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A Note from the Co-Chairs
In December of 2007, Citizens Housing and Planning 
Council (CHPC) and the New York City Housing Au-
thority (NYCHA) convened a roundtable discussion to 
define a new model for Public Housing in the 21st Cen-
tury with generous support from the Fannie Mae Founda-
tion, Goldman Sachs Public Sector Investment Group, 
and Citi Community Capital.
 
The conversation was not designed to address the prob-
lems currently facing the existing inventory of public 
housing, nor the challenges that Public Housing Authori-
ties (PHA’s) are encountering in their struggles to preserve 
it.  Rather, eighteen practitioners from around the country 
came together to contribute their professional knowledge 
and ideas to articulate a program model for the produc-
tion of new public housing that could serve the needs of 
low and moderate income families.  

The discussion was framed by four context specific pre-
sentations on best practices, three roundtable breakout 
sessions focusing on practical solutions, and results from 
a series of interviews CHPC conducted with twenty-six 
housing professionals who were unable to attend the dis-
cussion in person.

What emerged was a sobering picture.  While the need 
for affordable housing is acute, most policy makers do 
not consider public housing a viable option for satisfying 
that need.  Public housing has been declared a failure by 
the public, law makers, and even many housing advocates.  
Instead, advocates put forth a constant stream of housing 
policies, often emphasizing slogan-filled models for work-
force housing, sustainable communities, and new urban-
ism.  Meanwhile, little attention is being paid to public 
housing: the most basic model of permanently affordable, 
publicly sanctioned housing.

By drawing on the considerable experience of leaders in 
affordable housing finance and development along with 
the practical skills of innovators from the public housing 
industry, CHPC and NYCHA believe that a new model 
can be created and adapted across the country.  With new 
leadership on its way to Washington and a renewed dia-
logue that seeks to bridge the gap between the affordable 
housing industry and the public housing industry, the time 

is right to remake public housing for future generations.

Although the group assembled was diverse, there was 
widespread agreement on the basic principles that should 
form the core of a public housing program for the 21st 
Century:

•   Encourage Financial Innovation

•   Design for Mixed Income and Mixed Uses

•   Create Competitive Award Structures

•   Maximize Local Flexibility and Minimize HUD 
     Involvement

•   Assemble Diverse Coalitions of Stakeholders

This report presents a summary of the group’s recommen-
dations which we hope will form the basis for a renewed 
dialogue.  The report also provides a synopsis of the round-
table itself and the process that helped to encourage lively 
debate.  

It is our sincere hope that our work will serve as a catalyst 
for a nationwide dialogue about a new public housing 
program.  Thank you for your interest in our project and 
your contribution to affordable housing.  We welcome 
your comments and look forward to having you join in the 
discussion.

Alicia Glen
Managing Director, Goldman Sachs

Jerilyn Perine
Executive Director, CHPC

Tino Hernandez
Chairman, NYCHA

Doug Apple
General Manager, NYCHA
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Introduction
A quick search on the internet for ‘affordable housing’, 
‘workforce housing’, or ‘inclusionary zoning’ results in a 
dizzying array of councils, committees, coordinators, best 
practices, and manifestos attesting to their critical impor-
tance for towns and cities across America.  And yet with all 
this new focus on making affordable housing available to 
everyone, the obvious solution to many of these problems 
has been dramatically overlooked: public housing.

At a time when housing shortages, affordability, and rent 
burdens are rising, many working families find themselves 
particularly hard hit.  In the New York metropolitan re-
gion, 25 percent of working families either pay more than 
50 percent of their income for rent or live in buildings 
with three or more maintenance deficiencies.1  Many of 
these problems are endemic to a large number of housing 
markets, but there is no question that they are made more 
acute by the declining support for housing at the federal 
level.    From 1937 to 1979, 1.4 million units of federally 
funded public housing were created in the United States.  
Production declined sharply, however, after the Nixon ad-
ministration implemented a moratorium on all new public 
housing development in 1973.  Since then, nearly 200,000 
of those original units have been demolished or sold.   
                                    
What is worse, the tremendous innovation that has swept 
the housing and community development industry since 
the 1980s with the introduction of the Low Income Hous-
ing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program has left public housing 
largely untouched.  By some accounts, it was the absence 
of support for public housing that made this innovation 
possible, but at the same time it also prevented the evolu-
tion of a more economically viable model for permanently 
affordable housing. 2

Given these realities, it is not surprising that homelessness 
continues to grow in big cities and small, and the num-
ber of working families living in overcrowded conditions 
and/or paying more than 50 percent of their income for 
housing has risen steadily.  In New York City from 1991 
to 2005, median rent burdens for those households within 
the lowest third of incomes increased from 50 percent to 
57 percent, despite the fact that 62 percent of these house-
holds live in rent subsidized or rent regulated units.
1 Center for Housing Policy. 2007. Housing Challenges Facing Working Families, NY 
Metropolitan Area
2 Hendrickson, Kimberly. 2004. Policy Review No. 126

Despite these facts, the debate around public housing 
has largely focused on whether to demolish or save the 
existing stock of public housing, not how to add to it.  
Public housing itself has become the problem for which 
solutions are sought.  PHAs have increasingly focused at-
tention on financing maintenance gaps for existing units, 
not on building new ones.  In many places, support for 
new public housing is minimal despite the fact that it was 
designed to solve the most pressing housing problems 
faced by low income and working families.  It was a criti-
cal resource for housing returning veterans after World 
War II and in New York City it was public housing that 
buffered communities from the waves of abandonment in 
the 1970s and 80s.

At a time when our nation finds itself in a deep housing 
crisis, it is time to take account of public housing’s 75 years 
of successes and failures, and create a new model for locali-
ties to use to increase the supply of affordable housing and 
create viable communities.

Public Housing Then and Now

The earliest plans to build public housing in New York 
City got underway in 1933.  At the time, half of all mort-
gage debt in the United States was in arrears and dramatic 
decreases in household incomes forced many families to 
double up into overcrowded accommodations.   Advocates 
made the case that public housing was the only alternative 

Figure 1. Median Rent Burdens by HH Income; Source: New York 
City HVS
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Figure 2. Successful Infill HOPE VI Development, Denver, CO

that could provide decent living conditions to working 
families then living in dilapidated old-law tenements.  

Throughout the 1930s, the arguments for public hous-
ing in New York City attained more and more national 
resonance, and by 1937 the ground-breaking  Housing Act 
ushered in federal subsidies to enable local public housing 
agencies (PHA’s) to build housing for low-income fami-
lies. The Act also worked effectively to combat unemploy-
ment within the construction trades. Following WWII, 
housing need in cities became even more acute. Veterans 
began to return to a nation whose construction, both pub-
lic and private, had been curtailed by war. The Housing 
Act of 1949 provided an even further expansion of public 
housing in tandem with slum clearance and urban renewal 
schemes.

In many cities, including New York, modern high-rise 
structures were built in places where older, substandard 
housing had been cleared.  But the optimism associated 
with the initial program soon gave way to stark realities.  
Rapidly, concerns grew around  the poor location and 

design of public housing. For example, the Pruitt-Igoe 
complex in St. Louis, Missouri, an embodiment of the 
public housing of its era, was demolished by 1978, cast as a 
failure of impractical, modernist design.  

There were also many other factors that caused the per-
ceived decline of public housing. Occupancy choices, 
made by housing authorities and local governments, had 
the effect of isolating and marginalizing residents. This 
reality was exacerbated by an exodus of upwardly mobile 
working families from urban centers, as suburban living 
became aspirational, and more cost efficient to develop. 
Racial segregation in cities deepened and, as industry 
started to decline, urban tax bases collapsed. The growing 
skepticism about public housing then led public officials 
to minimize construction costs, causing poor workman-
ship and lower quality construction materials. By the early 
1980’s, public housing stock began to suffer net losses. 

At its height in the late 1970s, public housing accounted 
for more than 1.4 million units across the country, with 
189,000 units in New York City alone.  Since 1981 there 
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has been a net loss of public housing units and today the 
number of units stands at about 1.2 million.  In New York 
City the net loss of public housing has been smaller and its 
stock now accounts for 15 percent of the nation’s total.

Not surprisingly, as public housing inventories have de-
clined, the shortage of housing for low income and work-
ing families has dramatically increased.  When NYCHA 
recently opened its waiting list for tenant-based Section 8 
vouchers, it received over 330,000 applications in a three 
month period, or nearly double the total number of house-
holds the Authority currently houses.  While not every 
application met qualification criteria, such self identified 
housing need is not hard to fathom in a city where over a 
quarter of all households spend more than 50 percent of 
their income on housing related expenses.

As federal investment in public housing was ending, New 
York City embarked on its own historic effort to renovate 
and save its inventory of abandoned, privately owned, 
residential housing stock.  Without federal funds for new 
construction, NYCHA all but abandoned its develop-
ment activities and focused on property management and 
programs for its tenants.  The New York City Department 
of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD), mean-
while, built an impressive capacity to redevelop a complex 
and troubled tax foreclosed inventory of properties.

HPD pioneered the use of Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits along with City capital and bond financing to 
renovate this abandoned stock and return it to respon-
sible ownership and management.  In addition, the City’s 
efforts have been characterized for more than two decades 
by a high degree of community collaboration, reliance on 
for-profit and not-for-profit developers and managers, 
linking social services with housing to encourage tenant 
stability, mixed use and community development, sound 
property management, and strong links with financial and 
philanthropic institutions.  For the most part, however, 
public housing and local housing efforts coexisted on par-
allel tracks, with few intersections.

As New York City’s inventory of tax foreclosed properties 
has dwindled, it has had to turn to other more creative 
methods to increase the supply of housing affordable to 
low income families.  By rezoning obsolete industrial areas 
and encouraging new construction, the City has helped 
to spur affordable housing construction.  In addition, the 
City has recognized that despite new construction, the 
competition for the existing rental housing stock result-

ing from a growing population is increasing and the need 
to preserve existing low income housing stocks has also 
become more acute.  

The Mayor’s New Housing Marketplace Plan estimates 
that of the 165,000 units planned over a ten year period 
(2004-2013), 73,000 will involve preservation of existing 
units. This will include units which will receive minimal or 
even no renovation, but rather refinancing assistance from 
the government which will allow below market rents to 
continue.  And while the City has and will continue to use 
some of its resources to bail out failed federally funded 
projects (like those financed through HUD’s old section 
236, Section 8 for new construction, and even some 202 
projects for the elderly), public housing in New York City 
has been asked to absorb continuous cuts from the federal 
government with little city assistance.

If trends continue, public housing will be subject to 
increasing criticism, as dwindling federal funds create an 
endless cycle of cuts in operating and long term capital 
investment.  The gap in housing availability and afford-
ability for low income and working families will continue 
to grow.

The Projecct

Both CHPC and NYCHA understand that the future of 
public housing is a nationwide project.  During the Fall 
of 2007, we completed 26 personal interviews with both 
public housing advocates and officials from across the 
country as well as key experts in the affordable housing 
world.  Then on December 7, 2007, we brought together a 
diverse group of innovators and practitioners from across 
the country to discuss the specific dimensions of a new 
publicly sanctioned production program.  

The day-long roundtable discussion featured four targeted 
presentations, three topically specific breakout sessions, 
and a lively discussion about the merits of building new 
public housing.  

Following the roundtable discussion, CHPC and NY-
CHA staff, along with the roundtable participants, 
conducted a more thorough investigation into a series 
of agreed-upon recommendations.  The following report 
summarizes those findings, and is also intended to be the 
initial building block for further work to shape Public 
Housing in the 21st Century. 
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Presentations
The following four presentations were given during the 
morning session to bring new ideas to roundtable partici-
pants and to spur further discussion during the lunchtime 
breakout sessions.

PHAs and Capital Markets
John Varones, Associate, Goldman Sachs & Co

Public Housing Authorities have increasingly found capi-
tal markets a useful way to raise needed funds for preserva-
tion and new development projects.  What they should be 
striving for in order to maximize their use of these markets, 
however, is not always clear.
 
The first major PHA capital market financing was under-
taken by the Chicago Housing Authority in early 2002. 
Following this landmark financing, the Public Infrastruc-
ture Group at Goldman Sachs created a series of additional 
structural improvements to assist PHAs with acquisition 
and development costs.  Through the utilization of tax 
credits, risk enhancement with federal subsidy coverage, 
and variable bond pricing, large authorities now have the 
ability to harness private capital in ways that were previ-
ously unavailable.

HUD is currently in the process of finalizing regulations 
that would allow for the leveraging of operating funds and 
property reserves, and the establishment of more concrete 
steps for mortgaging properties. Additionally, the recent 
release of PHA general credit ratings criteria by Standard 
& Poor’s is opening the doors for PHAs to execute addi-
tional financing as well as to maximize the benefits gener-
ated by their various resources.

With additional sophistication, PHAs can achieve greater 
financial flexibility and advantageous interest rates.  In 
summary, it is important for PHAs to develop as true busi-
ness entities with a focus on revenue generation that will 
be useful in maintaining existing housing.

Housing Supply, Housing Need, and 
the Role of Public Housing in 

New York City 
Denali Dasgupta, Research Analyst, CHPC

In 1937, the New York City Housing Authority published 
a pro-public housing pamphlet prefaced by excerpts from 
President Roosevelt’s radio addresses. He spoke of “mil-
lions whose daily lives…continue under conditions labeled 
indecent by a so-called polite society half a century ago,” 

specifically of low-income households 
lacking long-term housing and finan-
cial security, of overcrowding in cities, 
and of crumbling buildings and failing 
amenities, ending with the declara-
tion: “I see one-third of a nation ill-
housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished.” NY-
CHA interpreted his diagnosis of the 
nation’s growing needs as a directive to 
the public sector to create a supply of 
safe and affordable housing for indi-
viduals and families in need.  

This presentation revisits the issue of 
housing need with a focus on New 
York City. Using rates of population 
growth as a proxy for demand, and 
rates of housing stock growth as a 
proxy for supply, we note the appear-
ance of a gap, where demand outpaces 
supply. This gap continues well into Figure 3. Valencia Gardens HOPE VI Public Housing in San Francisco, CA
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the future, even under optimistic assumptions about 
construction and preservation. While natural market 
conditions create housing mismatches—where households 
are occupying units that do not meet their housing need 
due to space, quality, and affordability constraints—a gap 
intensifies and increases these mismatches, making it dif-
ficult to achieve a substantial citywide improvement. 

To further understand how market-wide factors affect 
individual households’ decisions and housing outcomes, 
we have developed a model of housing choice. Our model 
shows that households that have the most choice are the 
most successful, followed by households that have the 
greatest ability to compro-
mise. Households with less 
choice are most susceptible 
to housing shortages and 
tend to have greater housing 
need. A comparison of hous-
ing need in 1981 and 2005 
suggests that concerns have 
shifted from housing quality 
to housing affordability. 
Housing need, specifically 
the types of need identified 
by FDR, has grown in the 
last 25 years, in spite of vast 
quality of life improvements 
in New York City. At pres-
ent, roughly 40 percent of 
New Yorkers, or 3,201,190 

people, face some kind of housing need in the areas of 
space, quality, or affordability.  

Though New York City has the nation’s largest supply 
of public housing, the existing stock is nowhere near 
equipped to meet such large-scale need. The current stock 
of 182,170 units has a scant 1.07 percent vacancy rate with 
a waitlist of 153,511. In order to meet the needs of the 
two million low-income New Yorkers with rent burdens 
over 50 percent, each of those units would need to accom-
modate eight people.  This also explains the large response 
when NYCHA opened their waiting list for Section 8 
vouchers in Spring of 2007.
 
If need is growing over time, we expect to see the supply of 
public housing growing to meet that need. Public housing 
production grew until the early 1990s where it remained 
stable and then began to exhibit a net loss of units. Add-
ing the rate of change in public housing stock to the initial 
supply and demand analysis, we might expect to see public 
housing making an impact, though very limited, on the 
housing gap identified at the beginning of our analysis. 
However, what we see is that public housing stocks began 
to erode precisely when they were most needed. 

Furthermore, the nature and scale of the supply problems 
illustrated by the housing gap renders monetary subsi-
dies, currently New York City’s preferred method of pub-
lic sector housing provision, of limited use. The lesson 
to be learned from the case of New York City is not one 
of explicit strategy, but rather that a full understanding 
of need should remain at the forefront of public housing 
innovation. 

Figure 4. Overcrowded Tenements, New York City Photo: Jacob Riis

Figure 5. Housing Needs by Problem Type; Source: New York City HVS
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Increasingly, a frustrated public demanded answers to 
questions about local authority finances and their ability 
to effectively manage social housing stock.   Frustration 
grew into resentment leading to a political movement that  
sought to reduce the entrenched power of local housing 
authorities. The outgrowth of that movement would ulti-
mately change the face of social housing in the UK. 

Right To Buy was the first major policy designed to reform 
the bloated social housing sector. Implemented through 
the 1980 Housing Act, Right to Buy gave all public 
housing tenants the right to purchase their property at a 
discounted price. This was privatization but it avoided the 
controversy of selling public land to a private company. 
The discounts began at 33 percent but rose to 70 percent 
in some cases where the units were difficult to sell—mostly 
urban high rise apartments. Each housing authority kept 
a proportion of the capital receipts which totaled around 
£4bn ($2bn). By the mid 1990s, over 2.2 million units of 
public housing had been sold throughout the country and 
over 30 percent of all public housing tenants had bought 
their own homes.

Another policy with radical results was Large Scale Volun-
tary Transfer, a policy actually designed by housing author-
ities themselves in the face of rising debts and falling sub-
sidies. National government knew that there would always 
be units that failed to sell under Right To Buy, namely the 
poorest quality stock. Set up through the Housing Acts of 
1986 and 1988, Large Scale Voluntary Transfer allowed 
housing authorities to transfer their stock to private non-

The State of Public Housing in the 
United Kingdom

Sarah Watson, Senior Policy Analyst, CHPC

Public housing, known in the UK as council or social 
housing, has played a large role in the development of the 
current generation of housing. Beginning in 1919, local 
authorities were charged with responding to housing crises 
in a strategic way, which effectively set up housing authori-
ties and national subsidies directed to them. This process 
continued through World War II, reaching a peak between 
1950 and 1970 when over 3 million public housing units 
were constructed, outpacing all private sector housing 
activity during the same period. 

By the 1970s, council housing comprised nearly a third of 
all units in the UK.  There was growing disillusionment, 
however, with the high rise design that had allowed for 
large quantities of units to be concentrated in small areas.  
As in the US, crime in public housing projects was a con-
tinual concern.  

Figure 6. Newly Developed Housing Association Units, London, UK 
Photo courtesy of Southern Housing Group

Figure 7. Tenure Breakdown, UK, 2006; Source: United 
Kingdom National Statistics, Data and Statistics Infrastruc-
ture Division
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Boulder, Colorado 

Built on the site of a defunct drive-in theater, the Holiday 
Neighborhood in Boulder represents one way in which 
public housing authorities are using creative ways to meet 
critical community needs.  In 1997 the city purchased the 
lot, the largest undeveloped parcel remaining in the city, 
and subsequently sold it to the federally funded city hous-
ing authority, the Boulder Housing Partnership (BHP).  
Despite resistance from real estate interests who felt the 
public sector should not be involved in development, 
the city authorized the purchase, provided a $1 million 
grant, and used its reserves to back an interim acquisition 
loan.  BHP planned a mixed-income neighborhood for 
the site and sold individual aggregations to private-sector 
developers in a way that would guarantee a wide range of 
housing products serving all income groups.  In addition 
to a 49-unit scattered-site low income housing tax credit 
(LIHTC) deal, BHP itself developed 52 publicly owned 
units.  The remaining 278 homes were sold for market rate, 
thereby providing needed cross subsidies. 

BHP organized the planning and design process, negoti-
ated affordability, and developed the necessary infrastruc-
ture.  As the public entity, they also acted as land devel-
oper and sold finished lots to private developers who then 
built residential and commercial buildings.  To provide a 
high level of affordability at the site, BHP discounted the 
land sales to its development partners and assumed all the 
entitlement risk. The agency only sold sites to developers 
who agreed to make at least 40 percent of their units af-
fordable and adhere to strict design guidelines.  

Land sales to private developers generated about $10.9 

profit organizations and use the capital receipts to fund 
remaining stocks. The key caveat in the legislation was that 
tenants had to vote to allow the transfer to happen, some-
thing which many did.  From 1988 to 1998, the non-profit 
housing stock in the UK doubled to nearly two million.   
 
There have been other examples of policies that allow 
housing authorities to transfer their stock, or its manage-
ment, in order to release required public subsidies. These 
include Tenant Management Organizations and Arms 
Length Management Organizations. In these cases, the 
public housing stock is transferred to a company set up 
and owned by the housing authority and managed by a 
board comprising local government representatives, resi-
dents, and independent experts. 

Today in the UK, there is currently no new public hous-
ing being developed. Right To Buy and stock transfers still 
occur, although the former has been diluted over the years 
with discounts in strategically targeted areas now averag-
ing £16,000 ($8,000) off market value. New affordable 
housing is developed by non-profits with capital grants 
and private financing that leverages other assets as well as 
surplus revenues. Rents can be set by the non-profit under 
a fixed cap and are then supplemented by housing vouch-
ers which go directly to the non-profit. The grants are 
competitive so the non-profits must prove to the govern-
ment that they offer quality service to their residents and 
that they are financially viable. Today non-profits own 
about seven percent of the UK’s housing stock while hous-
ing authorities own about eleven percent. 

Three Public Housing Case Studies
Silvett Garcia, William R. Ginsberg Fellow, CHPC

Over the past two decades, the face of public housing 
in the United States has received a dramatic makeover.  
While the $5 billion HOPE VI program has brought the 
most visible changes to urban neighborhoods—funding 
the demolition of nearly 65,000 units—a host of other 
reforms have contributed to the transformation.

The following section explores three examples of hous-
ing authorities that are working towards meeting com-
munity needs for affordable housing in different ways: 
a public-private partnership between a local housing 
agency and private organizations in Boulder, Colora-
do; a successful Hope VI project in Atlanta, Georgia; 
and a community land trust in Burlington, Vermont. Figure 8. Holiday Neighborhood, Boulder, CO. Photo: barrettstudio.com
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million for the city. The housing authority financed the 
land purchase under the Federal Sec. 108 loan guarantee 
program and bought 49 of the units for just under $8 
million.  Tax credit proceeds of $3.76 million from MMA 
Financial and a loan of $2.38 million from a local finan-
cial institution helped provide additional funds.  Land 
development costs other than acquisition were about $8.2 
million while BHP paid about $3.8 million to acquire the 
land from the city.

Atlanta, Georgia 

Located downtown at the site of the former Techwood 
Homes, some of the earliest public housing units in the 
United States, Centennial Place is a new urbanist HOPE 
VI development built by the Atlanta Housing Authority 
(AHA).  The site is bordered by Coca-Cola, Georgia Tech 
University,  and the 1996 Olympic dormitories.  
To undertake the project, AHA enlisted the help of two 
private developers, Integral Group, LLC and McCor-
mack Baron Associates.  The firms assisted the project 
from initial design to the development of sound manage-
ment strategies.  They also entered a 55-year ground lease 
with AHA and helped to develop the site’s 900 units, 40 
percent of which were sold at market-rate, 
20 percent of which were financed through 
the LIHTC program, and the remaining 40 
percent as public housing.

The mixed-financing nature of the project im-
pacted the development and planning of the 
site and allowed for the construction of ame-
nities, such as a community center, a grocery 
store and corporate suites to attract market-
rate residents.  AHA received 25 percent of 
the associated developer fees plus one third 
of annual net cash flow over  the 55-year lease 
period. Additionally, 20 percent of the units 
were financed through the sale of LIHTCs.  
Construction costs averaged slightly more 
than $70,000 per unit (plus development fees 
and construction financing).  Some challenges 
to projects such as Centennial Place relate 
to the availability of sites that allow this type of develop-
ment to occur.  Access to local employment opportunities, 
good schools, good public transportation, and cultural and 
entertainment opportunities are important to attracting a 
mix of upper and middle-income residents.  But develop-
ing affordable housing in prime locations is often met with 

resistance from nearby communities concerned about the 
effect on property values.

Additionally, the rental income that supports opera-
tion costs for the public housing units must be sufficient 
to keep the per-family operating subsidy contributions 
from the public sector at a reasonable level.  In the case 
of Centennial Place, the Rental and Occupancy agree-
ment targeted public housing residents at 30 percent AMI 
($16,410) with 50 percent above and 50 percent below 
that income level.  The average income of AHA public 
housing residents is $6,500, thus the goal of renting 16 
percent of the public housing stock in these type of devel-
opments to families above 30 percent AMI will be unreal-
istic without a policy change.

Burlington, Vermont

 For most of its existence, the Champlain Housing Trust 
(CHT, formerly the Burlington Community Land Trust) 
has operated in a market defined by rising house prices and 
a shortage of affordable supply. Over 24 years the Housing 
Trust built a Community Land Trust based on a classic 
model more often seen in conjunction with land preserva-
tion efforts. As a 501(c)(3), CHT manages 1,600 price-

restricted apartments, provides services to 85 households 
living in housing cooperatives and stewards 440 single 
family homes and condominiums. The Housing Trust has 
total assets of $41.7 million, a staff of 75 and an annual 
operating budget of just over $5 million. 

Figure 9. Lighthouse Commons homeowners gather outside of their homes in Burling-
ton, Vermont.  Photo: Craig Line for the Champlain Housing Trust
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CHT’s jurisdiction, having been targeted and defined by 
itself along with the local government, includes a large 
portion of urban impoverished neighborhoods in addi-
tion to rural Vermont communities outside the City of 
Burlington. CHT residents are full voting members and, 
along with dues paying members, elect Board members. 
One-third of the Board are residents who lease land or 
apartments from CHT. Another third are members of the 
communities that CHT serves, and the last third represent 
municipal interests in the region.
 
CHT’s real estate development activity creates perma-
nently affordable homes, both rental and homeownership. 
The occupancy, condition, and affordability of units are 
protected via state-sanctioned affordability ground leases 
and covenants attached to each deed. Rental residents ac-
cess traditional rental subsidy programs.

The lasting impact of CHT’s model is its innovative shared 
equity program, which was just recognized by the United 
Nations with a prestigious World Habitat Award. Under 
this model, low income households attain homeowner-
ship by receiving a downpayment grant from CHT. Buyers 
enjoy all the rights and responsibilities of homeownership, 
but when they sell, they share the market gain with the 
next homeowner. In this way, the original subsidy is re-
cycled over and over, making the home affordable forever. 
The resale price is set by a formula contained in the lease 
or covenant and is meant to preserve affordability while 
allowing homeowners to build wealth. 

CHT receives strong support from the City of Burlington, 
State of Vermont and federal sources such as Neighbor-
Works® America, as well as from members of the commu-
nity. For rental housing, residents earn less than 80% of 
AMI, and depending on the funding programs, as little as 
30% AMI, with the bulk at 60%. CHT serves homeown-
ers at 100% AMI. 
 
In 2002, a study of the first 100 resales of CHT homes 
demonstrated the success of the program. Upon selling their 
homes, a majority of households built enough equity in 
order to purchase market-rate homes after leaving the Hous-
ing Trust. CHT’s success has been based in large part on the 
partnerships it has made over the years with public funding 
sources, policy makers, private foundations, local financial 
institutions, development and real estate businesses and 
philanthropists. Its model has been accepted as the norm 
in Vermont and over 200 community land trusts have been 
established inspired in part by the work of CHT.

Survey Respondents
CHPC staff conducted interviews with the following 
public housing leaders, regulatory officials. and 
affordable housing professionals to discover their vision 
of the future of public housing. 

Earl Andrews, Jr., New York City Housing Authority

Vic Bach, Community Service Society

Greg Byrne, HUD REA Center

Michael Buckley, Columbia University Real Estate   
  Development Program

Jose Cintron, Miami-Dade County Community   
  and Economic Development

David Dixon, Good, Clancy & Associates

Sandy Henriquez, Boston Housing Authority

Carol Galante, BRIDGE Housing

Tino Hernandez, New York City Housing Authority

Curt Hiebert, Keene Housing Authority

Kent Hiteshew, Bear Stearns

Steve Homquist, Reno & Cavanaugh

Stan Hyland, University of Memphis

Carlos Jackson, Los Angeles County Community   
  Development Commission

Tim Kaiser, Public Housing Authorities    
  Directors Association

Margarita Lopez, New York City Housing Authority

John McCarthy, Community Preservation    
  Corporation

Sandra Moore, Urban Strategies, Inc.

Valerie Piper, Center for Urban and      
Redevelopment Excellence

Steve Rudman, Housing Authority of Portland, Oregon

Joe Shuldiner, Yonkers Housing Authority

David Smith, Recap Advisors

Robin Snyderman, Metropolitan Planning Council of   
  Chicago

Tom Tierney, Seattle Housing Authority

Mindy Turbov, Turbov Associates

Deborah Wright, Carver Bank
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CHPC staff conducted a series of interviews designed to 
envision the future of public housing in the United States.  
Our survey was composed of eleven topics of related ques-
tions that each addressed a discrete aspect of the design for 
a new public housing program.  In total, we reached out to 
26 public housing leaders, regulatory officials, and other 
affordable housing professionals—what they told us was 
startling.   

There was widespread agreement that HUD had per-
formed poorly in its oversight of public housing and 
in its role as an advocate and supporter of public hous-
ing.  Most believed that HUD’s role in any new program 
design, implementation, and monitoring, should be vastly 
minimized or eliminated altogether.  Given the extent of 
HUD’s current role in public housing in America, this 
complete lack of confidence was disturbing.

 Without exception, interviewees indicated that there was 
a very large housing need that could and should be ad-
dressed in a different way than is currently being done.  In 
rejecting the old model of segregated low income housing 
and evaluating the history of public housing authorities’ 
(PHA) performance, many respondents believe that the 
creation of a new public housing program is overdue.  
Again the lack of confidence in the existing system of 
delivering housing subsidies was pervasive. 

1. Should new public housing be publicly or privately 
constructed? Managed?  Should it be publicly funded, 
privately financed, or both?

Many interviewees suggested that the preference for public 
or private construction, management, and development 
should be decided based on the competencies and efficien-
cies of local PHAs.  Varying in two major respects—either 
the PHA would initiate and control the development of 
the mixed-income project by buying units in larger, market 
rate projects, or they would partner the development with 
for-profit and non-profit groups.  Whichever the case, the 
model should capitalize on the local strengths of a given 
PHA, as well as the private and public partners that are 
available in a local community.
Suggestion: Build on Local Strengths

2. Who would or should a new model for public hous-
ing serve?  Describe what it might look like? What values 

Survey Findings
should guide the production of new public housing (i.e. 
mixed income, social mixing, flexibility, quality, quantity, 
efficiency, serving the poorest individuals, etc…)?

Regardless of the development approach, there was con-
sensus that a new model of public housing should extend 
from 80 percent to 100 percent of Area Median Income 
(AMI) at the top end and serve those below 60 percent 
of AMI on the low end.  This would allow the program 
to serve mixed income groups with similar demographics 
as those utilizing the current range of affordable housing 
development models.  Integrating PHA units into mixed 
income projects would also ensure that the “poorest of the 
poor” would not be the only ones to benefit from the pro-
gram, thereby creating a wider constituency.  In general, all 
strategies should be flexible with details, vary on a com-
munity by community basis, and uphold the same higher 
standards as current affordable housing developments. 

Suggestion: Create Mixed Income Developments

3. How would/should new public housing be financed? 
Where should funding come from (i.e. Federal, State, Pri-
vate Capital, or Mix)?

To fund the new program, respondents noted that all 
sources of affordable housing financing  (such as LIHTC, 
HOME, etc) should be available to PHAs or their sub-
sidiaries.  If not the case, several noted that a continuous 
operating subsidy should be provided.  The hope is that 
these accessible resources will entice private developers, 
who currently use these programs, to invest in the devel-
opment of public housing.  Virtually all agreed, however, 
that if the model insists on permanent affordability and 
public ownership, the bulk of the funding would have to 
be public.  With this, the majority of the funding should 
be provided by the federal government through block or 
formula grants that would go directly to the PHAs, states, 
and cities. 

Suggestion: Distribute Block or Formula Grants

4. Should Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) borrow 
against proposed government revenues to create capital 
funding streams? Should existing public housing assets be 
used as collateral to build new housing?
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Concerning block grants, interviewees thought that high 
performing PHAs should be allowed to borrow against 
their revenues to guarantee a more secure capital funding 
stream. Most respondents also supported using existing 
public housing assets as collateral to build new hous-
ing.  There were some concerns, however, with these two 
solutions.  With the block grant approach, strains on the 
federal budget could hamper long term funding guaran-
tees.  The concern over the consequences of collateral was 
the risk of foreclosure, and whether much money could be 
raised if the PHA required any foreclosure to preserve the 
asset as affordable housing.

In Keene, New Hampshire, however, the sale of public 
housing units to non-profit or for-profit entities proved 
beneficial in generating income which in turn was rein-
vested in new properties being developed.  To insure that 
future federal appropriations do not fall below a level 
that would imperil repayment to PHAs, some suggested 
that a recognized standard be created, something that has 
become possible only since asset management was imple-
mented beginning in 2005.  Federal loan guarantees could 
also help to lower the cost of financing and mitigate the 
possibility of foreclosure.

Suggestion: Leverage Expected Revenue and Existing Assets

5. What role should PHAs fill regarding the development 
of new public housing (i.e. developer, partner, land owner, 
asset manager, subsidiary entity)?

In utilizing, expanding, and/or modifying existing capi-
tal programs—such as HOME, CDBG, and LIHTC’s 
proposed Housing Trust Fund—many people envisioned a 
model of PHAs competing for funding to develop proj-
ects.  They saw it as inevitable that different forms of fund-
ing would be utilized.  In all, no one seemed to think that 
funding based on existing PHA models was viable. Some 
suggested, however, that there should be a new dedicated 
funding stream or a new LIHTC program dedicated to 
PHAs that should be contributed to by states and locali-
ties and cover a percentage (i.e. 50 percent) of the costs of 
construction.  Several interviewees were concerned about 
incentive and the potential for inflated costs with such a 
financing/funding scheme.  The PHAs and their partners 
would then compete for the rest of the funding in the 
regular affordable housing funding world.  One respon-
dent who supported this idea noted that one of the main 
reasons why HOPE VI funding has continued has been 
due to the lobbying of the development industry which 

has a vested interest in maintaining the pipeline of proj-
ects.  This suggests that the above-mentioned fund stream-
ing idea might work.

Suggestion:  Promote Competition 

6. What should HUD’s role be?

Most interviewees felt that HUD should have as little to 
do with a new program as possible. There was great skepti-
cism about HUD’s ability to fund or oversee the process. 
Some even felt that the Office of Multi Family Housing 
had a better skill set than the Office of Public Housing, 
suggesting that they could do a better job managing the 
new project.  Those who felt HUD should have a direct 
supervisory role agreed that HUD didn’t currently have all 
the staff and resources necessary to perform this role.  

Suggestion: Limit HUD Involvement

7. If PHAs were to create new public housing, should there 
be minimum standards for which PHAs are allowed to 
participate?  If yes, what should those standards be?

To promote competency, many survey respondents felt 
there should be minimum standards for PHAs to partici-
pate in the new program.  Since most PHAs operate less 
than 250 units, there was some discussion of creating two 
separate programs for small and large local entities.  Tying 
size to any new proposed funding stream could be done 
in such a way as to help smaller PHAs form consortiums 
to tap into new funding.   PHAs of limited size or com-
petency should also be encouraged to form regionalized 
PHA development entities in order to enhance their own 
abilities.   It should be noted that some respondents were 
opposed to a size limitation and felt that any competent 
and financially sound PHA should be allowed to participate. 
These respondents were prepared to leave this decision to 
HUD, or the states if there were a state block grant program.

Suggestion: Ensure the Viability of Small PHAs

8. How do we encourage investment in new public housing?  

To encourage investment in new public housing, industry 
experts need to make a strong case before the public on 
the importance of public housing and the contributions it 
makes to the attractiveness and desirability of communi-
ties.  Emphasizing public housing as being less of a minor-
ity issue and more about general availability to all persons 
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the traditional PHA trade organizations, e.g. LISC, En-
terprise, etc. to help further discussions and ideas about a 
new program. Everyone agreed that there should definitely 
be more publicity of the successes that PHAs have had in 
recent years.

Suggestion: Create a Reformist Agenda

11. What about utilizing, expanding, and/or modifying 
existing capital programs (i.e. HOME, CDBG, LIHTC’s 
proposed Housing Trust Fund)?

As most of those interviewed by CHPC noted, many of 
the tools necessary to establish a new source of publicly 
funded, permanently affordable  housing already exist.  
Four specific programs were mentioned, Hope VI, Mov-
ing To Work (MTW), Community Development Block 
Grants (CDBG), and Low Income Housing Tax Credits 
(LIHTC).  While each of these programs represents a 
part of the puzzle, they operate independent of each other 
and are not currently designed to create a sizeable stock of 
permanently affordable housing. Each has elements that 
might ultimately be included in a new program.

Suggestion: Expand Existing Affordable Housing Programs

 

of low income (i.e. workforce,  elderly, disabled, etc.) 
should beincluded in discussions about a new housing 
program.  Thus, selling the new program as an opportunity 
to develop new communities rather than public housing 
for the poor would also help reinvent the idea of public 
sanctioned housing and convince the next administration 
of the benefits of the new housing program.

Suggestion: Enhance Efforts to Market Public Housing

9. How do we overcome the stigma associated with the 
previous generation of public housing?

By including the private sector in a new program, a 
broader coalition for public housing would be created. 
By expanding links with private development, new public 
houisng could be integrated into any number of afford-
able housing projects, and local PHAs could specialize 
in management of both stocks.  Five survey respondents 
suggested that public housing development could serve 
as a key community development tool when properly 
integrated.  For example, extra points could be provided 
to developers in the LIHTC allocation process if public 
housing is included, further expanding the constituency 
for public housing. 

Suggestion: Expand the base of support for public housing.

10. How can the next administration be convinced of the 
merits of a new public housing?

To initiate momentum for the idea of a new public hous-
ing program, the concept needs to be presented to the 
public in a positive manner.   Changing the name of the 
program is a great start to overcoming the stigma associ-
ated with the previous generation of public housing and 
to get people looking toward the future of public housing.  
Pushing PHAs to see their role in housing development as 
a critical component of the city’s objectives and to become 
more involved in building communities with other agen-
cies is also important to the success of the new program.  
Convincing them to research current tenants, push a 
strong agenda for change, better brief mayors on their 
proposals, and produce a product that looks desirable are 
some ways PHAs can get involved.  
Public Housing Authorities should embrace a “reform-
ist agenda,” emphasizing the need for housing that serves 
many levels of the income ladder is also important in 
moving forward.  One respondent advised that an effort 
should be made to enlist housing opinion leaders beyond 

Figure 10.  Plaza Apartments, 106 Mini-Studio Transitional 
Units, San Francisco, CA Photo: Tim Griffith
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Following the four presentations, CHPC facilitated a full 
panel discussion to gauge the feasibility of a new public 
housing program, what it would look like, and what efforts 
would be necessary to bring such a program to fruition.  
Panelists suggested that there were three key elements 
that needed to be discussed in detail: financial modeling, 
regulatory implementation, and political feasibility.  Over 
the lunch hour, participants and supporting staff members 
were divided into three breakout groups by expertise in 
each of the three areas.  Each session was moderated and 
key points were then brought back to the full group dis-
cussion for further deliberation.  CHPC then presented 
the result of the 28 interviews that had been conducted 
over the course of the project.  (Detailed analysis of survey 
results can be found in Appendix I.)  The afternoon session 
was broken down into two parts, one focused on creating 
a new model and the second focused on the practical steps 
necessary to make it happen.

Utilizing Existing Federal 
Programs to Fund New Public 

Housing

HOPE VI

Following the presentations, initial discussions turned to 
the effectiveness of HOPE VI as a model for creating new 
public housing units.  Participants agreed that the program 

Roundtable Findings
has brought a tremendous amount of attention and activ-
ity to public housing authorities’ redevelopment efforts. 
By partnering with private financial institutions and devel-
opers, many PHAs have greatly expanded their expertise 
regarding the leveraging of private resources.  HOPE VI 
has also introduced communities to an attractive public 
housing product that can help replace their most challeng-
ing developments. While seen as largely successful, the 
program has been limited by its focus on demolishing and 
replacing existing public housing stock.

The prevailing opinion was that as long as HOPE VI con-
tinues to be tied to demolition and allows for a significant 
reduction in the number of public units rebuilt, there will 
be severe limitations on its applicability.  New York City, 
for instance, has been largely unwilling to tap into HOPE 
VI funding if it means a reduction in housing units.  
During the roundtable, participants agreed that a succes-

sor program could be created that expands 
HOPE VI to produce more units, preserve 
existing units, and take advantage of the 
experience and expertise generated by over 
a decade of HOPE VI activity. 

Moving to Work

Participants praised certain aspects of 
the Moving to Work program.  Congress 
established Moving To Work (MTW) as 
a pilot program during the welfare reform 
efforts of the 1990s. MTW offers signifi-
cant deregulation to 30 public housing 
authorities, allowing them to test local ap-
proaches to administering HUD programs. 
The results of these local efforts were to 

be analyzed, and if successful, expanded to the industry at 
large. Participating PHAs reported that MTW has been 
an effective program that allows for creative solutions to 
unique local problems. The lessons learned by these PHAs 
have not, however, been systematically expanded to the 
entire industry. The regulatory relief that has been most 
beneficial to communities with MTW PHAs has also 
not been granted to the rest of the industry.  The group 
voiced a strong and generally unanimous opinion that the 
flexibility of an MTW-style program is essential for local 
communities to solve local problems. And that this is most 
effective when HUD helps to analyze and support efforts 

Figure 11. L to R at table: Ray Adkins, Kurt Creager, Jerilyn Perine, Alicia Glen, and  
Doug Apple
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ating subsidies 
are not fully 
funded, or are 
used for other 
programs, the 
number of 
permanently 
affordable units 
will continue 
to fall. Par-
ticipants also 
voiced some 
concern that 
any new pro-
duction pro-
gram that relies 
on existing 
programs will 
be politically 
difficult.  For 
instance, a new 
block grant pro-
gram should, 
if possible, not 
divert money 
from other programs.

Avoid Tax Credit Set Asides

One participant suggested there be a special set aside of 
9-percent credits devoted to new public housing.  The idea 
was discussed, but there was general skepticism on two 
counts.  First, the likelihood of a set aside for such credits 
is highly unlikely.  Second, some were worried that using 
9-percent credits would be too isolating, and that public 
housing would thus continue to be seen as not fully inte-
grated into private capital markets.

Decentralize Regulatory 
Responsibility

There was strong consensus, however, that the role of 
HUD should be less heavy handed and more supportive.  
Both private affordable housing developers and public 
housing authority leaders on the roundtable noted that the 
current federal regulatory environment has limited effec-
tive innovations and stifled new development.  Some also 
expressed the opinion that HUD does not have the capac-

to streamline local operations. The proposed Section Eight 
Voucher Reform Act (SERVA) would provide many of the 
benefits of MTW on a broad basis.

Community Development Block Grants

Participants agreed that the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) program has been successful in al-
lowing for greater local control.  They expressed concern, 
though, that distributing funds according to need does not 
reward productive solutions to problems. Perversely, the 
group noted that awarding funds by need may keep funds 
flowing to programs that are least effective at developing 
community assets, while programs that begin to establish 
more successful approaches immediately lose funding.  
They agreed that there should be another approach to 
avoid such dependency traps, such as the UK model of in-
centivizing productive profitability.  One participant sug-
gested that asset based accounting practices have moved 
the industry in this direction.

Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Finally, the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program’s 
(LIHTC) approach to developing new affordable housing 
appears to have generated the most enthusiasm among the 
group. There was agreement that the two most desirable 
aspects of the program are that it is outside the federal 
appropriations process and that it has attracted a consider-
able number of private stakeholders to partner with public 
agencies and not-for-profit organizations to develop 
affordable housing. The principle limitations cited for 
LIHTC were the time limited nature of the units’ afford-
ability; and the lack of seed money available to projects 
during periods where LIHTC’s percentage for return on 
investment do not compete well in capital markets. It was 
suggested that simply creating a deeper tax credit would 
be unlikely to convince investors of the merits of a perma-
nently affordable product.

The Limitations of Existing 
Federal Programs

Despite confidence that refining, combining, and expand-
ing these existing programs would produce new perma-
nently affordable housing, there was a strong consensus 
that no amount of regulatory relief or new programming 
will generate significant gains in affordability if existing 
units continue to be under funded. If public housing oper-

Figure 12. Manchester Hope, 118 Mixed In-
come Units, Pittsburgh, PA
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ity to effectively fulfill their 
regulatory responsibilities.  
Participants suggested two 
alternatives to centralized 
regulation.  Some suggested 
that state housing finance 
agencies would be natural 
regulators to develop public 
housing with tax incentives.  
A second group suggested 
that local control should be 
the rule, with such author-
ity only abrogated in cases 
where the public housing au-
thority has not demonstrated 
sufficient management 
capability.  There are 3,200 
public housing authorities; 
one participant suggested 
there be 3,200 new models to 
accommodate them.

Local control can also be made more effective by bringing 
private sector accountability to public housing.  Infusing 
projects with private capital sources will accomplish some 
of this goal, but if public housing authorities are to effec-
tively compete for capital dollars in a new program, they 
will have to operate more like private businesses. Operat-
ing subsidies will likely be necessary to maintain perma-
nent affordability, but the controlling entity—whether a 
PHA, a non-profit, or some hybrid of the two—must be 
able to create an investment-grade product that can com-
pete in the market.

Integrating Private Sector 
Capital

There was a lack of consensus as to whether public housing 
authorities should have the sole authority to create public 
housing.  Some participants said that PHAs should have 
some involvement in the process, even if they do not lead 
it.  Others noted that forcing PHAs to compete will make 
them more competitive and better at what they do, though 
some suggested that they should be given some type of 
competitive advantage at the outset so that the existing 
stock of public housing is preserved, supported, and pos-
sibly integrated into any new approach.

The preferred program among participants would be 

something akin to a local block grant with flexibility for 
expenditures and development. This would allow PHAs 
to compete with other entities for federal block grants 
designed to build permanently affordable housing.  All 
agreed, however, that existing funds should be held harm-
less and that block grants should not only be given to 
PHAs.  Municipal housing authorities, non-profit enti-
ties, and even for profit developers should be allowed to 
compete in the program.  The proposed federal housing 
trust fund could be one way of funding a new block grant 
program of this magnitude.

We also discussed how new business opportunities might 
contribute to new public housing—such as the increas-
ing demand for assisted living facilities.  This is a market 
that will continue to grow as the population ages, and has 
already proven very lucrative.  Participants agreed that the 
potential to use assisted living to cross subsidize regular 
units should be explored further. 

This is one example of a key theme that was expressed 
throughout the discussion, namely the need to broaden 
the constituency for public housing.  The most successful 
federal programs are those that bring multiple private sec-
tor interests into the equation.  Public sector agencies like 
PHAs and local housing agencies should be supplemented 
by private capital sources.  A program that combines block 
grants and tax incentives in a novel way would ensure a 
broad constituency.

Figure 13. Goodbread Hills, 93 Mixed Income Units, Tallahassee, FL
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Recommendations
The creation of a new public housing production program 
will require a large amount of technical planning as well 
as a renewed push in Washington.  But what became clear 
from the Public Housing in the 21st Century roundtable 
process is that there is a large amount of agreed upon ter-
rain.  The following summarizes the points of understand-
ing that emerged most clearly throughout the process.

Encourage Financial Innovation

A new program for public housing production must not 
simply rely on federal money in the form of block grants.  
To do so would be to continue to separate public hous-
ing from affordable housing.  The LIHTC program has 
proved that innovation which creates new ways for capital 
investment can produce a large number of units.  While 
public housing cannot rely on tax credits alone, other 
mechanisms should be developed that allow for compli-
mentary, rather than conflicting regulatory frameworks.  
This is particularly important in relation to income bands 
to determine eligibility, regulatory periods, and reporting 
requirements.  By allowing different funding sources to ac-
cess a common regulatory framework, new public housing 
could improve the utilization of public funds and encour-
age greater private investment.

Design for Mixed Income and Mixed Uses

New public housing must be fully integrated into com-
munities.   Residents should not be isolated from jobs, 
retail, social services, and transportation networks.  New 
developments should be mixed income, even including 
market rate units that can help to subsidize public units.  
A new program should allow for the integration of public 
housing units into new private market rate development.  
Design should support existing community land use and 
urban design objectives, rather than conform to a federally 
mandated standard.  The inclusion of retail, commercial, 
and community use space should not simply be allowed, 
but should be encouraged through the regulatory frame-
work and funding sources.       

Create Competitive Award Structures

A new model of public housing production should seek to 
bring any motivated non-profit or for-profit owner, devel-

oper, or manager into the process.  The competitive award 
process for block grant resources which are subject to fed-
erally specified targets based on allocation formulas done 
at the state or local level, should be applied to funding for 
public housing.  Existing local public housing authorities 
should have the opportunity to compete with non-profit 
and for-profit entities throughout the process.

Maximize Local Flexibility and Minimize   
HUD Involvement

Designing a new model of production that will find politi-
cal support across jurisdictions is no small task.  From 
1937, public housing has largely been a one-size-fits-all 
model.  Moving To Work has expanded local decision 
making, but only to a small number of PHAs.  A new 
program must delegate more autonomy to local PHAs.  
Some PHAs have the existing capacity to partner with 
for-profit and non-profit organizations to do new develop-
ment.   Other PHAs do an excellent job managing a very 
large number of public housing units.  No matter the role 
that PHAs play, they must have greater financial flexibility, 
including the ability to tap into more sources of private 
capital.   HUD’s role, now seen as an impediment to in-
novation, should be minimized or eliminated as it is in the 
successful Low Income Housing Tax Credit program.

Assemble Diverse Coalitions of Stakeholders

The LIHTC program has proven successful in channeling 
private investment into affordable housing, but its suc-
cesses go beyond the financial.  It has also woven together 
multiple stakeholders that are financially invested in the 
program. Giving diverse interest groups access to a new 
public housing production program financing will ensure 
its political viability.  Public Housing Authorities are valu-
able to local governments because of their ability to bring 
federal dollars into a community.  A new production pro-
gram that expands the role of private investment in public 
housing will only add value to existing PHA infrastructure 
and provide political support within a larger group of 
stakeholders.
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