subsidy or the compulsory 

purchase of low grade agricultural land, how properties in sufficient numbers at an 

affordable price can be produced” (The Hyde Commission 2004, 11). 

2. “High house values underpin the wider economy.  High prices give a sense of security 

and underpin a series of economic and social decisions.  More importantly, where and 

when somewhere entered into home ownership can be a key determinant of wealth, much 

more so than what they earn” (The Hyde Commission 2004, 11). 

3. “Housing policy, in response to consumer preference, has promoted home ownership 

to create an almost mono-tenure society.  This has severely limited the real choice in the 

market as there is no longer term secure and alternative tenure; being outside the 

ownership norm means that you miss out on a series of economic benefits, in effect being 

economically disadvantaged” (The Hyde Commission 2004, 11).    

The most dominant reason for mixed tenure schemes is Hyde’s recognition that 

not only does the private market in Britain lack any natural incentives to provide 

affordable units, they also do not have many incentives to provide a variety of tenure 

options in their housing development.  While recognizing that home ownership has some 

significant social advantages, Hyde aims to provide estates that allow flexibility of choice 
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for future residents, while also using subsidies to provide affordable housing for those the 

market does not provide for.   

HHA Goals for Mixed Tenure Schemes 

 The main aim of mixed tenure for HHA is to reduce social exclusion of low-

income families, especially in regards to where they live.  The main thought behind this 

is that much of the exclusion of low-income housing was caused in the past by the 

isolation of affordable housing into their own developments, so by mixing tenures, 

affordable housing can be integrated with the rest of the built environment.  However, the 

emphasis for Hyde is social exclusion, which implies a desire to integrate low-income 

families not only physically, but socially as well.  Hyde reports that this integration is 

usually best achieved through using redeveloping existing properties, as this means that 

affordable units are less distinguishable from surrounding properties (The Hyde 

Commission 2003).   

 However, HHA does acknowledge that there has been limited evidence proving 

that mixed tenure estates, on their own, can actually bring about increased social 

integration between different income groups.  On the contrary, there has been evidence 

showing that many mono-tenure estates actually have the same demographic and 

socioeconomic makeup as that of mixed tenure estates (The Hyde Commission 2003).  It 

is a given that in order for HHA to achieve its goals of social inclusion, it will need to 

find new and more carefully thought-out management techniques that can address all 

residents’ needs and perhaps promote more tenant interaction.   
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 Some specific goals that Hyde has outlined to achieve their overarching mission 

are (The Hyde Commission 2003): 

1. “We will continue to evaluate the success of different forms of diversification and their 

impact on management structures, property values and resident and developer 

perceptions.  In particular we will work to reduce any exclusion that may be experienced 

by our residents” (The Hyde Commission 2003, 9). 

2. “We will work closely with developers to tackle the negative image that can be 

associated with affordable housing and to ease any concerns they may have, particularly 

about property values.  As part of this, we will work with them to create management 

structures that can meet the needs of all residents, no matter what type of tenure they 

have” (The Hyde Commission 2003, 9). 

3. “We will work with local authorities to make sure that, where possible, allocations will 

reflect the most suitable mix of residents and tenures for any given scheme” (The Hyde 

Commission 2003, 9).   

Again, we see the importance of management come up as one of the most 

important factors to achieving housing goals.  Hyde’s approach to management is to keep 

it at a very local level, including maintaining a local presence, answering to local people, 

and maintaining local accountability.  They stress that mixed tenure developments and 

high-density housing usually require more intensive management, and it is important to 

factor this in when planning the development.         
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HHA Design Process 

In terms of design, HHA has a relatively progressive approach.  In terms of siting 

decisions, there are a couple of components involved.  The first aspect is the quality of 

the property that affordable units are sited on relative to the market-rate units.  In the past, 

all affordable housing would inevitably be situated on the least desirable parts of the 

development site.  When asked to provide an example of this, the interviewee responded:  

“So, if you had a site which looked out on to a park on the front, and looked out 

on a railway on the back, you could bet that all the affordable housing would be at 

back, at the noisiest and dirtiest part.  And you could also bet that if the private 

housing has the most expensive materials to be used, the affordable housing 

would have the worst3.”  

This approach to mixed income housing suggests a continuation of the ideology of the 

1960’s through the Thatcher administration, when quality of affordable housing provided 

by government subsidies was not the top priority in federal housing programs.  However, 

this began to change through Section 106 policy, which instated guidelines for 

assimilation of affordable units into the rest of the development.  In particular, the 

legislation stressed that it shouldn’t be possible to go on site and be able to tell what was 

affordable housing, and what was private housing.  In addition, it also stated that the 

affordable units should not necessarily be situated on the worst part of the site.  In 

response to how well this legislation has worked, the interviewee responded,  

                                                
3 HHA, interviewed by Meng Qi, audio recording, January 5, 2009, Hyde Housing Association Lewisham 
Office, London, UK.   
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“It’s happened that 50% has worked, for example, that it looks pretty much the 

same.  But you do tend to find that the affordable housing is not on the best 

places.  It’s not on the worst places, but it’s kind of touching the worst place, and 

some of the cheaper private housing might be there as well.4”   

This issue of siting is related to market realities, as well as financial feasibility of a 

development.  In order to make the market-rate units more attractive and more saleable, it 

is important that developers make the most use out of the advantages of their land.  On 

the other hand, because the affordable units are under less market pressures, they can be 

situated on the less attractive parts of the site without undergoing as many financial 

consequences.  This issue is a good example that even though the legislation aims for a 

certain social goal, market forces can get in the way.   

 The other aspect of siting is how much the affordable units are mixed in with 

market-rate units; i.e. whether they are clustered, pepper-potted, or entirely segregated 

from each other.  Hyde’s approach to this has been to set the following goals (The Hyde 

Commission 2004): 

1. We will work to make sure that social housing in new large-scale brownfield or 

greenfield developments will be pepper-potted in like-for-like properties.  

2. We will work with a range of different partners to make sure that we achieve mixed 

tenure successfully.   

3. We will not continue with schemes that discriminate against different tenures.  This 

discrimination could be through design with noticeable differences between private and 

                                                
4 Ibid..   
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affordable housing, or on schemes where social housing tenants are allocated to, or 

excluded from, parts of the development site.  

In their goals, Hyde has quite a progressive approach towards mixed income 

development, really emphasizing equality between all the different units, and mixing 

units from different incomes as much and as randomly as possible (pepper-potting).  

However, as we see from above, through experience, it has sometimes been difficult for 

Hyde achieve their goals, both in terms of no discrimination between location of units, or 

complete random location.  Since the affordable units are often located on the less 

desirable parts of the site, they most likely are not randomly mixed in throughout the site.   

 The other design element in this study is the treatment of the exteriors of the 

affordable units relative to the market-rate units.  As the interviewee mentioned above, 

the outsides of all the units look mostly the same.  This is also evident in Illustrations 4.1 

and 4.2, which show examples of mixed tenure schemes that HHA has built, or is in the 

process of building.  From the outside, it is impossible to tell which are affordable units 

and which are market-rate ones.  
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Illustration 4.1. Bermondsey Spa (front view) 

 

Illustration 4.2. Bermondsey Spa (side view) 
What was perhaps more interesting is the way that HHA treats the interiors of the 

units.  For example, when asked about the size differences of the units, the interviewee 

said,       
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“Social housing tends to be bigger than market housing due to certain regulations 

about standards for social housing.  They say that a unit should be a certain size 

so that it can comfortably house the people who are going to be living in there.  

And I think that really comes back down to the thought, whether it’s right or 

wrong, that if you’ve got social housing, you’re not necessarily out at work all the 

time.  You’re more likely to spend more time in your home, potentially with your 

children, and therefore you need more space, you need more storage.  So, there’s 

a very very set criteria with how much storage you need, how big your kitchen 

needs to be, and these things govern how we develop social housing.  Whereas 

with market housing, you only need to meet the building regulations.5”   

This finding was very surprising to me, as I expected that in order to cut costs, the 

affordable units would generally be smaller.  The reasoning behind the larger social 

housing was equally surprising to me as well, as it seemed to be heavily influenced by an 

assumption of social characteristics of inhabitants of social housing.  Whether or not this 

assumption is valid would be an interesting avenue for future research.   

 In terms of the other qualities of differences in the interiors, my findings were 

more what I expected.  The interviewee goes on to say,   

“Although people get a bigger property in social housing, other aspects of the 

inside of social housing will be different, and the quality of social housing is built 

more for durability than fashionable design.  You’re more likely to get a very hard 

laminate in the kitchen, for example that will last for ten years rather than granite 

                                                
5 Ibid.. 
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countertops that look nicer and have a more modern aesthetic.  It’s not necessarily 

about giving something that’s not as expensive, it’s just making sure that its fit for 

purpose for those people who are going to be living there.  And there’s no point in 

giving them something that they can’t afford to renew themselves.  You might as 

well give them something that’s robust, which will have more of a life cycle to 

it.6”   

 Not only are the interior characteristics built for cost-efficiency, they are also built for 

cheaper and easier maintenance in the future.  The Hyde Commission notes that, “Mixed-

tenure developments and high-density housing schemes are often seen as needing more 

intensive management, especially in terms of maintenance and preventing antisocial 

behavior” (The Hyde Commission 2003).  This aspect of efficient maintenance is an 

important and often overlooked part of affordable housing, and will be addressed in more 

detail below.   

Metropolitan Housing Trust 

The Metropolitan Housing Trust was founded in 1963, and works in London, 

Cambridgeshire, the Midlands, and South Yorkshire.  Today, MHT manages over 17,000 

homes across north and south London, and provides services to over 40,000 customers in 

40 London Boroughs and a range of other municipal districts outside of London 

(Metropolitan Housing Trust 2009). 

                                                
6 Ibid. 
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MHT Rationale for Mixed Tenure Estate 

In tracing the initial rational for mixed tenure estates, the MHT interviewee dates 

it back to the 1960s and 1970s when a lot of low quality, high density flats and public 

estates were built, and all were mono-tenure public rented housing.  He explains, 

“I think there was a feeling that developed during the late 1970s and 1980s that 

the people living in those estates were becoming residualized, and that they 

effectively operated as ghettos for poor people.  So, a political view developed 

which I think there was a consensus for across various political parties that it was 

very important that a way was found to promote mixed tenure on large-scale 

housing projects in the future.  So, rather than having an estate of private houses 

in nice leafy houses and an estate of public housing in a rather dismal sort of site 

on the edge of an industrial estate somewhere in the inner city that it was 

important that every large housing development had a mix of private owner-

occupied housing and rented housing for people who couldn’t afford owner 

occupation.  So that became an accepted mantra really in the 1990s, so about 15-

20 years ago.  And I think in the last 15 years, more and more of the housing 

developed in the UK has been developed with this in mind”.7 

In contrast to the HHA, MHT’s reasoning for mixed tenure estate is more of a reaction to 

past housing programs, almost seeing mixed tenure schemes as a remedy to the problems 

inflicted by block tower public projects from the past.  As the MHT interviewee says,  

                                                
7 Ibid. 
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“most of the people working at a senior level in the housing field in the UK now 

started their careers at the point when the failures of the large housing estates of 

the 60s and 70s were beginning to become realized.  In general, there was 

recognition of what did not work in the past, and so now the tendency is to really 

veer towards something that is distinct from that” (MHT).8       

MHT Mixed Tenure Estate Goals 

 In keeping with the rationale described above, the main goal for MHT in their 

mixed tenure schemes is to prevent the stigmatization of low-income families living in 

subsidized housing.  Their focus is not so much on promoting social interaction or social 

inclusion, but in providing housing that will not confer a lower status to its inhabitants.   

“I think the key benefit is that the people in the social housing part of the estate do 

not feel stigmatized because they are living on a mixed income estate … So if the 

estate is well designed and well managed, it is beneficial and appreciated by the 

people on lower incomes because they are not living at an address where the fact 

that they are poor can be immediately identified from their address.  So I think 

that’s one of the key advantages”.9  

Specifically, the interviewee referred to this issue as “residualization”, and he described 

the process as, 

                                                
8 MHT, interviewed by Meng Qi, audio recording, 05 January, 2009, Metropolitan Housing Trust London 
Office, London, UK. 
9 Ibid. 
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“Well, it becomes a vicious circle because if people feel that they’re living in an 

estate which has a low value, which effectively has a low status, so their address 

has a low status, their home has a low status, it makes them feel that they have a 

low status.  Inevitably, when you have large numbers of people living somewhere 

where they feel that their address has a low status, then the people responsible for 

managing and maintaining their homes will not have very high expectations of 

their landlords.  And you just get this vicious circle of low expectation and low 

aspiration that affects the residents and the authorities responsible for the estate.  

And that’s what causes the stigma, and once that cycle has been set up and 

established, it’s very difficult to break, and a lot of us in housing have been trying 

to break that cycle for the last 30-40 years, and it’s very difficult.  But there’s a 

natural tendency for areas to become residualized and to become poor and low 

status, and I suppose we just need to be imaginative on a case-by-case basis about 

how we combat that”.10  

In essence, this goal is the “deconcentration of poverty” that has become so prevalent in 

U.S. housing reform.  Although perhaps not as ambitious as promoting an entirely 

different form of social interaction (social inclusion that HHA strives for), MHT’s goal 

seems more directly related to what mixed tenure schemes can realistically accomplish on 

their own.  In fact, the MHT interviewee echoes this opinion:     

“What I’m not certain about yet is whether as yet, it’s still early days, and mixed 

income estates have not been in management for many years, I don’t know 

                                                
10 Ibid. 
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whether any research has been done to try and get a handle on whether people’s 

life chances or employment prospects, or social mobility is actually improved by 

living on a mixed income community as opposed to a community where poor 

people are residualized.  I think certainly my main reservation, if I do have 

reservations about mixed income communities, is that planners in the UK, 

particularly planners, as well as housing authorities, have tended to think that if 

they actually ensure a mix of tenures by planning policy on an estate, then that in 

itself will make the development sustainable.  That issues like residential density, 

the equality of the design, the quality of the estate layout, nomination and 

allocation policies, that in a way, they don’t have to worry too much about these 

things.  Because simply the fact of mixing tenures and mixing incomes will 

magically produce a sustainable community.  So I think a bit of a fallacy has 

developed.  That someway, social engineering will in itself…My hunch is that 

what really matters is the quality of the design and management as to whether an 

estate is successful, and that’s actually more important than the mix of incomes 

and the mix of tenures.  It’s the quality of the design, the quality of the 

community building that’s done by the landlord and other agencies, and the 

quality of the management, they’re actually much more important”.11 

One of the main similarities between HHA and MHT is their shared emphasis on good 

management of mixed tenure housing developments.  What is especially interesting about 

                                                
11 Ibid. 
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MHT’s view is that good design and good management can actually bring about other 

results, such as positive social interactions and a successful development overall.   

Another interesting issue that the interviewee mentioned was the problem of 

funding management of the housing development, which is an issue that has gotten 

relatively little attention.  In MHT estates, all residents must pay the same amount for 

maintenance services, regardless of their income.  The one exception to this is if a family 

wants extra services, such as an extra parking spot.  Furthermore, because mixed tenure 

estates tend to be built more densely, the maintenance costs are higher, and they increase 

in a somewhat exponential way in relation to density increases.  That is, if a development 

is twice as dense, maintenance costs can be up to three times as expensive.  This naturally 

leads to the question: how will the low-income families in the affordable units afford to 

pay the same maintenance fees as those with average or above-average incomes?  In the 

U.S., condominium owners have foreclosed on their properties solely because of 

homeowner association fees, and maintenance fees will undoubtedly pose a significant 

challenge to mixed tenure estates in the UK as well.      

MHT Design Process 

In the design process, MHT has a somewhat different approach to Hyde Housing 

Association.  In terms of siting, MHT is similar to HHA in that, acknowledging market 

pressures, they also generally site their market-rate units on the best parts of their 

development site, and leave the less desirable areas for the affordable units.  Like HHA, 

the interviewee from MHT explains,    
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“Well, we would always try and site the market units, we would take marketing 

advice and site them in the part of the estate which was most marketable.  So it 

would normally be on the best road frontage, or if the site backed on to the park, it 

would probably be overlooking the park.  So that’s inevitable really, that’s just an 

economic reality that you can’t really escape”12. 

Lingham Court, one of MHT’s mixed income developments shows a good example of 

this with the market-rate units facing the main street in front and the affordable units 

facing the alleyway in the back (see Illustration 4.5).   

In terms of the level of integration of affordable units with market-rate units, 

Metropolitan’s approach is much more distinct to Hyde’s.  Interestingly, the MHT 

respondent says,      

“Yes, some housing associations in this country have embarked on a militant 

approach to mixed income mixed tenure schemes.  And they have mixed up the 

incomes and tenures, really mixed them up in a way, pepper-potting is the term, 

which means that any flat in any block in any part of the estates can theoretically 

either be affordable rent, or market rent, or owner occupation.  Some associations 

have done that.  I think most have found that that does make the marketing of the 

private units difficult.  That it’s easier to sell the owner occupied unit if they’re 

segregated to some extent, so I think MHT’s view has been to segregate them…so 

                                                
12 Ibid. 
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we would generally cluster our owner-occupation units in a separate block if we 

could”13.   

MHT’s approach to siting in general is much more rooted in market realities, and comes 

from past experiences with financial difficulties.  They had previously developed some 

schemes in Nottingham, Derby, and Leicester, where they did take the approach to mix 

up the tenures within the blocks.  Specifically, they developed the affordable units on the 

bottom floor, and the owner-occupied units above, and they found that this made those 

units much more difficult to sell.  Even with the units horizontally separated within one 

block, MHT’s experience with mixed tenure schemes was that market-rate residents 

generally liked a greater degree of separation.  As a result, the MHT interviewee 

explains,    

“Well, what we’d like is for it to be on a block that has its own entrance, and it 

has its own staircase, and it has its own lift.  So, it could be right next door to the 

affordable rented block, and they could share a party wall, they could adjoin, it 

doesn’t need to have a green field around it, they could be very close to each 

other.  But I think our experience has been that there’s resistance from owner 

occupiers to purchase if they have to share a communal entrance door with 

affordable rented tenants”14.   

MHT’s experience with mixed tenure estate development certainly suggests that the 

general public is not as ready for the level of integration that housing reformers may hope 

                                                
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
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for (again, see Figure 5 for example).  One possible factor for the difference in siting 

between MHT and HHA is that while HHA works mainly in the London area, MHT 

works in other less metropolitan areas in the UK.  The developments mentioned above  

that were not successful as truly “mixed” tenure, and in effect were the impetus to MHT’s 

more segregative approach, were outside of the London area.  It is possible that while 

residents in a more urban area may be more accustomed to living near to diverse 

neighbors, those living in more rural areas of the UK are less amenable to this idea.       

 In terms of the exterior treatment of the units, MHT’s developments are similar to 

HHA in that they really strive for all the units to look the same from the outside so that 

nobody can tell from the outside whether it’s a private or a social housing block.  

Illustrations 4.3 and 4.4 show a good example of this. 

 

   

Illustration 4.3. Lingham Court (front view) 
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Illustration 4.4. Lingham Court (back view) 

 

 

Illustration 4.5. Lingham Court Plan 
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Also, they aim for delivering the same housing management and estate 

maintenance service.  For the inside of the units, the affordable units also generally have 

a lower quality finish than the market-rate ones.  Like HHA, the market-rate units are 

fitted out in what is fashionable at the time in terms of fixtures and finishes.  However, 

the affordable units are more basic and low maintenance15. 

U.S.: Mixed Income Housing: New Urbanist Umbrella 

The findings for the U.S. section will be organized slightly differently from the 

UK section.  Unexpectedly, I found throughout my research process a surprising 

commonality between the HOPE VI Cabrini-Green program and the Mueller 

redevelopment project.  Looking at the history of both programs, I actually found that 

both are deeply rooted in concepts of New Urbanism, which is a developing theory 

within the planning discipline (Joseph 2008; Forsyth et al. 2001).  New Urbanists 

strongly advocate for mixed use and affordable housing, but specifically, they encourage 

the blending of different housing types, architectural styles, and most importantly for this 

study, different income groups.  Because this theory is essentially an umbrella for the two 

case studies I will look at for the U.S., I will begin this section with a brief history of 

New Urbanism, with a concentration on how mixed income housing fits into the overall 

theoretical framework and how the rationale and goals behind the program. 

 New Urbanism is a concept that arose in the U.S. planning field in the 1980s.  

Seen as a reaction to the sprawling suburbs that had become so rampant throughout the 

                                                
15 Ibid. 
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U.S. landscape, the main doctrines of New Urbanism are: walkability, connectivity, 

mixed-use and diversity, mixed housing types, quality architecture and urban design, 

traditional neighborhood structure, increased density, green transportation, sustainability, 

and quality of life (New Urbanism 2009).  These ten components are the very foundation 

of the New Urbanist movement, and have been implemented in various ways all over the 

country.  The overarching theme is to encourage a spatial form that is a more small-scale, 

town-like model where residents can access multiple land uses in the same immediate 

vicinity.  Both the HOPE VI program and the Mueller development included elements of 

this planning theory, and the ten components mentioned above were some of the basic 

principles behind both developments (Joseph 2008; Forsyth et al. 2001). 

 For the purposes of this report, I will focus on the diversity and mixed housing 

principles mentioned above.  In 1993, various architecture and urban design professionals 

organized to form the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU), which is a non-profit 

organization that advocates for public policy and development practices that support New 

Urbanist principles.  In 1996, the CNU came together to create the Charter for New 

Urbanism, which basically details the guiding principles behind the organization and the 

general concept.  Among the 27 principles, there is one that specifically addresses mixed 

income housing: 

“Within neighborhoods, a broad range of housing types and price levels can bring 

people of diverse ages, races, and incomes into daily interaction, strengthening the 

personal and civic bonds essential to an authentic community” (CNU 17 2009). 
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Although succinct, this statement sheds a lot of light on the key rationale and goals for 

mixed income housing from a New Urbanist point of view.  Clearly, there is a focus on 

social effects, with the assumption that physical proximity will bring about social 

proximity as well.  Furthermore, this increased diversity of interactions will result in 

“bonds” that will extend to increased participation in the political decision-making 

process.  Finally, the use of the word “authentic” is interesting in that it implies that 

diversity in income levels (as well as ages and races) means a more real or true 

representation of community.     

 In summary, it appears that from the New Urbanist point of view, the rationale for 

mixed income/tenure housing is to bring individuals from diverse backgrounds (income, 

race, and age) into closer interaction with each other.  The goals will be to achieve a 

community that more closely reflects the “real” America, and to increase participation by 

individuals in the general public realm. 

The HOPE VI Program 

The HOPE VI program emerged in 1992, and its main goal was to replace 

severely distressed public housing projects with redesigned mixed-income housing.  In 

conjunction, it also included a voucher program to allow some of the displaced tenants to 

rent units in the private market.  Its main goals were to improve the living environment 

for residents of former public housing projects, to revitalize sites that had previously been 

dilapidated, decrease the concentration of poverty in urban areas, and to build overall 

more sustainable communities (Popkin et al. 2004).  The program was started by HUD, 
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and initially, with an initial investment of five billion dollars.  The redevelopment and 

design principles behind the program draw significantly on the theories and experience of 

New Urbanism (Bohl 2000).  The program not only included physical redevelopment of 

old housing projects, it also included community supportive services in combination with 

its subsidized housing developments.  The proponents of HOPE VI assumed that tenants 

would benefit in a variety of ways, from simply having better-maintained housing to 

actually gaining social capital by gaining access to role models and new job networks 

(Popkin, Burt, and Cunningham 2005).  In a sense, proponents hoped that middle class 

behaviors would “rub off” on lower income residents, thus helping residents move 

towards self-sufficiency.  In this way, HOPE VI proponents were the most ambitious 

(compared to UK housing associations) in terms of putting faith in the ability of physical 

changes to result in social and behavioral changes.   

Today, the results of HOPE VI have been heavily debated, and the effectiveness 

of the program varies widely from city to city.  While some regeneration programs have 

certainly improved major urban areas, some HOPE VI developments have not adequately 

provided for social services for their low-income residents.  Furthermore, many issues 

occurred when former tenants of the public housing projects were displaced, and many 

were not adequately provided with replacement housing while new developments were 

being built.  Lastly, because the initial one-to-one unit replacement policy was taken out 

of the program after the first few years, the mixed-income nature of later HOPE VI 

developments actually resulted in the decrease of the city’s overall affordable housing 

stock (National Housing Law Project 2002).  Because the program results differ so much 
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from city to city, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to identify a case study that is 

representative of the design factors, rationale, and goals of the overall national program.  

So, for the purposes of this study, I will focus on a HOPE VI case study that has been the 

most thoroughly discussed in the academic literature.  However, it is important to keep in 

mind that the results of this case study should be taken only as one example, and not as a 

generalizable picture of HOPE VI overall.    

HOPE VI in Chicago: Cabrini Green 

 The case of Cabrini Green in Chicago is an infamous example of HOPE VI 

redevelopment.  In part, it has gained notoriety through challenges that have come up 

through the HOPE VI redevelopment process, but it has also gained its significance 

because the original public housing project had such a bad reputation both city-wide and 

nationally.  In order to understand this, it is important to first provide a brief history of 

Cabrini Green.  This public housing project was and is currently managed by the Chicago 

Housing Authority (CHA), which is currently one of the largest housing authorities in the 

country.  Cabrini Green is unique from most of the public housing projects in Chicago in 

that it is located outside the historically black South Side and West Side of Chicago.  

Located in Chicago’s Near North Side neighborhood, Cabrini Green was originally built 

on an Italian American slum known as Little Hell, or Little Sicily (Miller 2008).  

However, in current times, the public project is situated only minutes away from upscale 

shops and wealthy residences along the shore of Lake Michigan and the Loop, which is 
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the business and finance district of Chicago.  Within walking distance to Cabrini Green 

are also the Gold Coast and Lincoln Park, both established and wealthy neighborhoods.   

 In 1993, the CHA Chairman Vincent Lane announced that he was petitioning for 

funds from the federal government to redevelop Cabrini Green into mixed income 

housing.  However, due to resident protests, the redevelopment process in the housing 

development has been a slow process, to the point that as of 2004, many of the original 

Cabrini Green high-rises were still standing.  Considering that the redevelopment process 

started in the late 1980s, when plans were first getting drawn up, this has been a fairly 

severe delay.  Today, there has been a significant amount of discussion in the academic 

literature on the entire process that Cabrini Green has gone through.  However, there has 

been much less written on specific design decisions made in the actual redevelopment, 

especially regarding siting decisions and exteriors of units.  So, for this case study, the 

information I present will be a combination of findings specifically related to Cabrini 

Green, and design guidelines and goals from HOPE VI in general.   

Rationale for Cabrini Green Redevelopment 

 Most of the rationale for Cabrini’s transformation into a mixed-income housing 

development was an attempt to help the former public housing residents out of their 

social and economic isolation.  One aspect of this was simply the argument that the old 

public housing high rises were in terrible shape, and they really needed rehabilitation.  

Some housing reformers described the project as “vermin-infested, garbage-strewn alleys 

and dangerous streets in which residents endured a rate of violent crime twelve times that 
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of non-slum neighborhoods” (Kamin 1997).  Another report on Cabrini Green described 

it as, “Seen from 40 floors up in a luxury tower across town, Cabrini-Green’s apartment 

slabs brood like tombstones on quarantined turf” (Miller 2008).  Similarly, HUD 

described the need for redevelopment as the need “to transform public housing 

communities from islands of despair and poverty into a vital and integral part of larger 

neighborhoods”, and “to create an environment that encourages and supports individual 

and family movement toward self-sufficiency” (Clampet-Lundquist 2004).  There are two 

main points behind replacing the old public housing units with mixed income housing.  

Not only do the housing units themselves simply need to be rehabilitated into better 

quality construction, housing reformers also reason that Cabrini Green is separated from 

the rest of the Chicago, and in building mixed income housing, the tenants of the 

development would be able to be incorporated (both socially and physically) into the rest 

of the city.   

Cabrini Green Goals 

 The goals behind the Cabrini Green redevelopment project are similar to those of 

the entire HOPE VI program.  The six major goals are (Salama 1999): 

1. Lessening the concentration of very poor residents and creating mixed-income 

communities, including off-site replacement housing serving diverse households.   

2. Creating partnerships to leverage additional resources. 

3. Implementing cost-effective plans. 
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4. Providing opportunities for family economic self-sufficiency, particularly for 

persons enrolled in welfare-to-work programs. 

5. Building sustainable communities that include a physical design that blends into 

and enriches the urban landscape. 

6. Ensuring that affected residents and members of the communities have full and 

meaningful involvement in the planning and implementation of the revitalization 

effort.     

To refer back to the discussion on New Urbanism, these goals align fairly similarly with 

several of the New Urbanist principles mentioned above.  The goal to deconcentrate low 

income families is expected, and similar to those of UK housing associations.  However, 

the other goals are much more encompassing of larger social ideals, such as bringing 

about social mobility for residents, adding to the built environment of the city at large, 

and really incorporating tenants in the design process.  Though these goals, in and of 

themselves, are all very important aims, it has been unclear whether HOPE VI 

redevelopments have been able to achieve many of them.  There has been research 

showing that tenant participation has been difficult to achieve with many projects.  

Cabrini Green is actually perhaps a relatively good example of tenant participation, as the 

demolition of units has been stalled somewhat by resident protests.  However, even in 

Cabrini Green, there have been many instances in which current residents have expressed 

feelings of disempowerment in the redevelopment process. Furthermore, as mentioned 

above, there has been very little evidence showing how mixed income housing can lead 

to low-income families actually gaining social capital.       
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 This aspect parallels how the affordability component has evolved in New 

Urbanism also.  One article by Jennifer Johnson and Emily Talen focuses specifically on 

this aspect, and they write, “In New Urbanism, affordable housing is seen within the 

context of neighborhood design, where pedestrianism, the provision of public space, and 

walkable access to services become an essential part of the affordability equation.  New 

Urbanism’s emphasis on creating mixed-income environments elevates the principle of 

urbanism, in which diversity is an essential quality” (Johnson and Talen 2008).  

However, though they acknowledge the importance of mixed-income in New Urbanist 

ideals and the multiple dimensions by which this is addressed, they go on to argue that 

within New Urbanism, it is unclear exactly how to achieve this social diversity.  There is 

little agreement on what form this diversity should take, or to what extent New Urbanists 

should go to promote it.  Furthermore, a fair amount of skepticism is starting to emerge 

on the issue of whether simply building diverse physical structure is enough to actually 

bring about a diverse urban environment socially (Johnson and Talen 2008).             

Cabrini Green Design 

  The original plan for Cabrini Green began in the late 1980s, and at that point, the 

main points were: the building of mixed-income housing in areas surrounding Cabrini-

Green, the improvement of social service programs from local nonprofit groups, 

improved mass transit connecting Cabrini to the rest of Chicago, and the construction of  

a Town Center at the east end of the site.  Later redevelopment plans into the 1990s 

mostly continued the vein of these original points, focusing mostly on mixed-income 
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housing, continuing the street grid of larger Chicago, and adding amenities such as coffee 

shops, restaurants, and grocery stores.  The ratio between market-rate units and 

affordable units is fairly low; in the year 2000, of the 1,244 new housing units that were 

planned to be built, only 254 were to be public housing (Miller 2008). 

 It was difficult for me to find more exact information on the siting and exterior 

treatment of the units in Cabrini-Green, but considering that this development is part of 

the HOPE VI program, it is possible that the design is based on New Urbanist principles.  

As mentioned above, these principles stressed the importance of completely randomly 

siting the affordable units within market-rate units, and keeping all construction quality 

and aesthetics equal between all the units in the development.  One news article on the 

redevelopment of Cabrini-Green reports, 

“A total of 79 families will have the chance to move out of Cabrini-Green and 

move in there – next to someone who bought one of the brand-new homes at 

market rate. A three-bedroom, top-of-the-line town home like that costs nearly 

$500,000. But an identical unit next door could be reserved for a Cabrini-Green 

family, whose rent is subsidized by the government” (Kohn 2003).   

The news articles goes on to say that these units have been very popular, and most units 

have already been sold before they have even finished construction.  Not only will the 

affordable units be situated directly next door to unsubsidized units, the developments 

themselves will be within close proximity to other mixed uses, such as luxury retail stores 

and restaurants and coffee shops.  Of all the case studies in this report, Cabrini-Green is 
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perhaps the most idealistic in its design decisions of combining social groups of different 

incomes.   

Austin, Texas: the Mueller Development 

 The last case study I would like to focus on in this study is a local housing 

development in Austin, Texas.  The Mueller Development is a mixed income, mixed 

tenure, and mixed use development built on the site of Austin’s former airport.  The 

development was organized by the City of Austin and other key community members, 

including a neighborhood coalition called the Mueller Neighborhood Coalition, which 

included a Housing Working Group component.  These stakeholders worked together 

with Catellus, the major developer of the project, to outline the key goals and the 

masterplan of the housing component of the development.  The fight to bring about the 

redevelopment of the old airport was a long and contentious one, and informs much of 

the way that the development looks today.  For this reason, I will begin this section by 

providing a brief history behind the Mueller redevelopment process, especially focusing 

on the social movement that was able to bring about a significant change in the built 

environment of Austin, Texas. 

 The debate over the redevelopment of the Robert Mueller Municipal Airport 

(RMMA) began in the 1975, when the city undertook a study of projected transportation 

demand that hypothesized that the city would outgrow its airport in the near future.  The 

airport had also long been an incompatible use with its surrounding neighborhoods, who 

were mostly low-income and minority families on the East side of Austin and had long 
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been experiencing the hazardous effects from living near the airport.  The residents of 

these neighborhoods, worried about possible expansion of the airport, formed Citizens for 

Airport Relocation (CARE) and campaigned for the city to vote on expansion or 

relocation of the airport.  Due to various factors, one of which was expense, Austin 

citizens voted to relocate the airport by a substantial margin (Mueller and Heard 2003).   

 The contention of what to do with the former RMMA site was mostly due to the 

fact that it was located in the heart of Austin, close to downtown, and basically prime real 

estate.  In 1984, CARE formed an Airport Redevelopment Planning Committee of 10 

members, which included an Urban Planning professor from UT, two local architects, 

and an affordable housing advocate.  This group established what would later become the 

key principles of the site: integration with the surrounding neighborhoods, a high density 

center with mixed use, a network of greenbelts throughout the site, pedestrian-friendly 

transit, and a mix of housing types and prices (Mueller and Heard 2003).  The City of 

Austin took this site plan into consideration, though it never officially made a 

commitment to it until much later.  It is important to remember the nature of both the 

neighborhood and the committee members who supported these key principles, as I 

believe they significantly inform the rationale and goals behind the design of the Mueller 

Development in subsequent years. 

The CARE committee eventually disbanded, and for a period, the redevelopment 

of the RMMA site was put into a sort of uncertain hiatus.  However, when the City of 

Austin finally broke ground on the new airport that would replace RMMA, the Austin 

City Council appointed a task force called the RMMA Process and Goals Task Force to 
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define a vision and set redevelopment goals for the land (Forsyth et al. 2001).  This task 

force was comprised of local neighborhood leaders (including some former members of 

CARE) and other Austin business leaders and developers.  This Task Force published a 

“Final Report” in 1996, which stated a vision that was fairly consistent with the original 

principles of the CARE committee.  The first recommendation of the report was to create 

a masterplan for the site, which residents felt would help cement the delivery of their 

recommendations for the site.  This masterplan was heavily based on the New Urbanist 

style, including mixed uses, the integration of various forms of transportation, and 

allowed for various types of housing to encourage a mixed-income neighborhood 

(Forsyth et al. 2001).  The City of Austin eventually hired ROMA design group to create 

the masterplan for the site (working closely with the neighborhood coalition), and hired 

Catellus as the master developer of the site.         

Mueller Development Rationale 

 The reasoning behind incorporating mixed income in the Mueller development 

was difficult to confirm through my interviews, as most of the professionals currently 

working with the development were not involved with the preliminary planning process 

of the redevelopment plan.  However, taking into account historical evidence, some 

aspects of my interviews, and the theories of New Urbanism, it is possible to make some 

good hypotheses for the rationale behind incorporating affordable units at Mueller.   

 From the perspective of the key informants for this case study, the impetus for the 

affordability component in Mueller primarily came from the City of Austin, who, because 

the RMMA site formerly belonged to the city, had increased leverage in the development.  
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The City wanted to make sure they could use this redevelopment as an opportunity to 

increase Austin’s affordable housing stock16.  While this is undoubtedly partly true, the 

history shows that the impetus for incorporating affordable housing in Mueller actually 

originally comes from the RMMA Goals and Development Taskforce of neighborhood 

leaders, local housing advocates, UT planning professors, and local business leaders.  In 

effect, the mixed income nature of the development came from local Austin citizens, who 

saw this as a prime way to fight for more equitable housing opportunities for the city.  I 

also hypothesize that incorporating affordable housing was another way to make sure the 

Mueller development blended in with the surrounding neighborhoods, some of which 

were lower-income areas.  Finally, since the masterplan of the site was partly based on 

New Urbanist principles, it is possible that another reason for mixed income was to 

contribute to more diverse interactions between different groups in the city.     

Mueller Development Goals 

 The specific housing goals of the Mueller masterplan are (RMMA Affordable 

Housing Work Group 2004): 

1. Create housing that will be affordable for the long term. 

2. Encourage the Master Developer and city to begin discussion with social 

service agencies providing services to formerly homeless families and other 

potential residents of the site’s transitional housing. 

                                                
16 PeopleTrust, interviewed by Meng Qi, audio recording, 23 March, 2009, PeopleTrust Office, Austin, 
TX. 
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These goals are both very much in line with the reasons for mixed income listed 

in the section above.  Not surprisingly, the first goal on the list is to create affordable 

housing for the city, with an emphasis on making sure the affordability can be continued 

through the years.  The second goal is to extend the social equity aspect of the 

redevelopment by not only providing housing for low-income residents, but to include a 

social services aspect as well.  This will help add to make the success of the low-income 

units more sustainable.  Thirdly, I hypothesize that another goal for the mixed income 

housing in Mueller is to uphold the New Urbanist principle of strengthening personal and 

civic bonds in a more authentic community.  Here, the authenticity relates to the desire 

for the Mueller development to blend in with its surrounding neighborhoods, hopefully 

including residents who more realistically represent the demographic makeup of the local 

area.   

Mueller Development Design 

 Because the surrounding neighborhoods around the Mueller development were so 

persistent and tenacious in their fight, the Phase I design has been fairly loyal to the 

principles of the masterplan.  The three most relevant principles from the masterplan for 

this study are (Mueller 2004): 

1. “The affordable housing units will generally be dispersed across product type 

such that “affordable” units should be indistinguishable from “market-rate” units” 

(Mueller 2004). 
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2. “We propose that there be a mix of homeowner and rental housing within the 

affordable housing provided and recommend specific targets” (Mueller 2004). 

3. “Uphold the principles of the Master Plan, which called for the affordable 

housing to be integrated throughout the site, be integrated through each residential 

component of the development phases, and be indistinguishable from market rate 

housing in terms of construction quality” (Mueller 2004).  

These principles address both the design questions in my study.  In terms of 

siting, the masterplan states that all affordable units throughout the entire Mueller 

development need to be incorporated with the market-rate units.  It doesn’t specifically 

say how this incorporation should happen, but it is clear that the affordable units cannot 

be segregated from the rest of the development.  In terms of the exterior treatment of the 

units, it is also clear that the masterplan created by the neighborhood coalition mandates 

that the affordable units should look the same as the market-rate units from the outside, 

and goes even further to say that the quality of the construction of both types of units 

must be the same.  This is even more stringent than UK mixed tenure standards for actual 

construction quality, which, at best, strive to use the same materials on certain aspects of 

unit exteriors.   

One unique aspect of the Mueller development is that it, in a sense, is also a 

mixed tenure development.  It strives to include both rental and owner-occupied housing, 

and in addition, strives to provide affordability for both types.  It is important to state here 

though that the rental units are fairly separated from the owner occupied units; they are 

primarily in the “village core”, where they will be part of the higher density mixed use 
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development.  Furthermore, none of the rental units have yet been built, so for the 

purposes of this report, I will discuss the Mueller development primarily in terms of the 

mixed income nature of its homeowner units.   

To date, Phase I of the development has actually been built, and some of the 

homes have been sold and inhabited recently.  So far, the only builder that has built both 

affordable and market-rate units is David Weekly.  The homes that have been built align 

fairly closely to the original goals in the masterplan, with a few exceptions.  In terms of 

siting, my first interviewee from PeopleTrust (who holds the position of Director of 

Homeownership) stated that all the affordable units were randomly dispersed throughout 

the development, and were the same size as the market-rate units17.  My personal 

observation verified that this was mostly true except for the exception of one block of 

rowhomes, which separated the affordable units out on one side of the street and the 

market-rate units on the other side.  The affordable rowhomes there were also 

consistently smaller than the market-rate ones (see Illustration 4.6 for location of these 

lots).  This fact was corroborated by my other key informant from PeopleTrust, the 

Executive Director of PeopleTrust18, who answered some of my questions regarding 

siting during a presentation in a University of Texas class.  The yard homes, on the other 

hand, are randomly dispersed throughout the development (see Illustration 4.6). 

 

                                                
17 Ibid. 
18 PeopleTrust, question and answer session, by Meng Qi, written notes, 13 April 2009, UT Austin Social 
Work Building, Austin, TX. 
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 Illustration 4.6. Phase I Mueller Development  
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In terms of the exteriors of the units, both the key informants from PeopleTrust 

stated that the developer made sure that all homes looked the same from the outside19.  I 

verified this from my personal observations as well.  This was true for both the yard 

homes and the row homes that have been built on the site (see Illustrations 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 

and 4.10 for examples20). 

 

Illustration 4.7. Affordable David Weekly Row Home 
 

   

Illustration 4.8. Market-rate David Weekly Row Home 

 

                                                
19 Ibid. 
20 Figures were all from http://www.muelleraustin.com/homes/home_finder.php. 
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Illustration 4.9. Affordable David Weekly Yard Home  
 

 

Illustration 4.10. Market-rate David Weekly Yard Home 
 

One particular aspect that emerged from statements made by the Executive 

Director of PeopleTrust was regarding the views of prospective and current market-rate 

residents towards the integration of affordable units in the development.  Because the 

exteriors of all the housing types looked the same, the issue only came up when 

prospective buyers or residents heard through other sources that there were subsidized 

units in the same development.  While most do not mind, a few people expressed concern 

about the integration issue.  However, the concern was usually quickly assuaged when 
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they were told the particulars of the subsidy program, and, more interestingly, when they 

were told that the “low-income families” were generally teachers or University of Texas 

staff.  These families were often regarded as “more reputable” low-income buyers21.  

Another interesting issue that was for a time, “affordable home” signs had been put up in 

front of certain units to advertise them to lower-income prospective buyers.  However, 

due to complaints from market-rate residents, these signs were eventually taken down22.  

This suggests that even some of the U.S. market-rate buyers who are willing to live in a 

mixed income community are not willing to publicize this fact.  Or, it is possible that 

there is the fear that a mixed income development will lower property values, as well as 

deter other market-rate residents from possibly locating there.     

Final Evaluation 

 Each of the case studies above showed strengths and weaknesses of the mixed 

income housing program.  However, due to the complicated nature of mixed income 

housing in itself, it was hard for me to unequivocally label any feature as definitely a 

“strength” or a “weakness”.  I was surprised to find that the UK housing associations 

tended to go about their mixed tenure housing development in a more conservative way 

than the U.S.  I had expected that given the UK’s longer history with mixed tenure, as 

well as their generally more progressive welfare state, they would perhaps also take a 

more progressive approach to mixed tenure housing in terms of integrating all different 

types of units.  However, perhaps due to the fact that they had more experience with 

                                                
21 Ibid. 
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construction of such developments, they had learned from past projects that being too 

idealistic was not financially feasible.  Whereas in the U.S., everything is geared towards 

complete random mixing of units as well as absolutely no disparity in siting location, UK 

housing associations in general concede to market realities and were willing to include 

more disparity between market-rate and affordable units.  Only time will tell which 

approach will ultimately result in a more economically successful development that 

provides an attractive living environment for all its residents, but I hypothesize that the 

U.S. will eventually have to seek a balance between social justice goals and market 

realities.    

 

                                                                                                                                            
22 Ibid. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

Design has generally played a contradictory role in affordable housing 

development.  In the earlier period of affordable housing, design, when considered, was 

often seen in a socially deterministic way, as a method of shaping or even controlling the 

lifestyles of residents.  When these design decisions resulted in unsuccessful housing 

typologies, the backlash brought about a shift in the affordable housing approach for both 

the public and private sectors.  Due to the politically difficult nature of developing 

affordable housing and the volatile nature of land values, especially in the U.S., funding 

and political solvency have, by necessity, become almost the sole focus for affordable 

housing practitioners in the recent past.  In the last two decades or so, design components 

have been mostly decided by financial and political constraints.  When discussed on their 

own, that discussion has been almost completely relegated to the world of academia.     

It is clear that mixed income housing development has brought design to a greater 

level of importance in the affordable housing discussion.  While it has been overlooked in 

affordable housing development in the past, and indeed, still continues to be often 

overlooked in current developments, the case studies in this report all point towards a 

more hopeful future in which housing professionals recognize design as one of the major 

key factors for the success of a development.  Through my findings from my research on 

the four mixed income housing development cases in this report, I have outlined seven 

particularly interesting conclusions that can contribute to a deeper and more 

comprehensive understanding of how design factors play a role in and can affect mixed 
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income housing developments.  I will present an overview of these conclusions below, 

and then end this report with some suggestions of avenues for further research.   

Mixed Tenure vs. Mixed Income 

 One aspect that has come out from this research is the difference between mixed 

tenure and mixed income housing.  Although I, as well as the interviewees from the UK 

case studies, presented mixed tenure housing as another way to achieve mixed income 

housing, it is important to point out that there are many aspects of mixed tenure that are 

not concurrent with simply mixing incomes.  It is interesting that the UK has chosen the 

mixed tenure approach to reduce isolation of low-income families, while the U.S. has 

mostly opted for building one type of housing in a development, then subsidizing the 

rents for some of the units for low-income families.  Due to the history of single-use 

zoning regulations in the U.S., and the difficulty in siting any multi-family housing uses 

near single-family housing, using mixed tenure housing as an affordable housing 

mechanism in the U.S. poses many challenges.  On the other hand, perhaps stigmatization 

of low-income families has been more pronounced in the UK (which was suggested 

through my interview with MHT), while mixing tenures has traditionally been more 

easily accepted, so the UK has chosen this approach as their affordable housing 

mechanism.   

 It is also interesting to note that owner-occupied housing takes an almost sacred 

place in the U.S., and most specifically, the picture of the single family detached home 

with a garden attached has become an emblem of the “American Dream”.  While the 
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nation is showing a trend towards being more amenable to owning condos or townhomes, 

the majority of the U.S. population still thinks of home-owning as a detached house on a 

large lot.  In the UK, I hypothesize that it is more socially acceptable to own an apartment 

or a townhome, which makes mixing owner-occupiers and renters more possible in an 

apartment complex or rowhome development (for example, MHT’s Lingham Court that 

had market-rate units in the front, and subsidized units in the back).   

Rationale and Goals for Mixed Income Housing 

 The rationale and goals behind the mixed income housing programs in this study 

vary significantly.  For the most part, the rationale and goals for the UK mixed tenure 

programs were the same, and they both focused on reducing the stigmatization of the 

residents in low-income subsidized housing.  On the other hand, there is more variety 

within the case studies from the U.S.  The larger programs that include the mixed income 

aspect in the U.S. (HOPE VI, and New Urbanism) have the most ambitious goals of all 

the case studies in this report.  In addition to decreasing isolation of low-income housing, 

HOPE VI aims for increased social interaction between different income groups, in 

addition to aiming for increased social capital for low-income families who live near 

middle class residents.  New Urbanism echoes the first goal of HOPE VI by stressing 

increased bonds between different social groups (though New Urbanism includes age and 

race), but extends this into increased civic participation by more social groups as well.  

As mentioned before, there is little evidence that mixed income housing has or will lead 

to these socially-oriented goals.     
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 A little surprisingly, the Mueller development was the least ambitious and most 

realistic of all the case studies, at least in terms of its rationale and goals for increased 

social interaction and social capital for low-income families.  The increase of affordable 

housing for the city overall is perhaps the most direct and unarguable result of mixed 

income housing, and is the primary stated goal behind the Mueller development’s 

masterplan.  The other goal of trying make sure the demographic makeup of Mueller as 

similar as possible to the surrounding neighborhoods is also quite direct and 

straightforward.  

It is interesting that a trend that shows up through my case studies is that as the 

control over mixed income housing gets more localized, the goals for the developments 

becomes increasingly realistic and relevant to the communities where the developments 

are situated.  The HOPE VI and New Urbanist programs, which are both on a federal or 

national level, are the most idealistic and overreaching with their social goals.  The 

Housing Associations in the UK, which, though under an overarching national program, 

work in localized districts of the UK, are in the middle with their goals.  Finally, as 

mentioned before, the Mueller development, which is located on a neighborhood level, 

takes into the context of the community and the city most strongly into its goals.  This 

suggests that perhaps incorporating a local voice (surrounding neighborhoods) in mixed 

income housing developments may be a good way both to ground its goals, help it fit in 

better with its surrounding community, as well as better gain local political support.                 
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Importance of Inconspicuousness 

 In basically all the case studies across both the UK and the U.S., housing 

practitioners emphasized the importance of making sure all units in a mixed income 

development look the same from the outside.  Indeed, this has been one of the primary 

design components that has been strictly put in practice across all the case studies.  It is 

also interesting that the reasoning behind this decision was basically the same for all the 

interviewees and developments in this study; it was important that there was no 

stigmatization of low-income residents by those living in the market-rate units.  I 

hypothesize that the flip side of this aspect is true too in that it was also important to 

developers that market-rate residents not be able to tell which were the affordable units 

from the outside in order to ensure more marketability.  An example that supports this is 

the case of the Mueller development, in which residents asked that “affordable home” 

signs were taken down because they felt they detracted from the appeal of the rest of the 

units.   

There is very little concrete evidence among the academic literature or housing 

practitioners that making the exterior of all units look alike will actually result in less 

stigmatization of low-income residents once they are actually moved in to the 

neighborhood.  It would be useful to poll low-income residents on how they felt the 

exterior of their house would affect their social interactions with their neighbors before 

they moved in, and then check back to see how accurate their feelings were after several 

months.     
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Complexities of Siting 

 Siting was a much more complicated issue, and varied more across the different 

case studies.  At one extreme were Cabrini-Green and the Mueller development, in which 

almost all the affordable units were randomly situated throughout the developments (with 

the exception of the affordable rowhomes in the Mueller development).  Their siting was 

also not correlated with the quality of the property (i.e. the affordable units were not 

necessarily on the less attractive parts of the site).  In the middle was the HHA, which 

tried to randomly situate affordable units throughout the development, but did tend to put 

the affordable units on the less attractive parts of the site.  And finally, at the other 

extreme was MHT, which horizontally segregated their affordable units from their market 

units, and chose to give each type separate entrances and lifts.  The affordable units also 

tended to be on the less marketable parts of the site.   

 Part of the reason for the complexity of siting is that this design decision, in 

contrast to the exterior treatment of the units, has much more potential to have a negative 

effect on the marketability of the units in the development.  While market rate residents 

are fairly likely to appreciate “hiding” the low-income units, they are not as likely to 

disregard proximity to low-income units as a possibly negative factor on either their 

quality of life or property values.  For example, the interviewee from MHT recalls past 

experiences of difficulties in marketing more truly “mixed” tenure units.  Perhaps the 

differences to siting decisions between the case studies has to do with the areas where the 

housing organization/association is working in a city, or their contrasting past 

experiences in working in the mixed income/tenure housing field.   
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 It is not surprising to me that siting is a difficult issue for mixed income housing 

developers.  Siting of different uses and different housing typologies has long been a 

battle in the U.S., and indeed, emerges from the historic emphasis on single-use zoning, 

which forms the backbone of the traditional U.S. planning system.  I hypothesize that as 

U.S. housing practitioners become more experienced with the mixed income housing 

field, they will encounter more problems with the marketability of their market-rate units, 

and will revise their siting decisions in those developments.             

Balance is Key 

The primary challenge for mixed income housing developments is to find a 

suitable balance between achieving the goals of mixed income (i.e. providing more 

equitable/high quality affordable housing, preventing social exclusion and isolation of 

certain populations, dispersing affordable housing throughout the city), and financial 

feasibility of the development overall.  As always in affordable housing, it comes back to 

funding, and this fact is even more true for mixed income housing.  If affordable units are 

partly funded by market-rate units, then more money needs to be injected in those units to 

make them more marketable.  Or, as in the examples of the case studies in this report, the 

market-rate units are given other advantages as well, such as better site location or 

increased interior amenities.  These advantages inevitably take away both the monetary 

and non-monetary benefits that can be conferred to affordable units, which then leads to 

more disparity between the quality of affordable units and market-rate ones, which is one 

of the primary goals in mixed income housing programs.  Clearly, striking this balance 
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between building market-rate units that can be sold while still retaining the goals of 

mixed income is difficult.  Finding the aspects that will contribute to this balance will be 

crucial for the success of mixed income housing. 

The Importance of Good Management 

One of the most striking issues that arose from my research was the potential role 

that management and maintenance will play in mixed income housing developments.  

Though some housing advocates (like MHT) and academics from the UK and U.S. 

housing field are beginning to recognize the importance of good management practices, 

this issue has been fairly absent in policies and current practices of mixed income 

housing programs in both countries.  It is important to note here that the lack of good 

management in public housing in the past was one of the primary reasons for its failure.  

Ironically, the dilapidation of public housing was one of the prime motivators for the 

change to mixed income housing in the first place. This dilapidation was mostly due to 

the reluctance on the part of public organizations building the subsidized housing to fund 

consistent maintenance of units.  Unless adequately addressed, mixed income housing 

programs could be susceptible to the same kind of problems that resulted from badly 

maintained public housing of the past.    

In a certain sense, good maintenance is even more important for the success of 

mixed income housing programs, because the marketability of the market-rate units 

(which in part funds the low-income units) puts added pressure on good management 

practices.  In the UK, maintenance is an even more complicated issue because of the 
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different tenures involved.  To specify, owner occupiers are responsible for maintaining 

their own homes, while rental units are managed by a rental company.  Several natural 

questions arise from this issue.  For example, will this cause clashes between residents?  

Will some residents be unhappy with the level of maintenance in other parts of their 

neighborhood?   

Finally, the most obvious question that arises for this topic is: how will 

management services be paid for by low income families?  Everyone agrees that 

developments must be well kept up, but in all the mixed income programs featured in this 

report from the UK mixed tenure programs to Cabrini-Green and Mueller, the 

maintenance costs for both owner-occupied and rental units are left to all residents to 

fund.  For the U.S. cases, this maintenance cost will be rolled into tenant rent, while in 

the UK, tenants are actually charged an extra monthly maintenance fee.  So far, there is 

no discussion of subsidy programs for these services, which will undoubtedly be 

significant, especially for low-income families.  Increased subsidy for maintenance of 

units will be one of the most important hurdles to overcome for true success in mixed 

income housing developments.    

Limitations of Mixed Income Housing  

Lastly, I argue that it is imperative for housing advocates to recognize the limits 

of mixed income housing.  From the findings of my research, I hypothesize that mixed 

income housing can probably bring about less concentration of poverty and more high 

quality housing for low-income families.  It can also increase a city’s affordable housing 
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stock, especially if it gains popularity both politically and in the housing market.  

However, it is a stretch, and it would be difficult, to prove that it necessarily leads to 

greater social and behavioral changes.  The MHT and the Mueller development case 

studies both cite examples of when market-rate renters or buyers have been reluctant to 

live near low-income residents.  It would also be interesting to look at the role that race 

plays for social interaction in mixed income housing developments.  So far, for example, 

the Mueller development is made up of mostly white UT and city workers, and this may 

not lead to much stigmatization.  However, it is possible that racial diversity may lead to 

a different result.  This would obviously limit creating either increased personal or civic 

bonds, or increased social capital for low-income families.  If mixed income housing 

advocates (especially in the U.S.) insist on making increased social interaction one of the 

goals of the program, then more research must be done to pinpoint concrete methods that 

have actually be shown through research to bring about this goal.  Either way, it would be 

helpful for mixed income housing advocates to identify the goals that the program can 

realistically achieve, which would help all stakeholders focus their efforts.  Furthermore, 

it would also lend credibility to mixed income housing as a successful affordable housing 

tool, as unachievable goals will only make the program more vulnerable to critics. 

Final Synthesis 

Design can be a powerful tool for bringing about reform in the affordable housing 

field.  This report has shown how design decisions have been and can be used to impact 

both social equity issues as well as human behavior.  The popularity of mixed income 
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housing has provided a good opportunity for design to become a more important part of 

the discussion among housing reformers and housing academics.  After concluding my 

research process, I would argue that while design is certainly one of the important 

elements necessary to bring about social change and more diverse social interaction, it is 

limited in how much change it can bring about on its own.  Good design of affordable 

housing can ensure delivery of housing units in a more equitable way to low-income 

families.  However, simply making exteriors the same and spatially integrating mixed 

income families is not enough to erase the other longstanding social barriers that prevent 

meaningful interaction between different socioeconomic groups.  I believe that physical 

proximity needs to be combined with integrative social programs and anti-discriminatory 

systemic policies to truly achieve the goals that the mixed income housing programs 

featured above aim for.  One possible example of an integrative social program would be 

a cooperative management of mixed income housing developments, in which all tenants 

would need to work together to maintain and oversee the shared aspects of the 

development.  An example of a possible policy change could be to focus more emphasis 

on Fair Housing Laws so that certain social groups (of certain races or socioeconomic 

groups) are allowed the same housing choices as the rest of the population.  This may 

lead to more widespread income or social mixing outside of designated  mixed income 

housing developments.    
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Future Research Questions 

 With the above conclusions in mind, I would suggest the following avenues of 

research for mixed income housing.  These research suggestions and questions are crucial 

issues to address if long-term success of mixed income housing is to be attained.   

1. With the limitations of mixed income housing in mind, I suggest for housing 

professionals and academics to focus research more on design details, such as ratios of 

number of affordable units to market rate units that a mixed income development can 

realistically support.  For example, how much mixing can there be before market-rate 

units become unsellable?  Is there a significant consequence to locating affordable units 

on the less attractive parts of the site?   

2. Regarding interiors, what level of difference in quality/interior finish becomes 

problematic for residents?  It will be important to conduct interviews with past and 

current mixed income housing tenants to get more residents’ views on the design of 

mixed income developments, including both low-income and market-rate residents. 

3. Regarding maintenance, exactly how much more will maintenance costs be in mixed 

income developments versus mono-income developments?  Are there examples where 

these maintenance costs are seriously problematic for residents, and if so, what subsidy 

programs are available or can be made available to help with these costs?     

4. What are the effects of siting on lower-income tenants of mixed income housing 

developments?  What are differences in social consequences for lower-income residents 

between those who live in integrated developments versus segregated developments? 
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Appendix 

Appendix A. Informed Consent Form 
Title: Mixed Tenure Estates: What can we learn from new affordable housing approaches in 
the UK? 
Conducted By:  Meng Qi  
Of The University of Texas at Austin: School of Architecture, Community and Regional Planning 
Program; Telephone: 971-645-7727; Email: meng98@gmail.com 
Supervisor: Elizabeth Mueller   
Of The University of Texas at Austin: School of Architecture, Community and Regional Planning 
Program; Telephone: 512-471-1151 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study.  This form provides you with information 
about the study.  The person in charge of this research will also describe this study to you and 
answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and ask any questions you might 
have before deciding whether or not to take part. Your participation is entirely voluntary.  You 
can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
You can stop your participation at any time and your refusal will not impact current or future 
relationships with UT Austin or participating sites.  To do so simply tell the researcher you wish 
to stop participation.  You may also ask clarifying questions at any point in the interview process.  
You may choose to go “off the record” at any point during the interview, during which period 
anything you say will be kept out of all written work resulting from this study.  Please answer all 
questions in your professional capacity.  The researcher will provide you with a copy of this 
consent form for your records. 
 
The purpose of this study is to gather the participant’s views on the development of mixed 
tenure estates in the London, UK area.  The focus of this study will be on the rationale behind 
mixed tenure estate and their societal benefits, as well as the key large-scale design issues behind 
the layout and integration of mixed tenure estates.   
 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

• Answer questions regarding your professional views on the rationale of mixed tenure 
estates and their benefits to society as a whole   

• Describe the key design issues behind the layout and integration of units in mixed tenure 
estates 

• Discuss the planning, permitting and building process of mixed tenure estates. 
• Discuss the factors that have contributed to the success of mixed tenure estates  

 
Total estimated time to participate in study is 30 minutes to one hour. 
 
Risks of being in the study 

• The risks of involvement in this study are minimal.  However, as with all qualitative 
research there is some risk of loss of confidentiality.  All measures will be taken to assure 
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the privacy and confidentiality of the participant.  The identity of the individual and 
group will be disguised in all written work stemming from the study.  All collected 
materials and correspondences will be marked using a neutral coding system, and stored 
in a secure locked location. 

• This project may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. If you wish to discuss the 
information above or any other risks you may experience, you may ask questions now or 
call the Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this form if any concerns arise 
following this interview. 

 
Benefits:   

While there are no direct benefits for the participants, we hope that this research will 
provide some valuable insights as to the key strengths and gaps in the field of mixed 
tenure estate development in the UK.     

 
Compensation: 

• There is no compensation for participation in this study. 
 

Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 
• This interview will be audio-recorded. 

o Audiotapes will be labeled by a neutral coding system that will protect the 
identity of all interviewees. 

o tapes will be kept in a secure locked place. 
o tapes will be heard only for research purposes by the primary investigator. 
o tapes will be erased after they are transcribed, and all transcripts will be kept in 

a secure locked place and destroyed at the end of this study. 

• All participant contact information, field notes, audiotapes and transcripts of interviews 
will be managed in a secure location using a neutral coding system.  The non-identifiable 
participant data sets will allow the primary investigator to manage analysis while 
maintaining full participant confidentiality and preserving individual privacy. After the 
completion of the study, all contact information and hard copies of data will be destroyed.  

 
The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized persons from 
The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review Board, have the legal 
right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the 
extent permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that will make it possible 
to identify you as a subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of new 
information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the study. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 

If you have any questions about the study please ask now.  If you have questions later, 
want additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation, please call the primary 
investigator conducting the study.  The primary investigator’s name, phone number, and e-mail 
address are at the top of this page.  If you have questions about your rights as a research 
participant, complaints, concerns, or questions about the research please contact Jody Jensen, 
Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects at (512) 232-2685 or the Office of Research Support at (512) 471-8871 or email: 
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orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

Statement of Consent: 

 
I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision about 
participating in this study.  I consent to participate in the study. 
 
Signature:___________________________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________ Date: ___________________ 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 
 
 
 
Signature of Investigator:__________________________ Date: __________________ 
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Appendix B: Consent Form 
Title: Mixed Income Housing Developments 
Conducted By:  Meng Qi  
Of The University of Texas at Austin: School of Architecture, Community and Regional Planning 
Program; Telephone: 971-645-7727; Email: meng98@gmail.com 
Supervisor: Elizabeth Mueller   
Of The University of Texas at Austin: School of Architecture, Community and Regional Planning 
Program; Telephone: 512-471-1151 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study.  This form provides you with information 
about the study.  The person in charge of this research will also describe this study to you and 
answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and ask any questions you might 
have before deciding whether or not to take part. Your participation is entirely voluntary.  You 
can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
You can stop your participation at any time and your refusal will not impact current or future 
relationships with UT Austin or participating sites.  To do so simply tell the researcher you wish 
to stop participation.  You may also ask clarifying questions at any point in the interview process.  
You may choose to go “off the record” at any point during the interview, during which period 
anything you say will be kept out of all written work resulting from this study.  Please answer all 
questions in your professional capacity.  The researcher will provide you with a copy of this 
consent form for your records. 
 
The purpose of this study is to gather the participant’s views on the development of mixed 
income housing in the Austin, TX.  The focus of this study will be on the rationale behind mixed 
income housing developments and their societal benefits, as well as the key large-scale design 
issues behind the layout and integration of mixed income housing developments.   
 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

• Answer questions regarding your professional views on the rationale of mixed income 
housing and their benefits to society as a whole   

• Describe the key design issues behind the layout and integration of units in mixed income 
housing 

• Discuss the planning, permitting and building process of mixed income housing 
• Discuss the factors that have contributed to the success of mixed income housing  

 
Total estimated time to participate in study is 30 minutes to 45 minutes. 
 
Risks of being in the study 

• The risks of involvement in this study are minimal.  However, as with all qualitative 
research there is some risk of loss of confidentiality.  All measures will be taken to assure 
the privacy and confidentiality of the participant.  The identity of the individual and 
group will be disguised in all written work stemming from the study.  All collected 
materials and correspondences will be marked using a neutral coding system, and stored 
in a secure locked location. 

• This project may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. If you wish to discuss the 
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information above or any other risks you may experience, you may ask questions now or 
call the Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this form if any concerns arise 
following this interview. 

 
Benefits:   

While there are no direct benefits for the participants, we hope that this research will 
provide some valuable insights as to the key strengths and gaps in the field of mixed 
income housing development in the U.S.     

 
Compensation: 

• There is no compensation for participation in this study. 
 

Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 
• This interview will be audio-recorded. 

o Audiotapes will be labeled by a neutral coding system that will protect the 
identity of all interviewees. 

o tapes will be kept in a secure locked place. 
o tapes will be heard only for research purposes by the primary investigator. 
o tapes will be erased after they are transcribed, and all transcripts will be kept in 

a secure locked place and destroyed at the end of this study. 

• All participant contact information, field notes, audiotapes and transcripts of interviews 
will be managed in a secure location using a neutral coding system.  The non-identifiable 
participant data sets will allow the primary investigator to manage analysis while 
maintaining full participant confidentiality and preserving individual privacy. After the 
completion of the study, all contact information and hard copies of data will be destroyed.  

 
The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized persons from 
The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review Board, have the legal 
right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the 
extent permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that will make it possible 
to identify you as a subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of new 
information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the study. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 

If you have any questions about the study please ask now.  If you have questions later, 
want additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation, please call the primary 
investigator conducting the study.  The primary investigator’s name, phone number, and e-mail 
address are at the top of this page.  If you have questions about your rights as a research 
participant, complaints, concerns, or questions about the research please contact Jody Jensen, 
Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects at (512) 232-2685 or the Office of Research Support at (512) 471-8871 or email: 
orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

Statement of Consent: 
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I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision about 
participating in this study.  I consent to participate in the study. 
 
Signature:___________________________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________ Date: ___________________ 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 
 
 
 
Signature of Investigator:__________________________ Date: __________________ 
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Appendix C. UK Interview Questions 
 
The following are key interview questions for the rationale behind mixed tenure estates: 
 
1. What do you think was the primary and most effective argument for mixed tenure 
estates as a solution to the affordable housing lack in the London region? 
 
2. Was there a particular political group that started this movement, or was there a 
general consensus among all affordable housing advocates that mixed tenure estates were 
the ideal model for delivering affordable housing? 
 
3. Do you think mixed tenure estates are beneficial for society in general, and if so, how? 
 
The following are key interview questions for design decisions made on the development 
scale in mixed tenure estates: 
 
1. How did you decide how site affordable units relative to market-rate units?  Which 
primary factors did you consider in making your decisions and why? 
 
2. Did you decide to use a segregative or integrative approach when designing affordable 
units?  What were your reasons for making these decisions? 
 
3. How do you feel certain design decisions have affected the success of this mixed-
tenure estate, both in terms of market-rate residents and affordable unit residents? 
 
4. Do you feel that your design decisions have affected the behavior of the residents of 
this estate in any way?  If so, in what ways? 
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Appendix D: U.S. Interview Questions 
 
Background Questions: 
The following are key interview questions for the rationale behind mixed tenure estates: 
 
1. What are the arguments supporting mixed income housing?  In your professional 
opinion, which are the most persuasive? 
 
2. In your professional perspective, in what ways do you think mixed income housing, as 
an affordable housing approach, can be beneficial for the U.S. in general?  Are there 
ways that these developments are a challenge? 
 
3. The following are key interview questions for design decisions made throughout the 
entire development in mixed income housing: 
 
4. Who is involved in the decision making process regarding how to site affordable units 
relative to market-rate units?  Is there anyone advocating for tenants in the design 
process?  Which primary factors did they consider in making their decisions and why?  
Entrance ways and common areas? 
 
5. Follow up: social considerations and economic constraints/considerations? 
 
6. Can you talk about the decisions made about how to aesthetically treat the exteriors of 
the market rate and affordable units?  What were the primary reasons for making these 
decisions? 
 
7. In your experience, in which ways will design decisions affected the behavior of the 
residents in this mixed income development (Mueller)?  Did you consider interaction 
between different residents? 
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