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Abstract  
 
 

New Urbanism is a design strategy that has emerged over the last 30 years with the focus 

on how to best preserve, design, develop and restore our regions, cities, and neighborhoods. 

Although certain principles of New Urbanism have translated successfully into modern 

developments, there are still critiques on the failure of New Urbanism of achieving its stated 

principles of creating neighborhoods that are diverse in income. The city of Austin, Texas is 

facing a similar problem in lack of affordability as one of the fastest growing cities in the nation 

with rapidly rising property values and a median family income (M.F.I.) level that is well above 

the national average (Way et al., 4). The city is experiencing an increased demand for housing, 

particularly affordable housing in East Austin where gentrification is rapidly displacing families 

who can no longer afford to live in their homes (Jankowski, 1). Therefore, when the city of 

Austin began to approach redeveloping the Robert Mueller Municipal airport in the 1990s, a 

collective effort ensued between the City and the Community to create a plan for the site. A 

vision was created for a district that “would be a model for responsible urban redevelopment” 

with “Diversity and Affordability” being listed as one of key goals of the plan to be achieved by 

public-private partnerships between the master developer - Catellus Development, the City of 

Austin, Mueller homebuilders and apartment developers, and non-profit community organizations 

to provide at least 25% of Mueller’s for-sale and for-rent units to prospective residents at a 

reduced cost through Mueller’s affordable homes program (The Plan, Mueller Austin).  The 

purpose of this case study will be to understand how public-private partnerships, inclusionary 

zoning, and community participation are being used to achieve sustainable, mixed-income 

housing at the Mueller redevelopment project which is a New Urbanist infill development site. At 

this stage in the research, mixed-income housing refers to a development that is comprised of 

housing units with differing levels of affordability with both market-rate homes and homes made 

available to low-income residents below the market rate (Mixed-Income Housing and the HOME 
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Program, HUD). This research will consist of an extensive literature review on the history and 

trends of affordability in both New Urbanist and Infill developments, along with analyzing 

secondary sources such as meeting minutes and public reports related to the affordability problem 

in Austin along with the structure and implementation of the Mueller affordable homes program. 

As the city of Austin continues to grow, it will be important for future developers to have a vision 

for creative, inclusive neighborhoods that can meet the demands of those from a diverse range of 

backgrounds.  
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Introduction 
 

Austin, Texas is one of the fastest growing cities in the nation with rapidly increasing 

property values and a median family income (M.F.I.) level that is well above the national average 

(Way et al., 4). These trends have led to an increased demand for housing, particularly affordable 

housing in East Austin where gentrification is rapidly displacing families who can no longer 

afford to live in their homes (Jankowski, 2). Therefore, when the city of Austin began to approach 

redeveloping the Robert Mueller Municipal airport, a task force was created to gather community 

input and create a plan for the site. This task force established a vision of creating a district that 

“would be a model for responsible urban redevelopment - an alternative to land consumption and 

automobile dependent development patterns throughout the region that could influence the form 

and pattern of growth within Austin” (The Plan, Mueller Austin). One of the six key goals listed 

in the Mueller redevelopment plan was “Diversity and Affordability” which would be achieved 

by public-private partnerships between the master developer - Catellus Development, the City of 

Austin, along with Mueller homebuilders and multi-family developers to provide at least 25% of 

Mueller’s for-sale and for-rent units to prospective residents at a reduced cost through Mueller’s 

affordable homes program (The Plan, Mueller Austin). The purpose of this case study will be to 

understand how public-private partnerships, inclusionary zoning, and community participation 

are being used to achieve sustainable, mixed-income housing at the Mueller redevelopment 

project. At this stage in the research, mixed-income housing refers to a development that is 

comprised of housing units with differing levels of affordability with both market-rate homes and 

homes made available to low-income residents below the market rate (Mixed-Income Housing 

and the HOME Program, HUD). As the city of Austin continues to grow, it will be important for 

future developers to have a vision for creative inclusive neighborhoods that can meet the demands 

of those from a diverse range of backgrounds. By identifying how the Mueller affordable homes 

program utilized and extensive community-driven, formulation process to create the vision for 
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Mueller, along with how an elaborate network of public-private partnerships are being used to 

implement the program we can begin to have a better understanding how to create mixed-income 

housing in a booming urban area like Austin. 

To complete this research, I first conducted a thorough literature review of cases studies 

and academic literature relating to affordable and mixed-income housing and how it can be 

achieved in New Urbanist developments and gentrifying neighborhoods. Through this research I 

found that over the last 50 years, the tactics of creating of affordable housing have drastically 

shifted to a method of “mixed-income” housing that creates communities with a diversity of 

incomes. New urbanism, which is where the principles of the Mueller redevelopment plan 

originate from, often proclaims its dedication to including affordable housing in its developments 

but this is often not the case. Often, the homes in the development are originally sold at an 

affordable rate but as time goes on the value of the appreciate to an unaffordable level. Therefore, 

new tactics are necessary to create affordable housing in these communities that will be 

sustainable and useful to future families. The Mueller redevelopment plan is comprised of a 

group of stakeholders that are dedicated to creating a sustainable affordable homes program in 

Mueller that will serve the displaced residents around Austin. The research will include an 

analysis of how these stakeholders are working to achieve this goal along with a comparison of 

the tactics being used now to tactics used in the past to understand how the strong the potential is 

for the program to continue to serve low-income families in Mueller for years to come. 

To address what is being done at the Mueller program, I will analyze how the Mueller 

development integrates more affordable housing choices and how the actors involved with the 

Mueller development are working to achieve the goals for the Mueller affordable homes program. 

It is no secret that the City of Austin and Catellus are proud of their achievements at the Mueller 

project which can be seen through a very transparent process for ensuring accountability among 

those involved. This makes information available from semi-annual status reports to monthly 

meeting agendas and other publications outlining the structure and processes for the Mueller 
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affordable homes program. By completing this research, I plan to present a case study that 

outlines how a mixed-income housing program can be achieved in the heart of a city as booming 

and expensive as Austin, Tx. Because the Mueller property was originally city owned, the city 

has had a vested interest in the project and has shown strong leadership to create the conditions 

necessary for establishing and sustaining an affordable homes program at Mueller.  

This research will analyze how the actors involved with the program created transparency and 

accountability to ensure the success of the program. 

 Background research has identified three major strategies attached to Mueller affordable 

housing program which are public-private partnerships, inclusionary zoning, and community 

participation. Therefore, I plan to identify how the Mueller affordable homes program uses these 

strategies together to achieve the goals of program.  I will attempt to address how this program 

works, while outlining the successes and failures of the program in regard to achieving the goals 

of the program. I will use the perspectives of relevant stakeholders through interviews to 

understand how the program operates along with how it works to achieve sustainable design. 

Research has shown that New Urbanist developments have struggled to provide affordable 

housing for extended periods, if providing affordable housing out all. Therefore, this report will 

analyze how the program is working to create a program that will provide homes to families for 

years to come. This will include addressing how the Mueller plan aligns with the goals of 

government organizations such as the city of Austin and the Department for Housing and Urban 

Development. Before diving into the Mueller plan, it will be important to explain why affordable 

housing is experiencing a nationwide shortage and how what has been and is being done at New 

Urbanist developments to incorporate mixed income housing then comparing that to the Mueller 

Plan & how the city of Austin is working with public and private partners to counteract the 

affordable housing and gentrification that is being experienced within East Austin in the 

communities surrounding Mueller. This analysis will help illustrate the possibilities and 

importance for creating an affordable homes program that is sustainable and will last for years to 
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come. Additional questions will be addressed but the primary focus will be on addressing how a 

variety of strategies are being used to achieve the goals of the Mueller Affordable Homes 

program.  
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CH 1: Review of Literature 
 
Defining New Urbanism  
 
 Over the last 30 years, the design style known as New Urbanism has emerged as a 

part of a movement that is focused on how to best preserve, design, develop, and restore 

our regions, cities and neighborhoods (CNU). New Urbanist developments can be found 

across the country taking many forms while occupying land in both urban and suburban 

areas (Larsen, 396). It is ironic that, despite its emphasis on the ‘new’, the design of New 

Urbanism resembles a more traditional neighborhood design as one might find in an old 

European village or pre-war U.S. small town with homes and businesses clustered 

together.  

 The Congress for New Urbanism, which was founded in 1993, represents 

professionals from a broad range of disciplines including architecture, urban design, 

planning, development, transportation, civil engineering and community activism (CNU). 

The Charter of the New Urbanism advocates for communities that are diverse in use and 

population while utilizing design strategies for pedestrian and transit, and automobile 

traffic. New Urbanist believe that cities and towns should be shaped by accessible public 

spaces and community institutions. All of this is to be accomplished while using a style 

of architecture and landscape design that celebrates the local history, climate, ecology 

and building practice (The Charter, CNU). 

 This particular study is concerned with the principles listed in the Charter of the 

New Urbanism in regard to the provision of housing that states “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 
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authentic community” (The Charter, CNU).  Scholarly literature over the last few decades 

has looked extensively at this principle while addressing the success of New Urbanist 

development in incorporating a variety of housing. In theory, New Urbanism offers a 

potential setting in which smaller housing units such as apartment and townhomes can be 

made affordable to those with moderate or low incomes so that they can integrated into 

the community. There is increasing evidence to show that by creating this diversity 

amongst residents, there will be improved living environments and access to new 

opportunities for these low- and moderate-income families (Jacobs 133). 

 Raj Chetty and Nathaniel Hendren provide quasi-experimental evidence that 

neighborhoods affect intergenerational mobility through childhood exposure effects. In 

particular, their analysis reveals the positive outcomes for children whose families move 

to a better neighborhood by comparing their lives to the outcomes of the children already 

living there. research is done as a component of larger project of examining the effects of 

tax expenditures on the budget deficit and economic activity through the National Bureau 

of Economic Research. Chetty and Henderen ask the question of to what extent are 

children’s economic opportunities shaped by the neighborhoods in which they grew up? 

(Chetty & Henderen, 1) To do this, they compare the outcomes of children at different 

ages who to move to better or worse areas to identify the rate at which the outcomes of 

children who move converge to those of the permanent residents in the community 

through a long-term study that follows the children through early adulthood. Their 

findings reveal that first and foremost, place matters. Children who move at earlier ages 

to areas where prior residents have higher income earn more themselves as adults (Chetty 

& Henderen, 22). It is also found that time matters as every year of exposure to the better 
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year contributes to a higher income in adulthood. It is also important to note that each 

year of childhood matters equally as the benefits of growing up in a better neighborhood 

extend well beyond early childhood. This research provides a unique analysis in 

comparison to previous analyses on why experiments such as the Moving to Opportunity 

(MTO) Experiment failed to identify significant effects of moving to a better 

neighborhood on neighborhood outcomes (Chetty & Henderen, 5). This analysis provides 

data on the long-term outcomes of younger children which was previously unavailable. 

The findings reveal the importance of place-focused approaches to improving economic 

mobility to either improve areas that have low levels of mobility or helping families 

move to higher opportunity areas. Making this decision on the policy solution to produce 

these outcomes requires analyzing the casual effect of neighborhoods to understand what 

makes areas better than others. In regard to this study, this research reveals the 

importance of incorporating affordable housing into New Urbanist developments to 

create the opportunities that these low-income families need.  

However, it is not uncommon for city planning schemes to experience failure, and 

New Urbanism is no exception. Along with difficulties associated with the calls for mass 

transit, regional planning, and neighborhood-scale retail, perhaps the most notable failure 

is including housing for a mix of incomes (Johnson & Talen, 584).  This has set the base 

for numerous critiques of New Urbanism in that it is failing to meet the promise of 

addressing concentrated poverty by leveraging community design to create more socially 

diverse neighborhoods (Johnson & Talen, 583). There is a large perception that New 

Urbanist communities are designed to be affluent communities with a lack of 

inclusiveness which violates the principles for diversity listed in the Charter of the New 
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Urbanism thus damaging the legitimacy of the movement as a whole. There is a divide in 

these developments in the provision of affordable housing which some being “affordable 

by default” through city requirements or those that are “affordable by intent,” at least in 

terms of the marketing approach. (Talen, 499). The following sections will explain how 

the history of the provision of affordable housing has led to this perception of New 

Urbanism and what can be done to create diversity and affordability in New Urbanist 

communities.   

 
New Urbanism and Gentrification 
 

Suburbanization emerged as a dominant land use trend in 1950s for more affluent 

populations due to many factors including the ascendancy of the automobile and creation 

of the Interstate highway program together with Federal loan programs to provide 

housing for returning veterans and baby-boomers looking to start a family (Duany et al., 

7). This led to the consequent spread of low-density urban development has resulted in 

the creation of decentralized, multi-centered, ‘inside-out’ cities (Knox, 65). This sprawl is 

not a healthy form of growth as it tends not to pay for itself financially and consumes 

land at an alarming rate while simultaneously creating extreme traffic problems and 

exacerbating social inequity and isolation (Duany et al., 4). It is to note that the 

movement of families into these suburban communities was termed “white flight” as 

federal policies and guidelines for funding such as redlining, restricted the opportunity 

for people of color to move into these communities. Redlining was the process by which 

mortgage providers and insurance companies marked areas of disinvestment on the map 

which were seen as areas that would not receive the cost reduction benefits that suburban 

households would. These families were thus left in inner-city city neighborhoods that 
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now experienced a catastrophic loss in tax revenues which led to deteriorating 

neighborhoods with few opportunities for low-income residents to improve their 

situations. This prompted action from the federal government to use “urban renewal” 

which today is looked back at as a government program used for acquiring, demolishing, 

and replacing buildings deemed slums in an effort to revitalize these deteriorating 

communities. However, this is not necessarily accurate as “urban redevelopment” used 

this process as a part of the Housing Act of 1949 whereas “urban renewal” came with the 

Housing Act of 1954 and instead focused on enforcement of building codes and 

rehabilitation of substandard housing while providing affordable housing through private 

housing instead of public housing (Hoffman, 14). By the end of the 1950s, the 

community grassroot efforts that focused on rehabilitation and helped to create this 

strategy were fading into the background and the focus on providing suitable housing for 

low income families lost traction. The notion that cities needed to revitalize inner-city 

areas in order to retain middle- and upper- class residents and reverse the spread of blight 

continued on however this began to take form through selective private development with 

developers more focused on profit than affordable housing. The program did not truly 

eliminate public housing as it was intended to do in response to “urban redevelopment” 

however Congress continued to fund a portion of the public housing program which 

prevented expansion in order to house the increasing amount of low-income families 

being displaced by government clearance programs and the influx of private investment. 

Because of this, politicians in major cities saw the continued need for public housing 

because they did not think that private investment would flow into the inner-city ghettos 

(Hoffman, 25). The nature of “Urban Renewal” became blurred in the following years as 
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the need for public housing was acknowledged while land clearance still continued in 

inner-city neighborhoods regardless of whether or not public housing would be created to 

house to dislocated low-income families. In this light, “Urban Renewal” now became 

seen as negro removal in the eyes of critics who fought for the eventual termination of the 

program in 1974 by congress which then instituted wide-ranging block grants that left 

decisions on urban improvement in the hands of local governments. The Housing Act of 

1974 established the Section 8 Voucher Program that would allow private interests to 

build, own, and manage housing intended for the poor with no limits on profit thus 

transferring the responsibility to provide suitable affordable housing from government to 

private interest who may not share the same passion for the purpose of affordable housing 

(Hoffman, 26). These “social movements” as termed by the government led to term 

“gentrification” gaining a negative context with an association to provision of affordable 

housing becoming increasingly privatized (Hetzler et al., 2). Gentrification is the process 

in which poor and working-class neighborhoods in the inner city that once experienced 

disinvestment and a middle-class exodus are now being refurbished with private capital 

and middle-class homebuyers and renters (Smith, 32). 

Neil Smith outlines three waves of gentrification in American history. The first 

wave during the 1950s to 1970s represented central city revitalization through state 

investment on the basis that an improved city center would be best for everybody (38). 

This was not the case. As previously stated, this is when gentrification gained its negative 

context as a highly classist and racist process that gives no regard to working class and 

minority families. The second wave began in the 1970s and continued into the 1990s. 

Throughout this time, the practice of block busting and land clearance continued in 
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disinvested neighborhoods when private developers saw an opportunity and were able to 

remove the redline barriers to create projects that would begin transforming the 

community which expanded the rent gap in these communities. The rent gap is difference 

between the potential ground rent level and actual rent capture under the present land use 

which led to the filtering out and displacement of low income families to create room for 

more middle- and upper- class individuals (Smith 67). This second wave represents more 

of a setup for the third wave as this period is marked by the critiquing of the government 

for obstructing the economy’s “natural” tendencies towards recovery as gentrification 

became more of “free-market” practice in urban, economic and policy restructuring 

(Smith, 39). The third wave which began in the 1990s, is represented in Smith’s view by 

the marriage of New Urbanism and gentrification. He notes two immediate 

consequences, the first being that cities are being forced into an era of global city-to-city 

competition for capital while striving to become a “world city” and second, individuals 

are forced to compete in the free market (Hetzler et al., 4). In this context, the city must 

now sell itself to the highest bidder and development no longer becomes focused around 

industry. Instead, cities now propose policies and ordinances that will promote this free-

market gentrification while giving less regard to the inequality and uneven development 

that is taking place across cities. To associate New Urbanism with gentrification in this 

context can lead to long debate about the success and failure of the affordability 

initiatives outlined in the Charter for New Urbanism. This third wave is also tied to the 

shift to more neoliberal development policy which Smith asserts is focused on “the best 

and highest use” of land while utilizing mixed-use zoning and property-led economic 

development with no regard for the existing community and its residents (Smith, 438). To 
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combat this trend, it is essential that the existing residents, the ones who create the 

community development reports that represent their goals and desires for the 

neighborhood communities, have their voices heard from those involved with 

development projects including city officials and private developers. One particular 

victim of redevelopment projects is inner-city neighborhoods with unique ethnic 

character which attracts those wealthier individuals who are moving back into the cities 

to experience this life. However, the result is that this culture is formed by the long-time 

residents who are usually low-income and minority groups who will eventually be 

displaced out of their community. The new residents desire a true cultural character to 

their community but ignore the fact that this culture was created by the experiences and 

problems associated with an ethnic past of minority groups (Hetzler et al., 9). Altogether, 

in the context of Smith’s view of gentrification, New Urbanist projects are being used to 

attract new business, high income residents and tourism to boost the economy and clean 

up areas deemed unworthy with no regard for low-income projects which is occurring is 

response to a neoliberal shift and privatization of the housing market. 

In 2017, the United Nations Human Rights Council presented a special report 

focused on the “financialization of housing” and its impact on the right of the individual 

to an adequate standard of living without discrimination. The “financialization of 

housing” refers to the structural change in housing and financial markets and global 

investment as a result of a neo-liberal shift towards the deregulation of housing (Farha, 

3). Corporate finance has turned housing into a commodity where the markets respond to 

the needs of the investors rather than needs of the community. This ensures that investors 

speculative needs are met and that their return on investment will come quickly. In the 
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United States, this financialization of housing is reflected in the federal governments 

movement toward decentralization which limits government funding for lower income 

families (Krumholtz, 51). The report illustrates that the dominant impact of wealth and 

private investment in the housing market create the “economics of inequality” where 

cities experience spatial inequality and segregation.  

The concerns of the United Nations committee resemble the conditions that Neil 

Smith’s identifies as characteristics of the “Revanchist City” that emerged along 

systematic uneven development. In this city, there is a vicious reaction against minorities, 

the working class, homeless people, the unemployed, women, gays, lesbians and 

immigrants (Smith, 211). If Smith is correct about his portrayal of the American City, 

then planners and developers must shift their focus to creating areas that incorporate 

people of all backgrounds because diversity is inevitable (Toker, 11). By the year 2050, it 

is expected that Whites will no longer be the majority population in America representing 

about 45% of the total population meaning that cities will only become more diverse 

which means that there must be a focus on how diversity will be spatially distributed 

across the city (Wade). The United Nations Human Rights council addresses the right to 

adequate housing as a right to a place to live in dignity and security (Farha, 11). 

Therefore, to keep capital flowing back into the city without continuing the tendency of 

uneven development, the many actors involved with New Urbanism must work to combat 

the effects of uneven development and instead focus on generating diversity in their 

communities with equal opportunity and mobility for all residents. Public and private 

sector partnerships that are formed to create New Urbanist projects must collaborate to 

combat Smith’s “Revanchist City” by understanding the goals of the existing community 
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members to ensure their role in the development process while also ensuring that the 

project will include a degree of affordable housing that will be sustainable long-term. 

Cities now are constantly working to reinvent their image to large firms and 

companies to show that the city is thriving both economically and socially. To do this, 

urban megaprojects, waterfront projects and flagship buildings along with other major 

development projects have been used to attract attention, foster distinctiveness and 

provide instantly recognizable images as part of culture-led regeneration strategies aimed 

at rebranding cities or urban quarters (Grubbauer, 337). Although these projects often are 

beneficial for cities in gaining additional revenue, it is important for city planners and 

developers to observe the negative effects on the residents of these areas where new 

regeneration projects occur. Smith states that the language of revitalization, recycling, 

upgrading and renaissance suggests that affected neighborhoods were somehow 

devitalized or culturally moribund prior to gentrification (Smith, 32). Policy makers in 

cities where this regeneration occurs stress that economic development would bring 

shared benefits to new and existing residents, but the results overwhelmingly favored the 

arriving residents at the expense of the displaced (Tierney & Petty, 440). At the root of 

gentrification, socio-economic differentiation creates the conditions necessary for 

redevelopment to occur as the use value of neighborhoods continues to decline. But if 

this redevelopment continually relocates poorer residents, then they will continue to be 

“increasingly segregated – spatially, socially and culturally from the rest of the 

population and, because of their limited economic resources and lack of political clout, 

they tend to be neglected by both private enterprise and municipal governments when it 

comes to the provision and location of services and amenities” (Knox, 64). Gentrification 
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creates a vicious cycle of homelessness and poverty that are important social issues that 

can affect the value and function of communities. However, the destruction and 

gentrification of low income and minority communities contributes to homelessness and 

poverty while simultaneously improving the aesthetic and financial qualities of these 

areas. As Jane Jacobs states, the Winners in the competition for space that emerge most 

profitable in a locality will be repeated and repeated, crowing out and overwhelming less 

profitable forms of use and people (243) 

 Although the link between gentrification and New Urbanism has been drawn and 

there are facts that can back up that claim, there is reason for optimism. A variety of 

practices have emerged over the last two centuries to adapt to Smith’s “Free Market” 

urban environment that are being continually analyzed to create the best communities 

possible. Studies have shown that developers often lack the knowledge and understanding 

of integrating affordable housing into communities (Johnson & Talen, 603). Therefore, it 

is important that New Urbanist and City planners analyze case studies of successful New 

Urbanist developments that are able to create communities with integrated affordable 

housing and relay that information to other developers, city officials, and community 

activists in order to create a more successful consistent product in New Urbanist 

developments. In particular, this literature will concentrate on the larger urban infill New 

Urbanist developments. Infill development is very popular in eyes of New Urbanist due 

to its ability to combat urban sprawl and address sensitivity to environmental issues while 

stimulating economic development all while creating a community that is compact, 

walkable with a variety of building uses. These large “Urban Megaprojects” as 

Grubbauer terms, can have a profound effect on the city and as previously stated can 
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often be linked with gentrification. Although these projects intend for smaller units to be 

more affordable, as the project becomes larger or the location more desirable, housing of 

any type becomes less affordable (Rowley & Phibbs, 7). In better areas, even one-

bedroom units can be well out of the price range for low and moderate incomes in many 

cities. 

By analyzing a variety of tools and models that have been well-researched such as 

public-private partnerships, inclusionary zoning, and community participation, along with 

the emergence of financial mechanisms such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit 

program, I intend to identify how these tools can be applied to an urban-infill 

development and what is necessary to create a community with a variety of incomes, 

even if the project is highly attractive to wealthier families and individuals.  

Housing Potential with Infill Development 
 

It has become obvious that planning the U.S. has become increasingly 

postmodern in the context of economic development and selling the city with the 

involvement of the private sector to create a more marketable urban aesthetic. In the mid 

1990s, the congress for New Urbanism created the Inner City Task force that worked 

with the department for Housing & Urban Development along with local communities to 

gain a stronger perspective of how to recreate urban areas with New Urbanism. The 

identified a variety of essential strategies to the process which were “community 

development, economic opportunity for local business, diversity of housing types and 

costs, infill that strategically safeguards existing structures to conserve social fabric, 

mixed-use development, safety and civic engagement, and emulation of local 

architectural character” (Larsen, 797) New urbanist believe that these strategies can be 
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incorporated into infill development which will help conserve environmental resources, 

increase economic investment, enrich the social fabric while simultaneously reclaiming 

marginal and abandoned areas (Leccesse & McCormick, VII). The literature on New 

Urbanist infill development has tended to focus more on specific programs rather than 

analyzing the concept as a broader revitalization strategy, however the concept can 

provide a unique opportunity for responding to the affordable housing shortage in cities.  

Rowlet and Phibbs offer a thorough analysis of how to achieve affordability 

through urban infill development by creating a panel of over 50 public and private sector 

professionals which allowed the authors to essentially create a dialogue over a range of 

suggestion put forth by the industry who work to increase housing supply on Urban Infill 

development sites. The final report is a compilation of the expert opinions as opposed to 

academic exploration of the issue which provides with real answers to the development 

problem. The lack of supply for adequate and affordable housing is an issue that has 

continually plagued American cities and still exist to this day (Krumholz, 50). Although 

policy makers have worked to solve the problem, their efforts have often failed due to a 

lack of fundamental understanding about the nature of housing supply, and the 

relationship between land and housing supply. The purpose of this study is to analyze the 

challenges of increasing housing supply through infill development. Although the report 

is focused on Australian cities, the findings support much of the existing literature on 

how to increase housing supply and the inclusion of affordable housing into new urban 

infill developments in American cities. 

 Infill development can be broken down into two main categories, Brownfield sites 

which refers to large scale, previously developed sites, and greyfield sites which can be 
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defined as under-utilized property assets located in urban areas and often taken form in 

precinct scale development rather than piecemeal infill. These projects offer the 

opportunity for new housing typologies such as low-rise high-density development, new 

partnerships that involve community participation, and new modes of constructing the 

built environment of the future (Rowley & Phibbs, 66). The focus of this section is to 

analyze how a more affordable housing supply can become incorporated into these 

greyfield development projects. The authors identify a variety of barriers to creating these 

infill developments including higher construction costs, difficulties preparing land for 

construction, delays in securing finance, a lengthy planning and development assessment 

process, securing legal titles, and community opposition (Rowley & Phibbs, 10). For 

Greyfield development in particular, Newton et al., identify major impediments including 

assembling adequate land, financial disincentives that exist for current landowner 

considering redevelopment, extensive municipal codes and restrictions to certain types of 

development, and a lack of good quality demonstration projects that visualize the benefits 

to the individuals in these communities. With all of these challenges, the authors sought 

to use the investigative panel to identify ways to overcome hurdles and create a more 

successful model for development on greyfield sites. These areas include urban policy, 

urban renewal organization, construction and labor force innovations, and proactive 

community engagement (Rowley and Phibbs, 13).  

To increase opportunities for infill development, government entities can 

assemble land parcels and task itself with the development approval process in 

partnership with private sector partners. These partnerships can be created when the 

government entity offers alternative funding arrangements or development incentives to 
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attract private sector developers. The development industry delivers housing in return for 

profit therefore it is essential that alternative solutions be utilized to increase the 

willingness of the developer to take on a project. If revenue does not exceed total cost by 

a margin sufficient to provide the developer with adequate compensation for risk 

involved, the development will not occur (Rowley and Phibbs, 22).In all actuality, the 

fact that the provision of affordable housing depends on a viable proforma for a 

developer may not be the true answer to providing the social necessity. But regardless, 

this is nature of the system in place and as long as it remains, political leaders must work 

with their community and establish goals to direct the profit-driven development as best 

it can. Although developers may cite political processes as a hurdle in the development 

process, that simply reinforces the need for public-private partnerships to work through 

hurdles in the process. Doing this can not only help the city achieve its goal with an 

inclusion of affordable housing but also provide increased certainty for the developer 

through strict timelines and clear contribution requirements to avoid delays in the 

construction process (Rowley and Phibbs, 29). 

 In regard to incorporation of affordable housing onto these sites, Rowley and 

Phibbs found that policy intervention would be needed because the land values within 

infill areas that offer good transportation links are simply too high to allow for the 

incorporation of affordable to low-moderate income groups. The price of the resulting 

homes in the development will be key to the demand of the homes and developers should 

be incentivized to provide a range of housing options at differing price points. To achieve 

this, community housing associations can parent with private sector developers to provide 

significant quantities of shared equity units on infill sites (Deitrick & Ellis, 428). The 
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community housing sector has a vital role in the supply of diverse housing therefore it is 

essential that this sector is property resources to enable competition with the private 

sector for the acquisition of infill sites. These organizations are often not for profit 

meaning that they don’t require the level of return that private sector developers do. This 

is what allows them to offer a different product to the market and maintain the supply of 

affordable units by managing these units over time. The success of these organizations 

requires the government to be proactive to ensure that land is developed in a such a way 

to produce a diverse housing options (Larsen, 811). This can be achieved by using public 

land to subsidize the development of affordable housing (Rowley and Phibbs, 39). 

Overall, there needs to be strong leadership at the highest levels of government to 

promote the benefits of infill development not only to the developers, but to the 

community as well. The term “affordable housing” can be attached with a negative 

connotation therefore the benefits of such development should be fully transparent to 

reduce fear.   

 Kristin Larsen provides an example of the impact of how New Urbanism can be 

applied to infill projects in inner-city neighborhoods in a case study of Orlando, FL 

where the city adopted a traditional neighborhood development code in line with the 

principles for New Urbanism. Cities across the country are also using this tool to 

effectively incorporate New Urbanist design interventions into plans and land 

development codes as traditional city guidelines which can encourage New Urbanist 

developers to build in the city. After studying Orlando for over a decade, Larsen found 

success in both small and large neighborhood revitalization infill projects throughout the 

city and that this these guidelines can be flexible to adapt to the different challenges that 
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individual neighborhoods place. However, she did also find that the success varied 

depending on different local conditions in the communities. In the more economically 

distressed areas, she found that the impacts of desegregation are still being felt with 

rampant poverty and disinvestment plaguing the crime ridden streets. Whereas in more 

economically stabilized areas, the New Urbanists tool were more successfully integrated. 

Regardless, she makes it clear that in both areas, people-based equity goals are essential 

and require a comprehensive, and proactive planning process that is inclusive and offers 

incentives for riskier development projects (Larsen, 811). Therefore, Larsen suggests 

drafting a ‘unified vision and plan’ based on local context with the input of the 

community, to control property and better direct redevelopment while empowering the 

residents and property owners to ensure social equity (Larsen 811). If the city has 

available public land, it is essential that it undertakes a comprehensive, proactive 

planning process that incorporates community participation to create certain performance 

standards from the private sector such as setting a level of inclusion for affordable 

housing in new residential projects. This strategy goes against the suggestions from 

Rowlet and Phibbs, however it is important to note that their findings come from the 

perspective of the developer mindset which has different motivations from a city. 

However, as long as the funding for public housing remains insufficient, private capital 

will be needed which means public-private partnerships must be created and structured in 

a way to give the developer the profits they seek while allowing the goals set by the city 

and community to be achieved. 

 Sabina Deitrick and Cliff Ellis believe that New Urbanism should be studied more 

by community development planners because it provides clearly defined, practical design 
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principles that are especially appropriate for affordable infill projects in central cities 

(Deitrick & Ellis, 427). They believe that New Urbanism offers benefits to studying 

urban design and using it to improve the quality, durability, marketability and community 

acceptance of inner-city revitalization efforts. By studying 6 different New Urbanist 

urban infill projects in Pittsburg, they found that success can be achieved through 

complicated partnerships which could leverage public funds with private capital and 

foundational support from non-profits or Community Development Corporations (CDC). 

The lessons drawn from these projects show that a strong community planning process is 

essential and should precede and form the foundation of a project’s design. There must 

also be respect for the existing urban fabric and use structural design elements to reflect 

the local character. In order to reduce the need for the automobile, streets should be 

created and extended in a pedestrian-oriented manner. Public, private, and semi-private 

space must be clearly defined to provide a stronger sense of security for residents and a 

clear orientation of space for visitors. Lastly, these developments should be built at urban 

densities while still offering desirable amenities such as private courtyards and secured 

parking. Altogether, Deitrick and Ellis believe that New Urbanism, is well suited for 

urban infill projects due to its adaptability to social conditions. Regardless, the success of 

the project starts with a participatory planning process of residents and community-based 

organizations that set financial, social, and architectural guidelines for the new 

development. Beyond setting these goals, the aspect of good design for the communities 

is also essential as it helps to create places of enduring quality capable of attracting 

residents and business owners to reinvest generation after generation (Deitrick and Ellis, 

440). One other potential benefit of creating strong public-private partnerships that have a 
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sense for a shared mission and genuine collaboration is the opportunity for the city to also 

include Green building requirements in the development process. Overall, these 

partnerships create situations in which those involved can work to use resources at their 

disposal to accomplish their respective development goals on infill development sites. 

Altogether the authors believe that New Urbanism can offer a unique opportunity 

due its ability adapt to current social conditions while incorporating creative design. The 

projects can prove successful when they emerge from a participatory planning process 

that has been designed to meet numerous financial, social and architectural requirements. 

They believe that the principles outlined by New Urbanist are particularly valuable to 

urban infill projects which have to respond to preexisting neighborhood conditions and 

resident preferences. But by utilizing New Urbanism which stresses good design, inner-

city areas can turn into an everyday environment “that is safe, healthy, hospitable and 

beautiful; that has good pedestrian and transit connections; and that offers housing 

opportunities for people of different incomes, ages, and family compositions” (Deitrick & 

Ellis, 439). The design of these New Urbanist infill projects matters because that is where 

the long-term sustainability of the projects comes from by being able to attract residents 

and business owners for generations to come. 

 
Incorporating Mixed-Income Housing 
 

Mixed-Income housing has become an increasingly popular trend in American 

Cities as a means of revitalizing urban areas and transforming public housing (Bohl, 

801). The concept of income mixing has been previously touched on in the discussion of 

affordability in New Urbanist and Infill developments. One of the primary rationales for 

mixed-income development is that it could be a way to reverse decades of racial and 
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socioeconomic segregation in America (Joseph, 374).  However, until we can develop a 

stronger understanding of how mixed-income housing can work, the vision of mixed-

income housing will continue to rely on the dissatisfaction with the previous attempts of 

low-income housing. The benefits of mixed-income housing are still becoming known as 

the long-term impacts on the residents of mixed-income communities are still being 

unraveled but as mentioned earlier, Chetty and Henderen believe they have created a 

framework for analyzing this and found that the impacts of children moving to better 

neighborhoods does have a positive impact on the future opportunities. Regardless, the 

mixed-income philosophy is battling against time as public sector budgets are decreasing 

and the demand for urban affordable housing is increasing (Joseph, 375). When analyzing 

mixed-income housing in a New Urbanist infill housing development, it is essential to 

understand the difference between satisfying basic housing needs and how housing 

creates an opportunity for the resident to live a more successful, happy life (Delgado & 

Troyer, 27). 

Although many New Urbanist developments fail in regard to creating a socially 

diverse neighborhood, some projects have still managed to include units that are 

affordable to lower-income households. However, it is important to note that developers 

may have been required to do so by local governments and have succeeded by combining 

available government programs, creating partnerships with nonprofits, and by using 

utilizing innovative design solutions (Johnson & Talen, 584). The roots of New Urbanist 

ideology can be traced to work of Jane Jacobs who is known for her work against 

gentrification in New York City. Jacobs notes that the diversity generated in city is due to 

the fact that people are so close together bringing a variety of tastes, skills, needs, and 
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ideas to a more compact area that will foster more interaction among residents. In regard 

to mixed-income housing and New Urbanism, the compact design style of New Urbanist 

neighborhoods offers the compact neighborhood that Jacobs visualizes, however there are 

many hurdles that developers must overcome in the financing of these developments to 

truly create a diverse community attracting residents from all walks of life. In her city 

neighborhood, the positive impacts that come from having a diverse neighborhood create 

a circuit for stimulating more diversity (Jacobs, 145). In order to create diversity, Jacobs 

believes that cities and neighborhoods must be more compact with shorter blocks and 

streets that create a denser population of residents and workers that serve a variety of 

functions (Jacobs, 150). Diversity does not have a defined image. City areas with 

flourishing diversity “sprout strange and unpredictable uses and peculiar scenes” but 

these are not necessarily negative (Jacobs, 238). This is what should happen, a mix of 

variety creating a sense of uniqueness that residents will be proud of. According to 

Jacobs, if the problems associated with a lack of diversity are to be fixed, then the main 

responsibility of city planning and design should be to develop public policies to 

complement cities that are congenial places for this great range of unofficial plans, ideas 

and opportunities from diversity to flourish along with public enterprises (Jacobs, 241). 

There is no single solution to create diversity and affordability in American cities because 

every city is different. Solving the problem is not something one entity can do alone. But 

by understanding how public policies can be matched with elaborate public-private 

partnerships to leverage funds and resources, then perhaps a model can emerge for the 

do’s and don’ts of affordability. 
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Before analyzing the failure of New Urbanism to incorporate affordability, it is 

important to consider the regulatory barriers in the eyes of the developers that can 

increase the cost and decrease the likelihood of affordable housing developments being 

built. The purpose of outlining barriers is not to defend the developer for the lack of 

inclusion in their developments, but to understand what kind of obstacles that public-

private partnerships must learn to overcome in order to create sustainable affordability in 

development projects moving forward. Micheal Schill identifies five major types of 

regulatory barriers that can have an effect on the development process. The first barrier is 

building codes which set minimum standards that developers must meet when 

constructing housing. Often these codes result in a higher quality of housing that would 

lead to an increased construction and sale price of the unit (Schill, 408). The next barrier 

is environmental regulation which has expanded rapidly over the last few decades and 

can lead to higher costs and decreased supply of affordable housing for two reasons.  

First the required environmental impact assessment can be very costly and secondly, the 

results of the assessment can lead to lawsuits from neighbors and environmental activists 

who challenge the findings of the assessment. The third barrier identified is zoning and 

land use which creates additional requirements for developers that may increase the cost 

of land. Schill states that “To the extent that land use regulations successfully protect 

against negative externalities, housing process will go up because of increased demand” 

(Schill, 408). The author is essentially explaining that if zoning and land use regulations 

require a higher standard of development with increased amenities, then the units will see 

a higher demand from higher income families which decreases the supply of affordable 

units in the development. Following that, the author identifies impact fees as the next 
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barrier which are used to promote efficient development by requiring developers or 

consumers of new housing to absorb the marginal cost of the development to the 

municipality while also shifting the financial burden away from the existing residents. 

Lastly, administrative costs prove to be one of the biggest barriers to development as the 

costs of regulations can be multiplied as a result of inefficient and duplicative 

government administrative processes (Schill, 410). Essentially the author is explaining 

that as regulations become more complex, then the frequency of contact between the 

developers and government will lead to an increased opportunity for politics to intervene 

in the process which will lengthen the time to both gain approval for the project and 

complete the project. Schill provides us with a good framework of what the barriers are 

and begins to show the cost-benefit analysis of these barriers which may allow those 

involved with affordable housing to influence policy changes to stimulate more 

affordable housing. This analysis fails to acknowledge why these different regulatory 

barriers were instituted in the first place and why they may need be necessary to ensure 

the provision housing that is properly funded and managed. High-rise public housing has 

been remembered for its lack of funding and oversight while being developed in 

marginalized areas which would eventually lead to its demise. So, the focus of the 

research is not on the need to remove regulatory barriers, but to understand what they are 

and how they can be overcome with the use of comprehensive planning and public-

private partnerships.   

The failure of New Urbanism to incorporate affordability is truly a missed 

opportunity because it has been shown that by embedding low-income housing in mixed-

income communities, low-income households will have the potential to live in an 
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improved living environment with increased access to opportunities for low-income 

households (Johnson & Talen, 586). New urbanist developers argue that affordability is a 

casualty of forces out of their control such as financing challenges, market dynamics, 

soaring construction costs, community resistance to affordable housing, and diminishing 

sources of public subsidy. However, the prospect alone of creating mixed-income 

housing in the context of walkable, mixed-use, communities provides ample opportunity 

for low- and moderate- income families that planners and developers can no longer 

ignore. Johnson and Talen report on the findings of a nationwide survey of New Urbanist 

developers to identify the different means used by developers to create a broad range of 

housing options in their developments. Their intent was to determine the what and how of 

affordability in New Urbanism by focusing asking about the degree of affordable units in 

New Urbanist developments and whether or not these were rental or ownership units. 

They also asked how affordability could be ensured, what other services or programs 

were offered, and what role did nonprofits and government play in the process.  

The results of the survey found that the main reasons affordable units were 

included in New Urbanist developments was to fill a community need, to receive 

financial incentive, or because they were required to do so (Johnson & Talen, 592). The 

main reasons why developers excluded affordable units was because they found it as an 

“inappropriate mix” for the development and that the project requirements were too 

expensive for the inclusion of affordable units. Survey results showed that from those that 

included affordable units in their development, that either federal, state, or local programs 

were used to achieve affordability. Many also cited the contributions of nonprofits to the 

development of their communities (Johnson & Talen, 597). Using the results of the 
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survey, Johnson and Talen were able to analyze how affordability can be accomplished in 

New Urbanist developments.  

Some of the most significant federal resources include the Low-Income Housing 

Tax Credit (LIHTC), HOPE VI and Community Development Block Grant program 

funds, HOME funds along with various state and local financing incentives. The 

administering authority of these funds can vary from the Department of Housing & 

Urban Development to local governments and housing finance agencies (HFAs) which 

provide the funding for Low Income Housing Tax Credits with oversight of the IRS. The 

involvement of IRS in oversight of the LIHTC program helps ensure that those who 

receive funds will be compliant with all rules and regulations throughout the compliance 

period. There are also other incentives such as land grants, tax abatements, brownfield 

cleanup, lower fees and an expedited cleanup process that can encourage developers to 

engage in affordable housing (ULI, 11). There are often compliance period requirements 

attached to these funding sources but there are questions that remain on what will happen 

to the affordable housing once it out of the compliance period. This is why developers 

and city officials who are partnering to create mixed-income housing in new 

developments must explore and engage with opportunities that can ensure that the 

housing stock can remain affordable for years to come. 

 Kirk McClure explains that the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 

has been successful in generating rental units that are more affordable to low- or 

moderate-income families however the program has been critiqued for its complexity and 

for what some view as unfair contributions to investors beyond what is required to make 

the development happen (272). The LITHC program was created in response to the Tax 
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Reform Act of 1986 to create a process in which both for-profit and nonprofit entities 

would present proposals requesting tax credits to incentivize the constriction of 

subsidized affordable housing. These proposals are analyzed by state housing agencies 

and funds are allocated based on the proposals ability to meet and exceed the standards 

outlined in the program and based on the demonstrated need by the developer for 

additional financial resources in order to make the project financially feasible (279). 

State and Local programs offer a variety of services such as zoning or density 

bonuses, lower impact fees and building code amendments, and expedited permitting to 

improve profitability for developers. There are also first-time home-buyer programs, rent 

subsidies, housing trust funds and tax credits to increase affordability for residents. The 

most frequently used programs in these developments were infrastructure contributions 

for developers and first-time home buyer programs for residents (Johnson & Talen, 598). 

Beyond these government and nonprofit partnerships, there are still design strategies such 

as size adjustments, quality of materials, lower energy or maintenance costs, and 

inclusion of accessory units that could be used to increase affordability. It is important to 

address that few of the developers made any exterior distinctions between market-rate 

and below market-rate units (599). 

Johnson and Talen also probed into what other amenities were offered to low- and 

moderate- income families in these New Urbanist developments. They found that about 

half of the developers included certain amenities and services because of the inclusion of 

these households. These services included child-related services, professional growth 

services, community management and involvement facilities, along with services for 

satisfying daily needs (Johnson & Talen, 598). Even more of these developments 
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incorporate programs to maintain long-term affordability for these units through 

mechanisms such as long-term deed restrictions or leases, pricing restrictions, regulatory 

agreements with resale recapture provisions for 30 years giving the right to first offer for 

repurchasing the unit, limited home appreciation and required income qualifications. 

Some developers also cited the role of nonprofits in achieving long-term affordability 

through nonprofit ownership, development, or management.  

The results of this survey also shown us that New Urbanist developers may be 

open to the idea of partnering with nonprofits and/or taking advantage of various 

government subsidies, but they may lack the knowledge of how to engage in such 

activity. This is why it is essential for federal, state, and local governments to not only 

provide a broad range of incentives for these units, but to also provide outreach for 

developers to learn. The authors propose that perhaps the Congress of New Urbanism 

could institute development standards or a certification system that insists on inclusion of 

affordable units for a project to be allowed to call itself New Urbanist. They also suggest 

a more in-depth educational outreach to developers about the need to include below-

market rate units. Regardless, it will be essential that proponents of New Urbanism 

become fully engaged with available affordable housing advocates, strategies and 

funding sources to make maximal use of the programs and strategies that exist outside of 

the public sector. This will also require that information is continually collected on these 

mixed-income New Urbanist projects to learn more about how they are structured and 

what tools they are using to create more socially diverse communities. 

Talen furthers her research in later years by using a statistical analysis including 

Area Median Income, data on two salary level for a given area which were median 
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teacher salary and median institutional coo salary. These metrics allowed for purchasing 

Power to be determined by estimations from income/salary data using the FHA mortgage 

calculator. The income information was gathered in order to determine the relative cost of 

entry into a New Urbanist development (Talen, 495). Talen found that in these New 

Urbanist projects assessed there were four interrelated reasons that allowed for the 

inclusion of affordable housing in New Urbanist development, density, land cost, small 

units, and construction efficiencies (499). Many New Urbanist see design-based 

affordability in their developments as a potential strategy for success, however this may 

not be able to solve the problems such as long-term affordability (Deitrick & Ellis, 427). 

This design strategy involves the use of cost-effective building materials, efficiencies that 

reduce energy costs, the lessening of regulatory burdens and the use of smaller lot sixes 

to generate more walkable and urban neighborhoods (491). New Urbanist follow this 

affordable by design strategy because it has worked in some situations, but it is not 

solving the problem. New Urbanist developers have not faced the reality that their 

developments are failing to achieve their vision of diversity. Talen states that “New 

Urbanism has now reached the point where it strains credibility to continue pushing 

design-only strategies” (508).  New Urbanism still contains a realm of possibility for 

building affordable, well-serviced, diverse, walkable communities but to do so, New 

Urbanist must be willing to pursue a multi-pronged strategy composed of good location, 

creative financing, innovation, government support coupled with the original design 

practices to create stronger communities. By creating this communities, New Urbanist 

and public planners will have new information to provide through case studies to show 

those that may fear either cost of constructing affordable or mixed-income housing or 
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those that fear the inclusion of low-income families, that there is an opportunity for 

something greater through creating diverse neighborhoods.  

 

 
Creating Diversity in New Urbanist Developments 
 

During the early history of New Urbanism in the 1990s, inner-city revitalization 

surged often while embracing the New Urbanist traditional neighborhoods design taking 

shape through traditional neighborhood development ordinances passed by cities focused 

on facilitating growth. As we now know, the early history of New Urbanism showed a 

more elitist design strategy that failed at incorporating a diversity of incomes (Ross, 9). 

Since that time, countless case studies and research papers have been published on what 

tools can be used to create a diversity of incomes in New Urbanist developments. From 

the beginning, New Urbanism has been a marketing success story which is why the 

smaller units that were originally intended for workforce housing, often appreciate do 

value high above the market rate due to the desirability of the location. Throughout the 

history of New Urbanism, developers have continually made the mistake of trying to 

simply address affordability by creating a mix of housing types but as Ross states, 

increased density with smaller housing units does not equal affordability unless a certain 

percentage of those units are reserved for lower income families, with long term land use 

restriction agreement to ensure these units stay affordable for time to come (10). This can 

be achieved through a land use regulation that requires a certain number of affordable 

units to be built along with market rate units in a development. This regulation is known 

as Inclusionary Zoning. This term was coined into response to the term “Exclusionary 

Zoning” which relates to the suburban style development with large lot subdivisions that 
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have minimum square footage requirements that make it difficult to incorporate 

affordable housing. These ordinances often lead to the exclusion of specific socio-

economic classes from living in these communities. Ross identifies the key ingredient in 

an inclusionary zoning ordinance for a large scale and New Urbanist community would-

be long-term affordability and administration (11). It is essential that a period of long-

term affordability accompany the unit to avoid appreciation. Long term administration 

then becomes necessary typically on behalf of the local government or nonprofit to 

manage the site and ensure that it continues to serve low to moderate income families 

(Ross, 12). There is a unique opportunity for the large-scale private developers to become 

committed to producing and preserving affordable housing in exchange for land 

development flexibility and increased profitability. However, local governments must 

continue to ensure that these developments include housing for the working-class citizens 

who cannot afford the quality of life that higher income families have, which is 

incorporating these lower income families into these communities can provide new 

opportunities for an enhanced living experience (Ohm & Sitkowski, 863). 

Ohm and Sitkowski elaborate further on the capabilities of inclusionary zoning by 

analyzing the link between how local ordinances can promote New Urbanism along with 

how local ordinances can promote affordable housing. The authors explain that the 

purpose for inclusionary zoning ordinances has a strong correlation with principles of 

New Urbanism in that both seek to provide “a range of housing choices for families of all 

income levels” (863). Critics of New Urbanist Infill projects have claimed that although 

there is no direct displacement, these projects have a significant impact on the 

surrounding area leading to gentrification and displacement of low income individuals 
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(Hetzler et al.,13). Fortunately, Inclusionary zoning establishes a requirement for 

affordable units to help replace units that may be lost due to the development of the 

project. Inclusionary Zoning is a direct tool for the local government to promote 

affordable housing however it is one such tool. There are countless ordinances based off 

of public interest that can disturb the development process. Therefore, local governments 

must promote affordable housing in a way that gathers public support so that when 

Inclusionary ordinances and New Urbanist ordinances collide, the result will hold 

developers more accountable to the standard of affordable housing they are expected to 

deliver.  

Bento et al., conducted a multivariate statistical analysis of housing starts, prices, 

and sizes in multiple California cities that elected to use inclusionary zoning policies 

between 1988 and 2005 based on the perception that inclusionary zoning acts a tax on 

housing construction that leads to decreased supply of housing at every price while 

raising housing prices and slowing the construction process. This leads to their belief that 

that inclusionary zoning policies could potentially further exacerbate the affordable 

housing problem that policies were made to address (439). Therefore, these authors 

conducted this analysis to determine the effects of inclusionary zoning policies on single-

family housing prices, single- and multi- family housing starts and the size of single-

family housing units during the study period. This analysis does not analyze the effects of 

inclusionary zoning on affordable housing specifically, however the contributions made 

by the authors provided valuable input on the housing market impact when inclusionary 

zoning is implemented. By using a variety of primary data sources to gather housing 

statistics in California, the authors found that jurisdictions using inclusionary zoning 



 40 

policies found an increased share of multifamily housing units, an increased price for 

single-family housing, and a decreased size for single-family housing units (bento et al., 

438). More specifically, findings show that in booming housing markets, inclusionary 

zoning policies did not necessarily slow the rate of housing production, but they case in 

increase in housing price and a decrease in housing size (Bento et al., 450). When 

developers engage in construction when inclusionary zoning policies are present, they 

may raise the price on market-price units to compensate for the cost of discounted units. 

This means that the price of market-rate housing increases and production of such 

housing decreases. The authors also provide a variety of features to inclusionary 

programs that can impact the changes to the existing housing market. These features are 

the size and types of developments subject to policy, the percent of units that must be 

affordable, the depth and duration of price discounts, and incentives or allowances 

offered in compensation. Although the authors do not focus on the incorporation of 

affordable housing to these polices, they outline major impacts associated with 

inclusionary zoning that can drastically change a housing market when a new 

development is incorporated, especially a large New Urbanist infill development. 

Therefore, it is essential for all involved with the development of affordable housing in 

these developments to understand what inclusionary zoning can offer and what the 

impacts of such policies can be. 

In 2007, the Urban Land Institute which represents itself as a grouping of 

professionals that seek to provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in creating 

sustainable communities, released its ten principles to developing affordable housing. 

The purpose of including these steps in this section is not to say that these are the final 



 41 

answer, but rather to contribute to the discussion with the perspective of professionals in 

the field of what must be done to create sustainable affordable housing. These 

professionals identified a variety of factors that led to housing crisis in the late 1990s and 

early 2000s. The factors included explosive appreciation of housing process, less support 

for affordable housing due to decreased federal programs and funding, and the expiration 

of affordable units to become market-rate units (ULI, 3). There is also a local community 

opposition to the idea of building multi-family affordable housing because of their 

connotation of the words “affordable housing”. These reasons provide the purpose for 

why the Urban Land Institute team hopes to provide a better understanding of what it 

takes to make affordable housing happen. The first step explains the importance of strong 

leadership in educating other and facilitating the lengthy development process that may 

occur when constructing affordable housing. The next step is building community 

support and trust by having a fair and open planning and design process that is fully 

transparent and allows all parties to be heard and builds a foundation of partnership and 

shared goals in the community before decisions are made and implemented (ULI, 6).  

This can be accomplished by providing detailed drawing and information’s regarding the 

development, and by holding events such as community workshops and open houses to 

create dialogue regarding the project. This means that it will be important for those 

promoting the project to fully illustrate the benefits to affordable housing in that it can 

have a direct positive effect on a community’s economic health (ULI, 6). Next, it is 

essential to have a thorough understanding of the different government and nonprofit 

funding methods such as low-income housing tax credits and other housing subsidies that 

can be used to create an affordable housing development.  



 42 

The next step outlined by the Urban Land institute plans of experts relates to the 

2nd step in the fact that it is essential to understand your community, but it also outlines 

the importance of completing a market study to help verify and quantify demand and 

allow for greater leverage in underwriting the development and gaining public support. 

The 5th step outlines the vision of a successful partnership that provides benefits to both 

partners, with the pairing creating an entity that is stronger together. By working with 

non-profit, developers are essentially able to “buy” talent and experience that is relevant 

to affordable housing and the project at hand (ULI, 16). Creating a successful partnership 

will lead to a stronger consensus on the community vision with the coordination of public 

and private stakeholders along with the community. By setting the vision early on, the 

partnership will then have more success at acquiring the necessary financing along with 

leveraging public agencies to potentially assist with the project. When creating the vision, 

it is important to select an appropriate site that can foster sustainable, long-term 

affordability. It is essential that affordable housing be located near appropriate retail, 

daycare, high-quality schools, recreational opportunity, and office and commercial spaces 

so that the residents can have a closer proximity to work, increased neighborhood 

amenities, stronger quality of education, and a better sense of perceived safety (ULI, 18). 

It is also important to note that in this step the workshop participants iterate that 

affordable housing production should be an important component of infill and 

revitalization strategies (ULI, 18). Next, the panel illustrates the importance of diversity 

and how neighborhood revitalization that utilizes public investment can be a potential 

way of preserving balance communities. They also believe that the introduction of 

mixed-income housing can start the process of linking diversity, affordability and 
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balance. To accomplish diversity, they believe that it is essential to focus on building 

communities and neighborhoods, not projects and developments (ULI, 22). By using 

good design, there can be a stronger sense of community that provides for a stronger 

sense of comfort for the residents which can then enhance their sense of pride in the 

community Deitrick & Ellis 439). To provide a successful project, community 

participation will be key in order to gain a stronger feel for the exact needs of the 

community. The panel reminds the reader that although the project is temporarily the 

developers undertaking, that they are still building permanent homes and communities 

which is why it is essential for them to “design without gates and fences” (ULI, 27). This 

means connecting the already existing, surrounding neighborhoods to the project 

development to stage to create a smooth integration of the new development. The 

partnerships of private developers, public officials, and non-profit professional must also 

work to incorporate programs that encourage home-ownership and facilitate the transition 

from renting to owning along with building wealth. The Urban Land Institute suggests 

utilizing financial literacy classes that educate the low-income residents living in the 

affordable units on the process and expectations of home-ownership. Lastly, the panel of 

experts explains the essential need for creating longevity in these programs. Although 

sustainable development can be seen as high-quality development, that does not mean 

that it has to be high-cost development (ULI, 27). They find that sustainable affordable 

housing can promote economic vitality and foster environmental integrity while 

encouraging a sense of community that will last for generations to come. Sustainable 

affordable housing may have more expensive upfront costs; however, developers can 
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mitigate this with long-term savings acquired from using specific building materials or 

amenities to create a more energy efficient home. 

Historically, many believed that the key to affordability was making houses 

accessible to lower income groups by offering cost reductions with no regard to the urban 

environment or socio-cultural consideration. Therefore, Delgado and Troyer provide a 

model developed through a “methodological pluralism” that tied together a literature 

review, case study in Guayaquil-Ecuador and a simulation model with data gathered from 

primary sources such as publications and informal interviews with relevant stakeholders 

to development along with secondary sources such as international reports. The purpose 

of the study was to identify “a more comprehensive, integrated and trans-disciplinary 

approach regarding affordability” that will connect fields such as housing, economics, 

social and cultural issues along with addressing housing preferences, and quality of the 

housing unit. This approach allows the authors to develop a simulation that they hope 

developers and final housing users can use to achieve their expectations by incorporation 

additional value to housing (Delgado & Troyer, 28). This methodological pluralism was 

essential to the researchers as it allowed them to base the method off of what people say 

they would do as opposed to what they are observed to do. Although the purpose of this 

model is to help developers and individuals identify ideal housing options, it does not 

however directly address solving the affordability problem. However, the methodological 

pluralism research tactic that was utilized resembles the structure of this study and 

demonstrates the advantages that it can offer in my analysis of how to create mixed-

income housing in a New Urbanist infill development.  
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Before moving into an analysis of the Mueller Redevelopment Project, I would 

like to explain a perspective that help illustrates the power dynamics in public-private 

partnerships. Lawrence Vale also provides a very useful concept that can help us 

visualize the relationship between the variety of actors involved in the New Urbanist 

infill development process and assess the structure of community empowerment. He 

explains a metaphor that compares the entities of development to star constellations to 

create the “governance constellations” (Vale, 3). The purpose of this comparison is to 

spatially represent these entities or stars, to show whose presence is able to shine most 

brightly during the development process. This allows us to analyze how and why 

different types of actors are able to gain varying amounts of power when it comes to 

establishing the process for remaking public housing in a given city. The four actors he 

identifies are the private sector or The Big Developer, the public Sector or Publica Major, 

the not-for-profit sector (Nonprofitus) and lastly the community sectors or plebs (Vale, 

3). In the text, he breaks these four main sectors into eighteen different components that 

play roles in urban governance when analyzing the HOPE VI program which stands for 

Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere. Although this program may not be as 

involved with urban infill development, it has often been tied to New Urbanist 

developments. HOPE VI is financially structured to leverage public grant money to 

leverage and attract private sector funding to produce some degree of affordable housing 

in a particular development. When creating the model, Vale reasoned that “the universe 

of potential players may be the same but, in each specific case, some shine forth much 

more brightly than others (9).  He is essentially saying that when we look to the universe, 

we should so many stars (representing the 18 components in the HOPE VI process) and 
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these stars link to form constellations. By connecting these brightest points, we become 

able to visualize the operative diagram of power relations that exist at each individual 

project. More specifically, he explains that the model is used to “visualize the power 

dynamics of policy implementation under particular local conditions” meaning that these 

constellations can reflect on the policy-making character of a city (Vale, 13). The 

governance constellations which could be linked to other terms such as a growth machine 

or political arrangement, can also represent a single point in time (Vale, 14). He 

essentially is trying to teach the reader that these such moments can share a traceable 

structure that has existed over time, but it is also important to note that these moments are 

highly differentiated. But by breaking it down to individual constellations, we can then 

observe the actions of a player in the specific context of that city to better understand the 

particular power dynamic for that city.  

Every development will experience differences in the development process, but 

the actors involved remain relatively the same. Although developers may view the 

regulatory barriers that exist in different cities as hurdles that need to go, that is 

unrealistic as these barriers have instituted in response to past problems. Therefore, 

public-private partnerships become essential in the provision of mixed-income housing in 

Infill New Urbanist developments and Mueller provides a great example of this with a 

complicated network of partners that come together to leverage funding and resources for 

an affordable-home program that is sustainable and serves as a model for future projects 

in the future.  

The purpose of this literature review was to outline the inefficiencies in the 

provision of affordable housing and how those involved with constructing this housing 
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have adapted to the privatization of the affordable housing market. The purpose was also 

to introduce New Urbanism and explain how these developments have failed to 

incorporate affordability. To accomplish its goals for including a diversity of incomes 

and housing styles, these projects will have to demonstrate dynamic partnerships that 

include the community to create a vision for a development that all involved will be 

proud of. These partnerships are necessary in accordance with policies such as 

inclusionary zoning to ensure that portions are new developments are made available to 

low-income families for years to come. The Mueller Redevelopment project is a New 

Urbanist development in the rapidly gentrifying East Austin community which would 

lead many to assume that the program lacks affordability and in the case of market-rate 

units, it does. However, the development includes an affordable homes program that 

embodies the goals of New Urbanism which is why Mueller is an excellent example to 

study how a sustainable affordable homes program can be created and implemented in a 

large New Urbanist infill community. 
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CH 2: The Mueller Project 
 
The History of Mueller 
 

The Mueller Redevelopment Projects rests on the site of the former Robert 

Mueller Municipal Airport and is located just 3 miles away from the City of Austin’s 

Central Business District. The airport was officially opened in 1936 and was used as the 

primary airport for the Capital of Texas until 1999. In 1971, as the airport became 

increasingly landlocked by residential development, citizens and city leaders began to 

identify the need for a new Austin airport. So, in 1976, a study commissioned by the City 

of Austin identified the Bergstrom Air force Base as the best site for a new Austin 

Airport (History of Mueller, Mueller Austin). As the city began to experience more rapid 

growth in the 1980s, the airports location became a liability as it negatively affected 

economic conditions in the surrounding neighborhoods which were already suffering 

from being isolated from the Austin CBD by Interstate 35 with the majority of new 

development in city occurring westward. The rapid growth in Austin, particularly on the 

western side of the city, led to the need for a larger, more modernized airport.  Therefore, 

when talk of airport expansion began, surrounding residents immediately began grassroot 

efforts by forming the Citizens for Airport Relocation (C.A.R.E) and came forward with 

a demand to relocate the airport to protect the surrounding neighborhoods while 

redeveloping the site to create a new community that will enhance the economic 

conditions in this part of the city. The Mueller project is unique in the fact that 

community involvement has been a key feature from the start. These residents promoted 

a vision for redeveloping the 700-acre site into a sustainable, diverse and affordable 

community to help revitalize East Austin (The Plan, Mueller Austin). 
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The City of Austin filed a request for joint use of the Bergstrom Air Force Base to 

the United States Air Force in 1976 but this proposal was denied in 1978 when the Air 

Force cited that this would be too disruptive to the base’s operations. Then in 1991, when 

the Air Force Base Realignment and Closure Commission selected Bergstrom airport for 

closure, the City was given approval to redevelop the site for civilian usage. The 

opportunity was now in place and in 1993, voters in the City of Austin approved the bond 

to build a new airport on the Bergstrom site by a 2-1 margin. Upon approval of this plan, 

the City launched a public planning process to expand outreach and engage citizens in the 

creation of a Master plan for the land, which was owned by the City of Austin. To 

facilitate the Mueller Development project, the city hired Pam Hefner who I had the 

opportunity to interview to gain her perspective from working as the primary project 

manager for the City of Austin for over 20. Hefner explained that to assist with creating 

this plan, the City also contracted ROMA Design Group to assist with developing the 

Master plan while still ensuring that the process is community driven with citizen 

participation and engagement at the forefront. Using ROMA Design group, the city’s 

consultant, and the input gained from countless community meetings, the city was able to 

craft the Robert Mueller Municipal Airport (RMMA) Master Plan which was adopted in 

2000. The City also appointed the Robert Mueller Municipal Airport Plan 

Implementation Advisory Committee in 2000 which would be tasked with advising the 

city council on all issues and activity involving the Mueller redevelopment project to 

ensure accountability for meeting the goals that would be outlined in RMMA Master 

Plan.  
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The redevelopment of the Mueller airport offers a unique opportunity to 

demonstrate the City of Austin’s commitment to Smart Growth and fulfill the vision of 

nearby residents for a compact, mixed-use community (Adams & Gerard, 33). There 

were 6 primary goals outlined in this Master Plan which were (The Plan, Mueller 

Austin):  

I. Fiscal Responsibility 

II. Economic Development 

III. East Austin Revitalization  

IV. Compatibility with Surrounding Neighborhoods  

V. Diversity  

VI. Sustainability 

The focus of the research is to assess how the actors involved with Mueller are 

working to achieve these goals, in particular the goal for diversity, through the Mueller 

affordable homes program. Following the creation of the RMMA plan, the city began the 

process of gathering funds to build the development as the primary developer. However, 

city planners soon realized that the property value of the existing site was $60 million 

higher than the funding gathered as the initial plan to use state funds fell through when 

the legislature changed its decision regarding funding assistance for the site. Hefner 

explained that now the only way the city could now complete the project was to engage 

with a third-party developer to help gather the funds necessary to construct the 

development. At this point, the city launched a 2-step qualification process for identifying 

a potential partner that would help redevelop the vacant property under parameters set by 

the City and the community. This process led to 2 finalists being identified which were 

the Lennar Corporation and the Catellus development group (Breyer, 2001). Catellus was 

particularly interested in the project because of how much outreach and community 
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involvement had already been established by the city which made them more willing to 

fund the additional $60 million needed to complete the development (Hefner, 2019). So, 

in 2002, the City of Austin selected Catellus as the master developer and began 

negotiations on the RMMA Master Development Agreement. The master development in 

agreement was signed between the City of Austin and Catellus in 2004 which governs he 

redevelopment process for Mueller. Another major event in the history of Mueller came 

in 2003 when Seton and the City of Austin committed to building the Dell Children’s 

Medical Center of Central Texas on the site of the Mueller redevelopment project giving 

the city immediate support and providing more confidence in achieving the goals of the 

RMMA Development agreement. This is because of the guarantee for jobs and the 

stronger attraction for other new businesses to locate at Mueller. 

The first homes at Mueller were made available in 2007 which is also when the 

Mueller Central information center opened, and the RMMA plan could now show 

tangible results for showing how the Mueller affordable homes program will work. Upon 

completion, the community is expected to be built out with 5,900 housing units, 4.3 

million square feet of commercial space and 140 acres of green space. The following 

sections will assess how Mueller is achieving its goals for housing affordability through 

the Mueller affordable homes program along with an explanation on how this program 

was created and what the requirements for the program are.  

 
Designing the Mueller Community 
 

The design of the Mueller Redevelopment project is an example of an Urban Infill 

New Urbanist development. The vision for the development states that Mueller will be an 

interactive, mixed-use community that will serve as a model for responsible urban 
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development by offering compact pedestrian-oriented streets (The Plan, Mueller Austin). 

During the early design stages for the Mueller redevelopment plan, the city elected to use 

the Traditional Neighborhood District ordinance which calls for mixed-use, compact 

development that is sensitive to the environment and facilitates the efficient use of 

services. The city ordinance characterizes a Traditional neighborhood district by a variety 

of design elements including a variety of housing types, jobs and shopping services and 

public facilities that are interwoven within the neighborhood in close proximity. The 

neighborhood is to be limited in size and oriented to a network of interconnecting, 

pedestrian friendly streets. These neighborhoods also include squares, plazas, parks and 

greenbelts that are integrated into the community and dedicated to the collective social 

activity, recreation and visual enjoyment of the populace. These parks along with civic 

buildings should be integrated into the community to serve as foal points for the 

community identity. Using these characteristics among other related to orientation of 

private space to public space and the compatibility of architectural styles, the city outlines 

various requirements for a community to become a Traditional neighborhood district. 

Primarily, there is a clear requirement to include at least one neighborhood center that 

serves as a focal point to the community containing retail, commercial, civic and public 

services to meet the daily needs of the community (Chapter 25, Austin Municipal Code). 

There must also be at least one mixed residential area that provides a variety of housing 

types. Beyond these two requirements is the need for open space, density being 

concentrated in the center of neighborhood, pedestrian-oriented streets, and ample civic 

uses for the community. The characteristics of a Traditional Neighborhood District relate 

closely to the design strategies used in New Urbanist developments.  
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 In the literature review, the critiques were made clear of how New Urbanism has 

failed to be inclusive and leads to high property values that exclude low- and moderate- 

incomes. This could very well be the same fate for the Mueller development, but through 

public-private partnerships and inclusionary zoning requirements, Mueller has created an 

affordable homes program that is generating long term sustainability for the development. 

This is an important critique to remember and the true success of the Mueller program in 

regard to this will not be known completely until years after the development is built out. 

Regardless, the design strategies of New Urbanism can create conditions that make it 

more favorable to provide affordable housing in coordination with an elaborate network 

of public-private partnerships working together to ensure these conditions are being 

utilized effectively.  

 A key component of New Urbanist developments, especially in these urban infill 

projects, is the significant reduction of single-family lot sizes. Increased affordability can 

be achieved when builders use more cost-effective building materials while still meeting 

the Austin Green Book Energy standards that can lead to reduced energy and utility costs 

for the future resident. The most important factor for achieving affordability is the use of 

these smaller lot sizes to create smaller homes which are more affordable by nature. 

These homes also offer unique opportunities for low-income seniors and those with 

disabilities who need smaller, single-story homes. There are still social hurdles that New 

Urbanist may have to overcome in these developments when selling smaller homes but in 

the case of Mueller, the demand for smaller homes and units is huge as senior population 

and young adult population continue to skyrocket in the city. Using population estimates 

from the Texas Demographic Center, the population of young adult between the ages of 
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18-44 is projected to grow about 26% between 2015 and 2050 whereas the senior 

population in Travis County is projected to grow by over 340% (Texas Data Center, 

2018). The chart below displays the population recorded in Travis County in 2015 for the 

respective age groups along with the population projections for 2050. 

 

 

Based on these estimates, there is a clear need for a variety of housing types as the 

populations may not be as interested in large, single-family suburban lots. Especially the 

families and individuals in these age groups who cannot afford to make the transition to 

those more expensive homes. They need smaller, more affordable homes which is what 

Mueller is striving to provide. To accomplish this, four primary single-family designs are 

being used to provide affordable for-sale housing which are Garden homes, yard homes, 

row homes and Mueller House condos.  
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 The Mueller Design book which was originally created in 2000 and then adopted 

and revised by Catellus in 2004 who continue to modify the book to this day to respond 

to changes in design strategies, outlines how the homes are to be created and includes an 

accessibility requirement for all units built to have space for a ramp to be built in the 

future. By placing these homes in such a compact area with ample shared public space, 

the residents are able to interact on a daily basis regardless of income or background as 

the requirement for the affordable units to be dispersed and indistinguishable helps 

produce a true mixed-income community. Although some New Urbanist believe that 

affordability can be achieved solely by design, this is not the case. That is not to take 

away value from affordability by design which is an essential component in reducing 

costs to make a more viable proforma to encourage development. Regardless, creating a 

truly affordable mixed-income community requires combining design with a variety of 

financing tools and planning tools along with a strong network of connected and 

dedicated public-private partnerships that coordinate how to achieve the stated goals for 

the development. 

 
Creating a Sustainable Affordable Homes Program  
 

In 2004, at the time of the contractual agreement for Mueller, the city of Austin 

also passed Resolution NO. 041202-59, which outlines the requirement for Catellus to 

create an affordable housing program which is included in the Mueller Development 

Requirement. In this resolution, the City of Austin calls for at least 25% of the homes in 

the Mueller Development to be affordable which is projected to be 1550 units total. 

Specifically, affordable for-sale units are those available at 80% of below of the Median 

Family Income (MFI) in Austin. For-Rent units are to be offered at and below the 60% 
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MFI in Austin. These affordable units are to be dispersed throughout the development 

while remaining indistinguishable from market rate units.  

 The resolution explains that Catellus & the City will continue a dialogue on how 

to best achieve this goal with different tools. Catellus will also be committed to working 

with Austin Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) to help achieve greater affordability 

beyond the requirements. Beyond the AHFC, Catellus will also explore the opportunity 

for third-party partnerships to help build the affordable units. Altogether, the RMMA 

Plan Implementation Advisory Commission, the Community development commission, 

other community housing associations, the Real Estate Council of Austin, and other 

builder/real-estate organizations are to be included in the discussion of implementing 

affordability at Mueller. The City approved the following City program that are to be 

used as part of the Mueller Affordable Homes Program (Resolution NO. 041202-59, City 

of Austin): 

I. Tax Credits for Single- or Multi- Family development 

II. Special Needs Housing Grants 

III. Cooperative Housing Models for homeownership that serve families between 

50-65% median family income and rental housing that serves families at or 

below 50% median family income  

IV. Down Payment assistance 

V. Mortgage Credit Certificates  

VI. Rental Housing Development Assistance  

VII. Bond Financing  

VIII. Housing Trust Fund, S.M.A.R.T. Housing Capital Improvement funds or 

other federal resources of funding included in the City of Austin Consolidated 

Plan which Mueller has been added to. 
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Beyond the requirements for 80% MFI for units being sold and 60% MFI for units 

being rented, Catellus is also responsible using diligent, good faith efforts to identify 

models for home-ownership that serves occupants at 50-60% MFI and rental units that 

can retained at or below 50% MFI. There must also be programs targeted at special needs 

populations including elderly and severely disabled individuals. The City also asked 

Mueller to look at creative models for equity generation systems to qualify families in the 

affordable units and also for creating legal entities such land trust models that can hold 

and mange affordable units for an extended duration of time. To ensure accountability for 

this program, Catellus must report semi-annually to the City of Austin’s Community 

Development Commission. The following sections will analyze what these public-private 

partnerships look like and how are the roles for the program dispersed. I will also explain 

the different financial and planning tools being used to operate the program. But before 

that, it is important to look at the where the requirements for Mueller Affordable Homes 

Plan originated from.  

 
S.M.A.R.T. Housing 
 

Potential residents interested in living in the Mueller affordable homes program 

will work with builders and also go through an application process to income-qualify and 

meet eligibility criteria established by the City of Austin’s S.M.A.R.T Housing Program. 

This policy initiative was created to stimulate the production of low- and moderate- 

income housing that is also compliant with the City of Austin’s Green Building standard. 

The goals of this initiative are to provide waivers of development fees to those who meet 

these guidelines, using public resources to leverage private investment, stimulate 

development on vacant lots, promote the use of existing city infrastructure and explore 
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the creation of alternative funding sources to help encourage builders to produce 

affordable units (S.M.A.R.T. Housing, City of Austin). 

 In return for creating affordable units with these guidelines, developers may 

receive fee waivers for development fees and an expedited review process with the city 

which allows developers to save countless time and money. The initiative also identifies 

the AHFC as the lead agency to foster partnerships to develop, finance, rehabilitate, 

relocate and operate S.M.A.R.T. Housing in the City of Austin. The Neighborhood 

Housing and Community Development Department (NHCD) as the lead agency on 

housing policy issues and the single point of contact to facilitate S.M.A.R.T. Housing 

developments (S.M.A.R.T. Housing, City of Austin). 

 The S.M.A.R.T acronym stands for Safe, Mixed-Income, Accessible, 

Reasonably Priced and Transit Oriented. Safe means that building is compliant with the 

cities land development and building codes. Mixed-income means that at least 10% of the 

units will be reasonably-priced which is where the for-sale 80% MFI requirement and 

for-rent 60% MFI requirements for the Mueller affordable homes program originate 

from. The initiative also establishes a 5-year affordability requirement for rental units and 

a 1-year affordability requirement for home ownership units. Accessibility refers to the 

federal government, Texas legislature, and the Austin City Council standards that provide 

for people who mobility-impaired, hearing-impaired, visually-impaired or those who 

have been diagnosed with AIDS to have access to housing that is accessible in regard to 

their disability. Multi-family unit site plans more specifically must be reviewed for 

compliance with accessibility, transit-oriented and green building standards by the city of 

Austin prior to building permit approval (S.M.A.R.T. Housing, City of Austin). Transit-
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oriented means that units must be within a quarter mile of a bus stop of half mile for 

single family units or the developers must work with S.M.A.R.T. housing staff to create a 

plan for providing alternative access to transit for seniors or those with disabilities. The 

City of Austin adopted the Design Standards and Mixed-use ordinance in 2007 which 

allows for Vertical Mixed-Use building to utilize dimensional and parking standards to 

ease the burden on the developer. The requirements for owner-occupied units are that at 

least 5% of residential units be reserved for families at or below 80% MFI with an 

additional 5% being reserved for those at or below 100% MFI along with an affordability 

requirement of 99-years from the date of Certificate of Occupancy. Rental units must 

include at least 10% of units made available at or below 80% MFI with the option for a 

neighborhood to request that the requirement be reduced to 60% MFI with an 

affordability duration requirement of at least 40 years from date of certification of 

occupancy. The City of Austin S.M.A.R.T. Housing staff will review all applications 

from builders and potential residents to ensure the program goals are being met.  

 
The use of Public-Private Partnerships 
 

The Mueller development has been recognized for its ability to utilize public-

private partnerships to achieve success in the development (Awards, Mueller Austin). To 

create a successful and sustainable affordable homes program, it is essential that partners 

have a system in place to ensure accountability without hindering the effectiveness of the 

plan for the program. The Mueller Development agreement is primarily a partnership 

between the City of Austin, Catellus, and the community however there are many more 

players involved with the success of the Mueller Affordable homes program including 

Community Wheelhouse, affordable home builders & multifamily developers, the 
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Mueller Foundation, ROMA Design group, Austin Housing Finance 

Corporation(AFHC), and the Neighborhood Housing and Community Development 

Department (NHCD). Each of these players has had a specific role at some point in the 

history of the Mueller development to help ensure accountability that the goals 

established at very beginning are still being met to this day.  

 Prior to the inclusion of Catellus into the Mueller redevelopment plan, the city 

partnered with ROMA Design group which is essentially an architecture firm that served 

as the city’s consultants during the Mueller Plan formulation process. They used 

feedback from the city and community to help create a plan that would meet the goals 

outlined through countless community meetings. Their work made the project attractive 

for Catellus who felt that much of the preliminary, and sometimes controversial 

community outreach work had already been done. It is important to note that community 

involvement did not stop then. To date, Catellus alone has held over 200 outreach 

meetings, events and workshops to ensure that every step of new development has the 

support of the new residents in Mueller and the surrounding community. Community 

Wheelhouse is non-profit organization made up of housing specialists and advocates who 

manage the affordable homes program and ensue income qualification for homebuyers 

and renters. The organization provides planning and program services to other non-profit 

organizations, public entities and private developers involved in public-private 

partnerships. They work to ensure that communities maximize the ability to secure long-

term affordability and provide residents new opportunities for jobs.  

The need to maintain affordability long-term affordability particularly for for-sale 

units, led to Catellus creating the Mueller Foundation to help meet the stated affordability 
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and community goals for the development. The Mueller Foundation is a 501c (3) non-

profit corporation that is a donor-advised fund of the Austin Community Foundation. 

Funds for the foundation come from fees on builders, community assessment fees, and 

shared equity proceeds on affordable housing sales to sustain and continue to support the 

program. The affordable homes program is set up so that when a homebuyer enters the 

program, they will make a down payment as required by a lender and commit to 

mortgages based on the sales price of the home. Then, when they sell the home, they may 

be able to recover their investment on the down payment and principal paid on the home 

along with defined appreciation on the investment (Hefner, 2019). Then, the Mueller 

foundation which has a soft second lien on the house, will have the right to repurchase 

the home and resale it to another qualified home buyer. By utilizing the Mueller 

Foundation, the program is able to place a family in a home and give them the potential 

for gain on their investment while also ensuring that the benefits created by the Mueller 

affordable home program partners allow the foundation to serve more families. Beyond 

these organization, there are a handful of local homebuilders and multifamily developers 

that are engaged with the program and work to acquire additional funding sources to 

build these affordable units. The Mueller Foundation offers a variety of community 

benefits in regard to affordability, quality education, and sustainable neighborhoods 

(About Us, Mueller Foundation). For affordability, the Mueller Foundation uses the 

Mueller Shared Appreciation Housing program while focusing on sustainable 

affordability and personal/family financial education. For education, the focus rests on 

providing pre- and after- school youth programs, mentoring and tutoring, career, college 

and workforce preparation About Us, Mueller Foundation). There has been over 
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$100,000 in grant funds used to support local elementary schools through the Campfire 

which helps students at Maplewood and Blanton Elementary schools and then to the 

Creative Action Project which funds learning through the Arts at Maplewood and 

Blanton Elementary (Progress, Mueller Foundation). Lastly, to help with sustainable 

neighborhoods, the Mueller Foundation focuses on using natural resources, providing 

more recreation and natural area space and on creating diverse and sustainable 

communities. 

In regard to the affordable home program implementation compliance, Catellus is 

responsible builder for pricing, design, product types, and program requirements. The 

City of Austin Economic Development Department (EDD) along with the Neighborhood 

Housing and Community Development department (NHCD) oversee Catellus for the 

requirements outlined in the Mueller Development Agreement through semi-annual 

reporting and annual development audits. The City of Austin S.M.A.R.T. Housing staff 

and NHCD oversee income qualifications and rent compliance for the program. Lastly, 

the Mueller Foundation and Texas Department of Savings & Mortgage Lending oversee 

the program administrator which is Community Wheelhouse. Community Wheelhouse 

assists with the marketing & outreach, education & credit counseling and screening 

buyers (Weiss, 2018). 

In regard to oversight for development implementation, the responsibilities can be 

found in the Mueller Affordable Housing Update presentation from September of 2018 

given by Kelly Weiss, the President of Community Wheelhouse. She outlines that 

Catellus is responsible for overseeing builder via contract obligations including pricing, 

location, product types and length of affordability. The Design book created by Catellus 
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outlines building design requirements. The Austin Energy Green Book outlines the green 

standards for building requirements. To meet the long-term strategy & implantation 

goals, the Mueller Foundation oversees strategy and program administration. A certified 

public accountant conducts an annual audit of the Mueller Foundation. The Austin 

Community Foundation oversees the fund management for the Mueller Foundation.  

Altogether, Mueller is not only example of a community-led vision coming to 

fruition, but it is also an example of how strong public-private partnerships can lead to 

new opportunities to essentially experiment with different types of tools such as design 

strategies or financial tools that can be useful for not only creating, but sustaining 

affordable housing at Mueller. Mueller is also unique in its size and location and because 

of the fact that it was publicly control land, the City of Austin had a vested interest in 

ensuring that all community needs are met (Hefner, 2019) 

 
 
Financial tools and Planning Mechanisms 
 

In the early stages of project when creating the pro forma for the Affordable 

Homes program, there were many challenges experienced by the players involved. 

However, this affordability goal was a component that came from the community which 

carried heavy value. We see through the creation of the RMMA Implementation 

Advisory committee which serves as a voice to the people, that the City of Austin cared 

deeply about the community’s vision for the Mueller development. In fact, during the 

process of finding a master builder, the City of Austin listed the affordability component 

as a key responsibility in the original request for qualifications.  Therefore, when creating 
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the pro forma, it required the actors involved to take all little bit less while constantly 

working to find new solutions to help stimulate affordability Hefner, 2019).  

The pro forma being referred to does not just refer to the affordable housing 

program alone, but the development as a whole. When the partnership was created 

between the City and Catellus, the City agreed to cover the estimated $265 million in 

infrastructure costs for Mueller and the city also holds ownership of the land until a 

builder has been contracted which helps Catellus reduce costs. The City Council of 

Austin set Mueller as a Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (TIRZs) which is a special 

zone used to attract new investment into the area. These zones help finance the costs of 

redevelopment by leveraging tax increments for securing bond debt and covering initial 

capital costs. Essentially, throughout the development, the taxing on land that occurs may 

be used to pay back the initial costs of development. Taxes attributable to new 

improvements during the development process are set-aside into a fund finance public 

improvement within the boundaries of the zone. 

Mueller is also a Planned Unit Development which is used for larger development 

projects that will stay under unified control throughout the duration of the project. This 

tool provides greater design flexibility for development proposed within the PUD. Use of 

a PUD should result in development superior to that which would occur conventional 

zoning regulations and it is appropriate when the PUD will enhance the natural 

environment while encouraging high quality and innovative design all while ensuring 

adequate public facilities and services for the development (Planned Unit Development, 

City of Austin). PUD’s use discretionary review which is very different from 

conventional by-right zoning review because it requires negotiation and collaboration 
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between the developers, the municipality, and often the community. It is important not to 

discard By-Right regulations as these automatically allow a project to move forward once 

a developer complies with the development requirements which can avoid delays created 

by discretionary review (Mandelker). Regardless, in the formulation of a PUD code, the 

city must carefully identify what type of PUD they want to achieve and tailor the 

standards outlined in the ordinance accordingly. PUD’s are tricky because they require 

extra effort on the part of the city to ensure minimal risk for the developer while 

addressing municipal and citizen needs. When done right PUD’s can help create urban 

infill projects with mixed uses that municipalities can approve to achieve targeted 

objectives such as natural resource preservation, sustainable development and affordable 

housing (Mandelker). In the case of Mueller, becoming a PUD provided relief from over 

100 municipal codes and policies in the City of Austin and outlines a transparent standard 

and creates accountability between the many actors involved with the Mueller 

Redevelopment project. 

One of the most prevalent tools used for financing the affordable homes program 

at Mueller is the use of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). This is a form of 

financing that creates a partnership between the city and developer of the affordable unit 

developer. The program was created in 1986 under the Tax Reform Act and was made 

permanent in 1993 by the federal government and is controlled by the IRS to give state 

budget authorities the ability to issue tax credits for the acquisition, rehabilitation, or 

construction of rental housing targeted at low-income households. State and local 

agencies are given the ability to issue up to $8 billion in tax credits to help subsidize the 

costs for developments that have at least 16 units and are made available to families and 
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individuals between 30% and 80% MFI. The allocation of these funds is at the discretion 

of the state and local agencies who will award funds that allow for lower rents and 

operating costs by giving developers usable equity that will have smaller debt against 

taxes. State and local agencies can target LIHTC applicants that are located near transit, 

work to provide access to services including education and civic components, all while 

including a minimum percentage of market rate and affordable units (SAQ, Texas 

Department for Community & Housing Affairs). The State Qualified Allocation (SAQ) 

plan serves as a road map for state agencies to assign points to projects based on certain 

criteria to help determine the best places to allocate funds. In regard to Mueller, the 

inclusion of various parks and greenspace, transit routes, hospital, grocery store, and 

elementary school along with the involvement of community organizations and non-

profits makes Mueller an attractive project for these tax credits. The process of acquiring 

these funds is highly competitive and extremely technical, therefore it is essential that the 

developer and all actors involved are organized and efficient. The inclusion of 

partnerships with non-profit developers can also ease the process as these are often 

comprised of professionals who are very familiar with not only the LITHC program, but 

also various other local funding streams to help make viable pro-formas. 

The use of Community Land Trusts (CLT) has become a major factor in the 

success of the Mueller affordable homes program. Community Land Trusts are nonprofit 

organizations that are governed by a board of CLT residents, community residents and 

public representatives that work to provide community assets along with permanent 

affordable homes that allow for successful homeownership with lower income families 

for generations to come. By having this board serve as a dual owner of the property on a 
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long-term lease helps ensure permanent affordability for the home. Using this tool allows 

for the preservation of the affordable housing stock at Mueller with an adaptable 

framework that allows for it to be used to cover affordable homeownership, rental and 

commercial opportunities (Austin Community Land Trust Report, HUD Exchange). By 

housing a low-income family in the homes, they become exempt from the rapidly 

increasing property taxes that are being experienced throughout East Austin (Way et al, 

8). The exemption stems from a variety of policy changes such as HB 525 which allows 

for CLT real property to be tax exempt from state taxes except education and then 

municipalities and counties will also have to ability to provide exemption to the property. 

It is important to note the negative costs impact that the City of Austin experiences from 

this tool as it loses tax revenue (Austin Community Land Trust Report, HUD Exchange). 

However, by creating the Mueller Foundation set up as a non-profit organization in 

perpetuity, the affordable homes program is able to help solve the tax issue and provide 

sustainable affordability that allows for low-income families to live in these homes and 

save funds for their future (Community Land Trust Report, HUD Exchange). 

By having an elaborate network of connected partners involved with the program, 

the Mueller affordable homes program is able to try different tools and strategies to find 

the best way to achieve the goals of long-term affordability.  

 
Where the Program Stands Today 
 
 The successes of the Mueller have been well documented with the development 

receiving various awards for its park, architecture, and sustainability. In 2015, Mueller 

received the Department for Housing & Urban Development Secretary’s Opportunity & 

Empowerment award which recognizes plans or programs that have been in effect for at 
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least 3 years and improve the quality of life for low- and moderate- income community 

residents. There is an emphasis on how creatine housing, economic development and 

private investments have been used in accordance with a comprehensive community plan 

to empower the community. The press release for the award states that the Mueller is an 

example of community-led vision over coming challenges to become a compact, mixed-

use community. Mueller was recognized for three primary reasons based on the fact that 

it is an example of enduring public-private partnerships, it addressed regulations that 

hindered or prevented compact development and it included a diversity of housing types. 

It is no secret that many are looking to Mueller for inspiration and ideas of how to create 

these kinds of public-private partnerships and leverage funds to create affordability. It is 

also no secret that those involved with the program are very proud of Mueller and what 

they have been able to accomplish so far but know that the fight for affordability will 

rage on as property taxes continue to rise and create new obstacles for the affordable 

homes program.  

 The pride in Mueller that is shared by the many players involved with the 

program can be reiterated through the accountability that is shared between all involved. 

A major component of this accountability takes shape through a transparent process with 

semi-annual reports being required by Catellus to show the results of the affordable 

homes program. Fortunately, these results have been made available and provide an 

outlook on how the program is doing so far. It is important to note that although the 

development is not yet built out, the majority of the development has been constructed 

and the affordable homes program is in action to achieve the affordability requirements 

outlined in the RMMA development agreement. 
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 As of May 31st, 2018, 547 of the 2,024 for-sale homes contracted are affordable, 

which is about 27% of the units. Out of the 2,113 for-rent units contracted, 701 or about 

33% are affordable. In total, 1,248 of the 4,137 or 30% of the units at Mueller are 

affordable (Weiss, 2018). It is important to note that these percentages can fluctuate as 

new sections of homes are built. There are also an additional 59 for-sale homes that were 

contracted for households earning 80-120% MFI. The Mueller development agreement 

requires that affordable for-sale units must be me made available to families at or below 

80%. This status report shows that Mueller currently serves families from 50 – 80% MFI 

in the for-sale units (Weiss, 2018). The for-rent requirement is at or below 60% MFI and 

Mueller currently services individuals and families in for-rent units at 30-60% MFI. 

Beyond these requirements, Mueller also works to target moderate income households by 

offering for-sale units up to 120% MFI and for-rent units up to 80% MFI. As stated 

earlier, although the development is not complete, these measures show that the Mueller 

affordable homes program is achieving success with slightly over 1200 of the projected 

1550 total affordable units already in place. The program is also not only creating the 

affordable units but sustaining the affordability beyond the RMMA development 

agreement requirement. The for-sale requirement was 5 years, but the homes are 

currently including 50-99 year affordability periods. The for-rent requirement was for 1 

year, but the multifamily developments are committed to long-term affordability with 

having individual goals. 

 To date, there are two multi-family developments built out exclusively for 

affordable housing. These developments were created through a partnership DMA 

Companies, a multi-family developer that specialize in creating affordable and accessible 
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housing. The first was Wildflower 

Terrace, which began leasing in 2012, 

primarily serves those that are 55+ 

who earn 60% or below the Austin 

MFI with some units reserved for 

extremely low income. This project 

includes nearly 200 units along with 

other common senior community 

amenities such as a fitness center, 

library, activity rooms, are studio and 

even several live/work spaces for entrepreneurial seniors who still have their own 

businesses and are not ready for retirement. This is an essential consideration as many 

seniors are beginning to work longer and stay active well into their senior years. Among 

the units at Wildflower Terrace, 85 units are made available at 60% MFI, 60 are made 

available at 50% MFI, 26 are made 

available at 30% MFI and 27 are made 

available at Market-rate prices. The 

fact that the number of units offered at 

30% MFI and market-rate is a 

testament to the dedication to 

providing affordability in Mueller 

housing developments. Figure 3.2 

shows the percentage distribution of 

42.3%

29.9%

12.9%

13.4%

Figure 3.2: Wildflower Terrace 
Affordability Distribution
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Affordability Distribution
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units based on price at Wildflower Terrace. The primary unit style at Wildflower terrace 

is 1-2-bedroom units from 705-1,079 square feet.  The next affordable multi-family unit 

built was also created in part due to a partnership with DMA companies. Aldrich 51 

which was began leasing in 2018, offers 240 units to predominately working families and 

individuals that are primarily employed at nearby service and retail businesses. These 

units range from studio apartments at 524 square feet to 3-bedroom units that go up to 

1,223 square feet. Among the units at Aldrich 51, 139 units are made available at 60% 

MFI, 47 are made available at 50% MFI, 18 are made available at 30% MFI and 36 are 

made available at Market-rate prices. Figure 3.3 shows the percentage distribution of 

units at this development by affordability level. Aldrich 51 does a good job of providing 

affordable work-force housing with the majority of the developments being available at 

the 60% MFI level. Both Aldrich 51 and Wildflower Terrace were created by DMA 

Companies which continues to assist with the property management, with an affordability 

period of 99 years.  

The next affordable multi-family unit is currently under-consturction and will 

only offer affordable units. The 

Jordan, which is being created 

through a partnership with 

Foundation Communites, a non-

profit multi-family developer is 

expected to begin leasing by the 

end of 2019. This development will 

house 132 total units with 52 being 

39.4%

50.0%

10.6%

Figure 3.4: The Jodran 
Affordability Distribution

60% MFI 50% MFI 30% MFI
Source: Mueller Affordable Housing Update, Sep 

2018 
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available at 60% MFI, 66 units att 50% MFI, and 14 units at 30% MFI but these units are 

technically supportive housing that will be made available to families coming out of 

homelessness. The units will range from 1-3 bedrooms with sizes ranging from 524 to 

1,223 square feet. The Jordan will also feautre a community center that will offer free 

education, finanical stability and health programs for the residents. The Jordan is an 

excellent example of partnering with a non-profit developer to assist with leveraging 

funds to create the development as this specific project is being created by 1.5 million in 

state funding through housing tax credits and an additional 4 million from the City of 

Austin through 2013 housing bonds passed by voters in the Austin. There is an 

affordability of 40 years and the project will be managed by Foundation Communites, an 

orgianation that utilizes a sustainbale non-profit model with an environemntal 

commitment while being powered by volunteers to help provide support programs and 

education.  

 Altogether, these projects show how partnerships can be created by various 

enitites to leverage resources and create developments that are truly affordable and will 

remain affordable. Although these are the only multi-family units that focus primarily on 

affordability, there are still various other multi-family developments that offer affordable 

units. ALMI at Mueller is a new complex that offers 15% of its units at 60% MFI or 

below. Sync at Mueller offers 10% of it’s units at 60% MFI or below and lastly, Mosaic 

at Mueller which also offers 10% of its units at 60% MFI or below. All of these multi-

family units are built to be compliant with Austin Green Energy standards with ALMI at 

Mueller and Aldrich 51 both achieving Gold LEED Standard certification. 
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 Moving forward, those involved with the Mueller Affordable Homes program 

will continue to focus on creating long-term affordability while reaching lower-income 

families using both 4% and 9% LIHTC developments. There will also be a focus on 

broadening the offering of affordable units by creating an additional 100 for-sale units 

made available up to 120% MFI which will not be included in the 25% affordability 

requirment. There will also be increased rental opportunies made available up to 80% 

MFI. In order to avoid gentrification, it will be essential to continue to add more jobs and 

affordable housing in order to bring more services and buisnesses closer together. 

Bringing together more diverse residents and workers can help turn the Mueller 

community into its own ecosystem while also providing services to the surronding 

neighborhoods.  
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CH 3: Analysis of the Mueller Affordable Homes Program 
 
 

There are 6 primary goals for affordable homeownership through the Mueller 

affordable program that were outlined in the September 2018 Affordable Housing Update 

(Weiss). The first is to retain as many units as possible for as long as possible. By 

utilizing a Community Land Trust model, the Mueller Foundation is able to accomplish 

this goal by retaining the ability to repurchase homes once a qualified income family 

leaves the home. This ensures an endless loop of affordability within the for-sale units for 

years to come. The multifamily developers that have partnered with Catellus and the City 

of Austin also established affordability requirements for their units for time periods well 

beyond the 1-year requirement listed in the Mueller development agreement in regard to 

affordable for-rent units. By guaranteeing that these units will remain affordable well 

beyond the time requirement listed in the MDA, the actors are also able to achieve the 

second goal which is to ensure that housing remains affordable. The third goal is to 

ensure a geographic dispersion of affordable homes which is being accomplished by 

homebuilders and multi-family developers that use the design guidelines listed in the 

Mueller design book to create affordable units that are indistinguishable and interspersed. 

The fourth goal is to ensure a variety of product types remain affordable. As stated for the 

first two goals, the actors involved with both for-sale and for-rent affordable housing 

have set affordability requirements that stretch far beyond the 5-year and 1-year 
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requirements listed in the MDA for both for-sale and for-rent units respectively. The fifth 

goal is ensuring the success of homeowners in the program. By including Community 

Wheelhouse in the network of partnerships associated with the Mueller affordable homes 

program, residents in these units are given access to various educational and workforce 

training opportunities along with credit counseling to help ensure the success for these 

residents in accessing new opportunities. The non-profit developer Foundation 

Communities also will offer countless educational and training opportunities to help the 

residents achieve success. The last goal is ensuring sustainability and quality of the 

program over the long-term. A major focus of program has been the consideration of 

what will happen in “life after Catellus” which is why the Mueller Foundation was 

created to support and fund long-term community goals for Mueller with an emphasis on 

affordable housing (Hefner, 2019). The Mueller Foundation has accomplished creating a 

method for repurchasing and reselling affordable units that become available as income 

qualified families move to new places, even relocating to market-rate homes in the 

Mueller development. The Mueller Foundation must consider the long-term maintenance 

of upkeep of the homes because as the development gets older, homes will get damaged. 

Because of this, the Mueller Foundation has the ability to release a limited number of 

units that would not make for appropriate living conditions for future families (Hefner, 

2019). The Mueller Foundation is also voluntarily participating in an Urban Institute 

Study to track the long-term impacts of the affordable homes program (Weiss, 2018).   

Catellus and the City of Austin believe they have a created a place where new 

development ideas and practices can be used and learned from as they continue to seek 

longer and deeper affordability for the units. They believe that this is a successful model 
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that confirms that neighborhoods can achieve their big dreams with effective planning, 

partnership and execution. Today, the Mueller Community reflects the initial vision first 

stated over 30 years ago: “To create a sustainable, diverse, affordable community that 

could spur economic development, be compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods, 

be fiscally responsible and help revitalize East Austin (The Plan, Mueller Austin). There 

is also a conscious effort to share the lessons learned from Mueller in hopes cities can use 

this prototype to encourage future growth. Catellus has held 2 summits with the first 

focusing on how to create an affordable homes program and the second focusing on 

creating affordability by design. Hefner, the lead project manager, understands that 

people are very hungry for the knowledge on how to replicate this kind of project and she 

has worked extensively to take calls and lead tours of groups from all over the county 

with people eager to learn about the project. While she knows Mueller can’t be replicated 

exactly, she knows that there are pieces that can be taken away and applied to cities of all 

shapes and sizes. She believes that Mueller is a classic situation where everybody is 

getting what need from the project making it a win for the city, the community and the 

developer (Hefner, 2019). However, Hefner, along with others involved with the Mueller 

affordable homes program know that the work is far from over. The gentrification issue 

in East Austin continues on and property taxes are continuing to increase at a rate of 

about 2% per year (Hefner, 2019). Work must continue to manage the community land 

trust model although this is not a complete solution for housing affordability. With the 

help of non-profit organizations, affordable unit developers must continue to seek and 

achieve 4% and 9% low income housing tax credits. There must also be continued state 

advocacy for legislative reform to help create the conditions necessary for implementing 
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this kind of affordable homes program. Local efforts must also continue to provide 

continued affordability and combat gentrification in East Austin. To do this, Hefner 

stresses the importance of creating more jobs and affordable housing in Mueller while 

continuing to bring more services and businesses closer together to create diversity and 

avoid the trends of gentrification.  

Perhaps the most important lesson that can be taken away from Mueller is the role 

of the community throughout the process. Using a community design process allows for a 

unique environment for community members and designers to learn from each other 

when trying to understand the facts surrounding the current conditions for the site and the 

collective vision for the future. When Catellus joined in on the Mueller project, they were 

quite impressed with how much outreach had already been which made their job much 

easier. Catellus has also continued this mission for community empowerment as it has 

held over 200 community meetings and workshops to ensure that the community has a 

voice in every phase of development. The creation of the RMMA Implementation 

Advisory committee also creates transparency by allowing community members and 

professionals on the committee to ensure accountability from Catellus and other actors 

involved that the goals of community are being met. Planners and developers carry the 

responsibility of providing services that will answer to people’s needs. Unfortunately, 

they do not have tools to test how a well a product or service works as there are too many 

changing variables from community to community including culture, background, 

context, the natural setting, people’s choices at any time and other factors that determine 

how well a public space or building functions (Toker, 11).  Therefore, it is essential that 

participatory planning be create a clear definition of the community problems at the 
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outset to identify the goals for the development and keep the many number of players 

involved with the development focused on what must be done to achieve these goals. 

Mueller has been a community-driven effort from the beginning and will continue to 

value the input from community members to ensure that Mueller can be a feature of 

Austin that people are able to use and be proud of. The Mueller planning and 

development process is delivering a community vision and proving to be a national 

model for affordable housing, sustainability, and compact development, as well as the 

public engagement process where citizens have a say in what happens with city assets 

(Hefner, 2019). 
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Conclusion 
 

In this paper, I first addressed the problem with the provision of affordable 

housing following the suburban sprawl that left inner-city neighborhoods deteriorated and 

devitalized. The provision of affordable housing became privatized in response to the 

failures of public housing projects that failed to better the lives of low-income residents. 

In recent years, the practice of income mixing has expanded to create communities that 

are diverse in population and building style. This goal falls in line with the vision for 

New Urbanists that seek to create diverse communities that will offer a range of 

opportunities for its residents. Unfortunately, New Urbanism is often critiqued for 

becoming exclusive neighborhoods with home prices well above the rate of affordability 

for low- to moderate- income projects.  

 The Mueller redevelopment project offers unique case study for understanding 

how community participation along with inclusionary zoning and an elaborate network of 

public-private partnerships comprised of the City of Austin, Catellus and countless other 

non-profit organizations and experts that have come together to create an affordable 

homes program that will help combat the rapid gentrification being experienced in the 

East Austin communities surrounding Austin. Mueller also provides an example of how 

affordability can be achieved and sustaining in a New Urbanist development. The second 

chapter outlines how the Mueller development incorporates more affordable housing 

choices through requirements for both homeownership and rental opportunities in the 

Mueller Development Agreement. This paper also analyzes how the actors involved with 
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the Mueller development are working to achieve the goals of the Mueller affordable 

homes program and create “an interactive, mixed-use community that will be a model for 

responsible urban development, offering a compact pedestrian-oriented alternative to the 

land-consumptive and automobile-dependent development patterns that could influence 

the form and pattern of growth within Austin” (Weiss, 2018). 

 The intent of this analysis was to better understand how the program was created 

and structured to achieve the goals for affordability at Mueller. Moving forward, future 

analysis of Mueller will need to be conducted on the success of the program as it 

approaches full build out to better understand the impact on the residents who have been 

a beneficiary of the Mueller affordable homes program. Other areas of analysis could also 

include expanding on the role of the community in creating and managing the Mueller 

development process or analyzing the specific financial tools such as the Community 

Land Trust model to further understand how it is being used to create sustainable, long-

term affordability for Mueller for years to come. The hope now is that the reader 

understands the importance of public-private partnerships and strong leaderships from 

actors involved to bring a community vision to life and provide sustainable affordability 

to create a truly diverse community of both people and buildings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 81 

 

 

Work Cited 
 

“About Us | Home.” Mueller Foundation, muellerfoundation.org/. 

Adams, George, and David Gerard. “Smart Growth and Transportation: Opportunities and 

Challenges for Austin.” ITE Journal, vol. 70, no. 11, Nov. 2000, pp. 30–34. 

Austin, Texas, Municipal Code, Chapter 25-3. Traditional Neighborhood District. 

Austin, Texas, Resolution No. 041202-59. December 2nd, 2004. 

“Awards | News.” Mueller Austin, http://www.muelleraustin.com/news/awards/. 

Bach, Alexa, Prema Katari Gupta, Richard Haughey, George Kelly, Michael Pawlukiewicz, 

and Micheal Pitchford. Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing. Washington, 

D.C.: ULI-the Urban Land Institute, 2007. 

Bento, Antonio and Scott Lowe, Gerrit-Jan Knaap, Arnab Chaakraborty. “Housing market 

effects of inclusionary zoning” From Cityscape (2009) in The Affordable Housing 

Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe and Elizabeth J. Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 

438–451. 

Bohl, Charles. “New Urbanism and the City: Potential Applications and Implications for 

Distressed Inner-City Neighborhoods.” Housing Policy Debate, vol. 11, no. 4, 2000, pp. 

761–801., www.innovations.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/hpd_1104_bohl.pdf. 

Breyer, Michelle R. “Builder Pulls out of Competition for Austin, Texas, Airport Project.” 

Austin American Statesman (TX). October 31, 2001. EBSCOhost, 

libproxy.txstate.edu/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=ti

h&AN=2W62615072369&site=eds-live&scope=site. Accessed 8 Apr. 2019. 



 82 

Chetty, Raj, and Nathaniel Hendren. “The Impacts of Neighborhoods on Intergenerational 

Mobility I: Childhood Exposure Effects*.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, vol. 

133, no. 3, 2018, pp. 1107–1162., doi:10.1093/qje/qjy007. 

“Community Land Trust Report for Austin, Texas.” HUD Exchange, 

www.hudexchange.info/resource/90/community-land-trust-report-for-austin-texas/. 

Deitrick, Sabina, and Cliff Ellis. “New Urbanism in the Inner City: A Case Study of 

Pittsburgh.” Journal of the American Planning Association, vol. 70, no. 4, 2004, pp. 426–

442., doi:10.1080/01944360408976392. 

Delgado, Alina & Troyer, Frank. (2011). “Modeling quality and housing preferences for 

affordable new housing developments.” Open House International, vol. 36, 2011, pp. 27-

37. 

Duany, Andres, et al. Suburban Nation: the Rise of Sprawl and the Decline of the American 

Dream. North Point Press, 2010. 

Farha, Leilani. “Report of the Special Rapporteur on Adequate Housing as a Component of 

the Right to an Adequate Standard of Living, and on the Right to Non-Discrimination in 

This Context: Note.” Agenda Item 3: Promotion and protection of all human rights, civil, 

political, economic, social and cultural rights, including the right to development. 

Human Rights Council, 2017. United Nations. 18 January 2018. 

Grubbauer, Monika. “Architecture, Economic Imaginaries and Urban Politics: The Office 

Tower as Socially Classifying Device.” International Journal of Urban and Regional 

Research, vol. 38, no. 1, 2013, pp. 336–359., doi:10.1111/1468-2427.12110. 

Hefner, Pam. In-person Interview. April 19th, 2019. 



 83 

Hetzler, Olivia, Veronica E Mendes, and David Overfelt. “Gentrification, Displacement and 

New Urbanism: The Next Racial Project.” Sociation Today, vol. 4, no. 2, 2006, pp. 1–20., 

www.ncsociology.org/sociationtoday/v42/gent.htm. 

Hoffman, Alexander Von. “The Lost History of Urban Renewal.” From Journal of 

Urbanism: International Research on Placemaking and Urban Sustainability, vol. 1, no. 

3, 2008. In The Affordable Housing Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe and 

Elizabeth J. Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 14–30. 

Jacobs, Jane. The Death and Life of Great American Cities. Vintage Digital, 2016. 

Jankowski, Philip. “Austin Task Force Trumpets 'Right to Return' Policy to Fight 

Gentrification.” Statesman, 28 Nov. 2018, www.statesman.com/news/20181128/austin-

task-force-trumpets-right-to-return-policy-to-fight-gentrification. 

Johnson, Jennifer Steffel, and Emily Talen. “Affordable Housing in New Urbanist 

Communities: A Survey of Developers.” Housing Policy Debate, vol. 19, no. 4, 2008, pp. 

583–613., doi:10.1080/10511482.2008.9521648. 

Joseph, Mark. “Is mixed-income development an antidote to urban poverty?” From Housing 

Policy Debate (2006) in The Affordable Housing Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe 

and Elizabeth J. Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 375–390. 

Krumholtz, Norman. “From the Reluctant Hand: Privatization of Public Housing in the 

U.S.” The Affordable Housing Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe and Elizabeth J. 

Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 44–52. 

Larsen, Kristin. “New Urbanisms Role in Inner-City Neighborhood Revitalization.” Housing 

Studies, vol. 20, no. 5, 2005, pp. 795–813., doi:10.1080/02673030500214068. 



 84 

Leccese, Micheal, and Kathleen McCormick. Charter of the New Urbanism: Essays. 

McGraw-Hill, 2000. 

Lisa, Wade. “U.S. Racial/Ethnic Demographics: 1960, Today, and 2050 - Sociological 

Images.” Sociological Images US Racial Ethnic Demographics 1960 Today and 2050 

Comments, The Society Pages, 12 Nov. 2012, 

thesocietypages.org/socimages/2012/11/14/u-s-racialethnic-demographics-1960-today-

and-2050/. 

Madden, David, and Peter Marcuse. In Defense of Housing: the Politics of Crisis. Verso, 

2016. 

Mandelker, Daniel R. “New Perspectives on Planned Unit Developments.” SSRN Electronic 

Journal, 2017, doi:10.2139/ssrn.3105660. 

McClure, Kirk. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit as an aid to housing finance: How 

well has it worked?” From Housing Policy Debate (2000) in The Affordable Housing 

Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe and Elizabeth J. Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 

272–287. 

Newton, Peter, Shane Murray, Ron Wakefield, Catherina Murphy, Lee-Anne Khor, L. and 

Tom Morgan. Towards a new development model for housing regeneration in greyfield 

residential precincts, AHURI Final Report No. 171, Australian Housing and Urban 

Research Institute Limited, Melbourne, 2011. https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-

reports/171. 

Ohm, Brian W, and Robert J Sitkowski. “Recent Developments in Land Use, Planning and 

Zoning: New Urbanism and Affordable Housing Tools.” The Urban Lawyer, vol. 36, no. 

4, 2004, pp. 857–866., www.jstor.org/stable/27895518. 



 85 

“Planned Unit Development (PUD).” Home, City of Austin, 

www.austintexas.gov/faq/planned-unit-development-pud-what-it. Accessed 6 May 2019. 

Richardson, Mark. “East Austin Tax Increment Zone Moving Closer to Reality.” Austin 

Monitor, 11 Aug. 2014, www.austinmonitor.com/stories/2008/11/east-austin-tax-

increment-zone-moving-closer-to-reality/.  

Ross, Jamie. “Balanced residential Communities: Including Affordable Housing in Smart 

Growth and New Urbanist Development.” Housing News Network. Florida Housing 

Coalition. 

Rowley, Steven, and Peter Phibbs. “Delivering diverse and affordable housing on infill 

development sites.” AHURI Final Report No.193. Melbourne: Australian Housing and 

Urban Research Institute. August 2012. 

Schill, Michael H. “Regulations and housing development: What we know” From Cityscape 

(2005) in The Affordable Housing Reader, vol. 1, edited by J. Rosie Tighe and Elizabeth 

J. Mueller, Routledge, 2013, pp. 404–415. 

Smith, Neil. “Which New Urbanism? The Revanchist 90s.” Perspecta, vol. 30, 1999, pp. 98–

105., doi:10.2307/1567235. 

“Sustaining Affordability at Mueller | Affordable Homes | Home Types | Homes.” Mueller 

Austin, 

http://www.muelleraustin.com/uploads/homes/Sustaining_Affordability_Final_Draft_8-

16-16_-_Secured.pdf 

Talen, Emily. “Affordability in New Urbanist Development: Principle, Practice, and 

Strategy.” Journal of Urban Affairs, vol. 32, no. 4, 2010, pp. 489–510., 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-9906.2010.00518.x. 



 86 

Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs. “NOFAs and Rules.” Multifamily 

Programs - NOFAs and Rules, www.tdhca.state.tx.us/multifamily/nofas-rules.htm. 

Accessed 6 May 2019. 

“The Charter of the New Urbanism.” CNU, 18 July 2017, www.cnu.org/who-we-are/charter-

new-urbanism. 

“The Organization.” CNU, 27 Nov. 2018, www.cnu.org/who-we-are/organization. 

“The Plan.” Mueller Austin, www.muelleraustin.com/plan/. 

Tierney, Sean, and Clint Petty. “Gentrification in the American Heartland? Evidence from 

Oklahoma City.” Urban Geography, vol. 36, no. 3, 2014, pp. 439–456., 

doi:10.1080/02723638.2014.977038. 

Toker, Umut. Making Community Design Work: A Guide for Planners. APA Planners Press, 

2012. 

Vale, Lawrence J. “Cities of Stars: Urban Renewal, Public Housing Regeneration, and the 

Community Empowerment Possibility of Governance Constellations.” International 

Journal of Urban Sciences, vol. 22, no. 4, 2018, pp. 431–460., 

doi:10.1080/12265934.2018.1455530. 

Way, Heather, Elizabeth Mueller, and Jake Wegmann. Uprooted: Residential Displacement 

in Austin's Gentrifying Neighborhoods and What Can Be Done About It. 2018, pp. 2–

199, Uprooted: Residential Displacement in Austin's Gentrifying Neighborhoods and 

What Can Be Done About It. 

Weiss, Kelly. “Affordable Housing Update.” Robert Muller Airport Plan Implementation 

Advisory Commission Meeting. Robert Muller Airport Plan Implementation Advisory 

Commission Meeting, Sept. 2018, Austin, TX. 


