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About the Urban Land Institute

The Urban Land Institute is a global, member-
driven organization comprising more than 45,000
real estate and urban development professionals
dedicated to advancing the Institute’s mission of
shaping the future of the built environment for
transformative impact in communities worldwide.

ULI’s interdisciplinary membership represents

all aspects of the industry, including developers,
property owners, investors, architects, urban
planners, public officials, real estate brokers,
appraisers, attorneys, engineers, financiers, and
academics. Established in 1936, the Institute has a
presence in the Americas, Europe, and Asia Pacific
regions, with members in 80 countries.

The extraordinary impact that ULI makes on land use
decision-making is based on its members sharing

expertise on a variety of factors affecting the built
environment, including urbanization, demographic
and population changes, new economic drivers,
technology advancements, and environmental
concerns.

Peer-to-peer learning is achieved through the
knowledge shared by members at thousands of
convenings each year that reinforce ULI’s position
as a global authority on land use and real estate.
In 2022 alone, more than 2,800 events were held in
cities around the world. Drawing on the work of its
members, the Institute recognizes and shares best
practices in urban design and development for the
benefit of communities around the globe.

More information is available at uli.org. Follow ULI
on Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, and Instagram.

About the ULI Terwilliger Center for Housing

The goal of the ULI Terwilliger Center for Housing is
to advance best practices in residential development
and public policy and to support ULI members and
local communities in creating and sustaining a full
spectrum of housing opportunities, particularly for
low- and moderate-income households.

Established in 2007 with a gift from longtime member
and former ULI chairman J. Ronald Terwilliger, the
center integrates ULI's wide-ranging housing activities
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into a program of work with three objectives: to
catalyze the production of housing, provide thought
leadership on the housing industry, and inspire a
broader commitment to housing. Terwilliger Center
activities include the development of practical tools to
help developers of affordable housing, engagement
with members and housing industry leaders, research
and publications, a housing awards program, and an
annual housing conference.
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Founded in 1851, Florida State University is a public
research university in Tallahassee, Florida, nationally
recognized as one of the Top 20 public universities
by U.S. News. The university offers 283 degree
programs, with total enrollment exceeding 45,000

in 2022. It has long been classified as an institution
with the highest research activity under the Carnegie
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education
framework.

Florida State University’s Department of Urban

and Regional Planning (FSU DURP) is Florida’s

oldest and largest planning program. For nearly 60
years, FSU DURP has been training professional
planners to build sustainable, resilient, and equitable
communities. Nearly 2,000 alumni are employed in
highly visible and impactful jobs in a variety of public,
private, and nonprofit organizations in more than 40
states and two dozen countries.

FSU DURP is strongly committed to social equity
and justice. All students are required to complete
coursework that equips them to work successfully
in diverse communities. And the faculty has a deep
track record of working with underrepresented

and disinvested communities of color to elevate
their voices in the planning and political process.
FSU DURP’s faculty, students, and alumni are
prominent advocates of affordable housing and the
value of creating diverse, inclusive, and equitable
communities.

FSU DURP aims to deepen its relationship with the
real estate development industry and to foster creative
collaboration between planners and developers.

It believes resilient, sustainable, equitable, and
prosperous communities can be created under
innovative partnerships between the public and the
private sector. FSU DURP looks forward to expanding
its presence among real estate professionals and
charting new pathways for establishing creative
public-private partnerships.
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Executive Summary

Master-planned communities (MPCs) are large-
scale developments of comprehensive communities
located at urban peripheries and in suburban,
exurban, and rural areas. By nature of their scale,
MPCs play a significant role in meeting housing
demand and shaping the patterns of American
urban and suburban development. Many past
MPCs, however, fostered race and class-based
discrimination. With the rising awareness of racial
injustice and the ensuing efforts to further diversity,
equity, and inclusion in every corner of our society,
ULI has acknowledged the past wrongdoings of its
members, and the community development practice
in particular, and has committed to redressing the
injustices inflicted. This report began by asking
whether MPCs can break free of the past and
become truly diverse and inclusive and the role
developers can play in making that happen.

This report aims to inspire the real estate industry
by showcasing the best MPC developments for
their attempts to create diverse and inclusive
communities. An in-depth study of the nation’s most
successful MPCs reveals that many developers of
industry-leading communities are embracing

Contents / Executive Summary

diversity as a core value. Seven key principles can set
a community on a trajectory to become more diverse
and inclusive:

—

. Strive for a balanced land use mix.

2. Diversify housing choice.

3. Focus on attainability.

4. Prioritize nature and open-space amenities.

5. Embed diversity in company culture and values.

6. Curate community life that celebrates diversity
and inclusion.

7. Be intentional about marketing to
demographically diverse groups.

Although posited as separate principles, there

is significant overlap among them and in the
implementation strategies for each. The report
elaborates on these principles and provides concrete
evidence from the studied communities. Developers
are encouraged to approach the principles holistically,
embracing as many as possible and incorporating
them in the planning, design, and operations of their
communities and the culture and practice of their
development team.

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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Introduction

Large-scale developments of mixed-use and
residential communities have long occupied the
minds of academics and practitioners of real estate
development and urban planning. Numerous labels
have emerged to refer to these developments,
including new towns, new communities, master-
planned communities (MPCs), and planned unit
developments (Ewing 1991). These terms overlap
but are not completely interchangeable. This
report focuses on MPCs, which are defined for the
purpose of this report as large-scale developments
of comprehensive communities located at urban
peripheries and in suburban, exurban, and rural
areas. MPCs are typically smaller than new towns
and new communities and larger than planned unit

MPCs can be distinguished from conventional
residential subdivisions by their strong sense of
community, long-term planning perspective, balanced
land use mix, and environmentally sustainable and
resilient practices. In other words, MPCs are not just
large groupings of detached single-family homes, but
comprehensive communities with diverse housing
products, land uses, amenities, and community

life. MPCs are also differentiated from large-scale
redevelopments of urban brownfield and infill sites.
Although such urban projects can be of significant
scale, the market dynamics and economics of

urban projects and the challenges they face often
differ considerably from communities built on large
greenfield sites in suburban locations and beyond.

developments.

Elevating Best Practices in
Community Development

ULI has played a central role in elevating the
best of community development practices
by analyzing and featuring lessons learned
from exemplary planned communities. Some
of its most notable publications include

The Community Builder’s Handbook (first
published in 1947), Developing Successful
New Communities (1991), Great Planned
Communities (2002), Developing Sustainable
Planned Communities (2007), and Master-
Planned Communities: Lessons from the

Developments of Chuck Cobb (2011). In the ULI
tradition of promoting excellence in community

development, this report, Creating Diverse and

Inclusive Communities, highlights the best MPC

development to illustrate how such excellence
may be achieved. The report analyzes the
nation’s most successful MPCs and presents
lessons learned from those communities.

Contents / Introduction

By nature of their scale, MPCs play a significant role
in meeting housing demand and shaping the patterns
of American urban and suburban development.
However, the legacy of MPCs has been decidedly
controversial from the perspective of diversity,
equity, and inclusion. Though there have been
notable examples to the contrary, many past MPC
developments internalized and entrenched de jure
and de facto segregation by race and class, using
tools such as deed restrictions and homeowners
associations. Moreover, although contemporary MPCs
do not include explicit discriminatory measures, their
cost and location still put many MPCs out of reach
for lower-income households and households from
historically marginalized communities. Moving
forward, if exclusionary conditions and practices,
either in intent or effect, are built into the planning
and design of MPCs, these communities are only
repeating and cementing the wrongdoings and
mistakes of the past real estate practitioners.

Recently, ULI has explicitly acknowledged the
industry’s role in promoting and perpetuating racial
discrimination and has committed to redressing
those injustices. As one example, in 2020, ULI
stripped the name J.C. Nichols from one of its more

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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Racial Equity in Real Estate Development Practices

A recent ULl report, 70 Principles for Embedding
Racial Equity in Real Estate Development (Schoder
2022, 11), explicitly acknowledges the industry’s
role in “creating and perpetuating racial injustices
that continue to this day.” Further, it posits that
the industry “has a responsibility and opportunity
to reckon with that history and remedy its legacy
of health, economic, and other disparities in
communities today.” The report recognizes

that ULI, as an organization created by and
representing the real estate industry, “has often
played an explicit or implicit role in perpetuating
inequities” and suggests 10 principles that real
estate professionals should adopt to make racial
equity a core part of their practice.

prestigious awards, the ULI Prize for Visionaries in
Urban Development. Nichols was a highly successful
MPC developer but widely known for creating whites-
only communities. In taking this step, Ed Walter,

ULI's global chief executive at the time, stated that
the racist element of Nichols’s legacy “is clearly
inconsistent with our mission and values”; the
decision to remove his name “is a critical step in our
commitment to addressing the racial injustices of the
past and to improving the diversity and inclusivity of
our organization and industry going forward.”

Despite this legacy, at their best, MPCs have been a
testbed for innovative and thought-provoking real
estate development practice. Postwar suburbs of
America experimented with housing mass production
techniques; in the 1960s and 1970s, some of these
communities tried to counter the patterns of racial
segregation and housing discrimination that dominated
the U.S. housing market prior to the passage of the
Civil Rights Act; in the 1980s and beyond, the new
urbanist and smart-growth planning and design
principles that have become the canons of good
planning and development were first adopted, tested,
and proved in MPCs. Though the practice of building

Contents / Introduction

10 Princiles

for Embedding
Racial Equity

in Real Estate,
Development!

Expanded Edition

new communities on greenfield sites itself is subject
to criticism given its contribution to urban sprawl,
many MPCs advance environmentally sustainable
development practices within their boundaries:
Conservation easements, designing with nature, and
other techniques (e.g., low-impact design, compact
development, and green building design) are common.

This report was undertaken in that light and began
with several questions: Can MPCs, once the epicenter
of racial discrimination and segregation, break free
of the past? Can planned communities be designed
to be truly diverse and inclusive? What role can
developers play in creating diverse, equitable, and
inclusive communities? To answer these questions,
the author looked to industry-leading communities
and the professionals behind those communities for
insight and guidance on achieving diverse, equitable,
and inclusive communities.

Diversity, in this report, captures and measures a
multitude of characteristics, including, but not limited
to, race, class, ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation,
disability status, and familial status. Therefore, the
report uses different measures of diversity to convey

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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the level of diversity in the communities studied.
Following Schoder (2022), equity is defined as just
and fair inclusion of every member of the society
in ways that allow everyone to participate, prosper,
and reach their full potential. Inclusivity refers to
the sense of openness to individuals and groups
regardless of their backgrounds and opinions.
Identification of successful communities started
from financial success: The list initially comprised
communities that had been repeatedly featured as
the nation’s top selling communities and was later
supplemented by peer recommendation.

As it turns out, this sample of the most successful
MPCs was implicitly, if not explicitly, undergirded by
the values of diversity and inclusion. The developers
behind these communities embraced diversity, not
just for the sake of diversity, but because they believed
that diversity is good for business. From those
developers’ experiences, lessons for the broader

real estate community can be extracted for creating
diverse and inclusive communities. The seven
principles identified (and later elaborated on) in the
report can be integrated into the planning, design,
and operations of a community, as well as into a
development team’s culture and practice. Community
developers do not fully control the homebuying
process, and they always work in partnership with
homebuilders and realtors. However, by adopting

and embracing these principles, developers can
essentially create the backbone of diverse and
inclusive communities.

A significant limitation of the report—and the
community development practice more broadly—
must be acknowledged up front. Despite the depth
and breadth of promising practices identified

that advance diversity and inclusion in planned
communities, even the most innovative communities
have fallen short in advancing equity. This report
finds that it is relatively easier, and financially
preferable, for community developers to embrace
diversity and inclusion; however, remediating existing
racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic inequities by,

Contents / Introduction

for example, providing housing that is affordable

to very low-income households, has real financial
implications and thus will not be proactively pursued
by developers. This shortcoming is discussed in
further detail in the Conclusion.

Methodology

This report begins by reviewing the history of
community development practice, particularly its role
in promoting and cementing housing segregation
and discrimination, on the one hand, and attempts to
counter such injustices, on the other. Understanding
this history allows practitioners to comprehend the
landscape in which they operate and the legacies
they inherit either willingly or unwillingly. History
teaches us lessons, both good and bad, and allows
us to develop context-sensitive solutions.

The main section of the report elaborates on the
seven principles for diversity and inclusion. This
section is heavily based on primary empirical data
collected from the studied communities and their
developers. The data collection involved interviews
with 35 industry professionals; survey questionnaires
completed on 29 communities; and a review of ULI
proceedings, other documentation of exemplary MPCs,
administrative data from municipalities, census data,
entitlement documents, and marketing materials. A
complete list of the surveyed communities and their
basic information can be found in the appendix.

The studied communities and their developers were
selected for their proven record of financial success.
Most have appeared on the list of top-selling MPCs
published by RCLCO, one of the industry’s top
consulting firms." A compilation of RCLCO lists from
2010 reveals that over 38 percent of top-selling MPCs
are in Texas; about 25 percent are in Florida and the
Carolinas; another 15 percent are in California; and
Arizona, Colorado, and Nevada each account for
about 5 percent.

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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Surveyed Communities and Their Developer Type

4

€

o

@ National MPC developers

/| @ Regional MPC developers

® Family business

The goal was to select a sample that reflects the
regional distribution observable in the RCLCO lists.
More than half of the selected communities are in
Texas, Florida, the Carolinas, and other southern
states; a few are located elsewhere—Nevada, the
Northwest, and Colorado. California’s representation
is low because most communities in California were
developed in the 1990s and the early 2000s and were
completely sold out at the time of the study. (See
map. See also figure 1.)

Not all the studied communities appear on the
RCLCO lists. Some were selected for their industry-
leading efforts, based on recommendations from
interviewees. Others were included because they

are smaller, yet successful, projects of Brookfield
Properties, a national-level community developer
heavily represented in this report. In addition, in 2021,
Brookfield acquired Newland, a national community
developer, and thus many of the communities studied

Contents / Introduction

Figure 1. Surveyed Communities, by State

State Communities surveyed
Florida 8
Texas 6
Arizona 3
North Carolina 3
California 2
Georgia 2
Colorado 1
Nevada 1
Oregon 1
South Carolina 1
Washington 1
Total 29

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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were initiated and developed as Newland communities
before becoming Brookfield communities in 2021.

The sample was also designed to capture different
types of community developers. During the preliminary
interviews, participants noted that the type of the
development company affects how it develops.
Accordingly, three categories of developers were
identified: family businesses, regional MPC developers,
and national MPC developers.

About half of the studied communities opened after
the 2007-2008 Great Recession; the others opened
before the downturn and had to survive the recession
(figure 2). Approximately half of the communities will
have 1,000 to 6,000 units at full buildout; the other
half range from 6,000 to 31,619 units (figure 3). The
inflation-adjusted average sales prices of the homes
when the communities first opened is $354,067 in
July 2022 dollars.?

Note that these figures capture a point in time and
should be interpreted with caution. The survey was
administered between January and August 2022, a
period of extreme fluctuations in housing demand
and supply. For most of the survey administration
period, both construction costs and housing prices
were escalating.

The COVID-19 pandemic pushed up the demand for
new homes in MPCs as homebuyers increasingly
valued high-quality neighborhoods, amenities, and
healthy lifestyles at the same time that their work
schedules and environments became more flexible.
Construction costs also climbed at a rapid pace
due to inflation, labor and material shortages, and
other supply chain issues. Developers reported an
average 35 percent cost appreciation as a result of
pandemic-induced disruptions. Toward the end of the
survey period, the Federal Reserve began increasing
the interest rate to rein in inflation, and this decision
has affected the housing market as well. However,
that effect is not captured in the survey responses.
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Figure 2. Opening Years of the Surveyed
Communities
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Exclusion and Inclusion in
MPC Development

The roots of exclusion and inclusion in real estate
practices are profound. Restrictive covenants, the
refusal to sell homes to nonwhite households,
exclusion of Black households from various federal
housing assistance programs, and discrimination
against families with young children are some of the
most well-known examples of real estate practices
that have created and exacerbated racial inequities.
While these wide-ranging practices have deeply
affected how American cities and suburbs have
developed, this report focuses specifically on the
history of exclusion and inclusion in the development
of large-scale greenfield sites at urban peripheries
and in suburban, exurban, and rural areas.

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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Interwar and Postwar Suburbanization

The history of planned community development is
central to the U.S. real estate industry and the rapid
expansion of American cities through suburbanization
in the interwar and postwar eras. In documenting the
rise of “community builders,” real estate historian
Marc Weiss (2002) showed how planned community
developers—dubbed community builders—greatly
shaped the standards, excellence, and aspirations of
suburban developments not only for the real estate
industry, but also for the urban planning profession.

ULI was driven by the interests and needs of
community developers in its early years. To provide
guidance for postwar suburbanization in America,
ULI established an elite 27-member Community
Builders’ Council in 1944 and three years later
published the first edition of The Community Builders
Handbook. The purpose of the book was to offer a
template for creating high-quality, modern American
suburbs and, in doing so, prevent haphazard,
unorderly urban sprawl. The standards and principles
promoted by the community builders, such as
advocating for walkable, mixed-income, mixed-use
suburban development, remain canons of good urban
planning and development (Fishman 2016).

THE
COMMUNITY BUILDERS
HANDBOOK

Preparad
By the
Community Builders' Council
of the
Urban Land Institute
' 1947

1T K STREET. N.W.
WASHINGTON L D, .

Title page of the 1947 edition of The Community Builders
Handbook.
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However, community builders also promoted

and cemented racial exclusion and patterns

of racial segregation in interwar and postwar
suburbs. Perhaps the most well-known were the
communities created exclusively for white veterans.
The developers of the Levittown, the symbol of
postwar suburbanization, “publicly and officially
refused to sell to blacks for two decades after the
war,” although the Levitts were “no more culpable

in this regard than any other urban or suburban
firm,” according to urban historian Kenneth Jackson
(1985, 241). Decades later, Richard Rothstein (2017,
71) elaborated: The federal government played an
instrumental role in institutionalizing racial exclusion
in planned communities; the Federal Housing
Administration (FHA) simply refused to secure loans
for development without a commitment from the
developers not to sell to Blacks.

The roots of racism in community building extend
well beyond the postwar suburbs. As already
mentioned, J.C. Nichols, a founding member of ULI,
is largely deemed responsible for establishing racial
exclusion as a prerequisite for successful community
development (Gotham 2000). His 5,000-acre Kansas
City Country Club District, begun in 1906, embodies
the quintessential American suburb. With its
curvilinear, tree-lined streets, and gracious middle-
class homes set back from the street, the County
Club District became “the place to live in Kansas
City by 1930” (Jackson 1985, 176). Today it remains
one of the most affluent, aesthetically pleasing,

and desirable neighborhoods in Kansas City
(Stevens n.d.).

Nichols’s communities constituted as much as 10
percent of Kansas City’s housing stock and all had
racially restrictive covenants. This large footprint
meant that Nichols’s communities effectively divided
the city into two housing markets: “one for blacks
and one for whites” (Stark 2020). Moreover, although
Nichols was not the first to employ racially restrictive
covenants, he is believed to be the inventor of the

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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Aerial image of the Kansas City Country Club District. (Google,
©2022 Maxar Technologies, U.S. Geological Survey, USDA/FPAC/GEQ)

homeowners association (HOA), to renew and enforce
the covenants in perpetuity (Stevens n.d.; Garvin
2002). This combination of restrictive covenants and
HOAs spread rapidly among real estate industry
professionals as the sure-fire formula for protecting
home values and preserving the character of the
community (Gotham 2000).

Nichols and the other community builders were

also prominent members of the National Association
of Real Estate Boards (NAREB) and wielded great
influence on housing policies at all levels of
government. Specifically, they lobbied for the
creation of the FHA and worked as the agency’s
advisers and consultants (Weiss 2002, 146, 157).
The policies, standards, and regulations established
in the early days of the FHA—such as the refusal

to secure loans if Blacks were allowed to purchase
homes—were informed by the successes of the
developers such as Nichols. In this way, the U.S.
government sponsored the creation of exclusive
suburbs, influenced by community builders, which
fueled white flight and exacerbated the deterioration
of the urban core in the 1950s and the 1960s.

Contents / Introduction
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Sign for Kansas City Country Club District development, circa
early 1900s. (State Historical Society of Missouri-Kansas City)

The New Communities Experiments of
the 1960s and 1970s

In 1962, President John F. Kennedy issued an
executive order to end the financing of residential
segregation by federal agencies (Rothstein 2017, 177).
However, the behaviors, norms, perceptions, and
practices of community developers, homeowners,
and financial institutions did not change overnight.
Discrimination in housing and neighborhood choice
can still be found well over 50 years after the passage
of the Civil Rights Act.

But reason to hope remains. In contrast with the racially
discriminatory practices of postwar suburbs, exemplary
MPCs have also innovated and experimented with
racial and class integration. Neighborhoods developed
as part of the New Communities Program of the
1960s and 1970s embody the commitment to racial
and class integration.?

The most well-known example of a deliberate effort
to create an integrated community is James Rouse’s
Columbia, Maryland, which he began developing

in the early 1960s. The “Columbia concept” was

to create a community truly integrated on a range

of important social characteristics, such as class,
age, family structure, housing tenure, ethnicity,

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities
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and race (Forsyth 2005, 115). This goal was to be
implemented through several strategies. First was
to offer diverse housing types. Second was being
open to government-subsidized housing. Third was
aggressive marketing aimed at Black populations.

Numerous scholarly and industry evaluations of
the Columbia concept have been done; they largely
agree that the experiment attained some of its
goals, but fell short on others. Yuki Kato (2006)
found that Columbia achieved fine-grained racial
integration, which was a significant break with

the dominant patterns of racial segregation in the
region. In contrast, studies agree that Columbia
has not been able to create economically diverse
communities, having failed to create housing options
for low-income households (Forsyth 2005). This
shortcoming is not unique to Columbia. Developing
new communities from scratch is an expensive
endeavor not only because of the commitment

to diversity and inclusion but also because these
communities are trying to further goals such as
sustainability and design excellence.

The Columbia concept was later transferred to The
Woodlands in Texas. Developer George Mitchell was
a contemporary of Rouse and was influenced both
directly and indirectly by Columbia’s experience
(Forsyth 2005). Although not as forthright and
intentional about creating an integrated community,
Mitchell also valued racially and economically
integrated communities (Galatas and Barlow 2004,
116). For instance, he opposed the idea of gated
communities (Forsyth 2005, 206).

For The Woodlands, the push for racial and class
integration also came from the outside: The
community was part of an institutionalized social
experiment sponsored by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Title IV of
the 1968 Housing and Urban Development Act and
Title VII of the 1970 New Community Development
Act empowered HUD to select master-planned
community development proposals to receive federal
loan guarantees in return for meeting the standards

Contents / Introduction

;-L,J ) 3 |
Plan for Columbia’s downtown. (Columbia Association)
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and expectations of creating better alternatives to
urban sprawl; 12 communities were selected as

a result (Burby and Weiss 1976). The Woodlands
received $50 million and, as a condition, was required
to set aside 17.3 percent of housing as affordable

to low- and moderate-income households. The
affordable housing stock was to be a combination

of subsidized and inexpensive market-rate units
(Forsyth 2005, 181). HUD also required that recipients
conduct affirmative action plans (Galatas and Barlow
2004). Despite these incentives, The Woodlands has
been less successful than Columbia, although better
than generic suburbia (Forsyth 2005, 237).

Creating Diverse and Inclusive Communities 10



The city of Irvine is another richly documented and
studied new community of the era (Griffin 1974), but
unlike the two examples discussed previously, Irvine
was not driven by a strong vision of social equity
(Forsyth 2005). Nonetheless, Irvine has grown into a
more diverse community than much of suburbia
(Kato 2006). This outcome stems primarily from a
business decision made by the developer (Forsyth
2005, 78) as well as initiatives and policies of the city
of Irvine (Forsyth 2005, 87-88). First, the developer
realized that to capture a greater share of the market,
it needed to provide a wide range of housing products
that varied in both type and price. The result was
elaborate market segmentation; the Woodbridge
village, for example, provided a firm foundation for a
more diverse population than subdivisions with a
homogenous housing type (Forsyth 2005, 79-80).
Second, the city increased its income-restricted
affordable housing stock by collecting linkage fees
from developers and using the fees to develop
affordable housing. Likely as a result of these two
factors, Irvine grew more diverse, both racially and
economically, than typical suburban communities. It
has been particularly popular among Asian
populations.

Gated Communities and New Urbanism

While the New Communities experiment was
sweeping the minds of policymakers and
practitioners, an opposite trend emerged in the late
1960s. The concept of gated communities began

to take off, a practice also invented and popularized
by community developers. Retirement communities
were the first places where average Americans could
wall themselves off (Blakely and Snyder 1997, 4),
but the concept spread rapidly beyond retirement
communities and compounds for the super-rich
(figure 4). From the 1970s through the 1990s, the
majority of such communities were developed

for the middle to upper-middle class. Given the
market preference toward exclusivity, even visionary
communities like The Woodlands and Columbia
incorporated gated sections (Forsyth 2005).
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Figure 4. The Rise of Gated Communities
in the United States
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Source: Reprinted from Blakely and Snyder (1997, fig. 1-2).

The proliferation of gated communities shows how
one form of exclusion can replace another. This trend
was not entirely driven by race relations, but the urban
riots and race war of the 1960s certainly motivated
some homebuyers to seek gated communities.
Homebuyers also cited aesthetic control, sense of
order, and perception of prestige as reasons for
seeking gated communities. Regardless, gates are

a form and symbol of exclusion, an antithesis of
diversity and inclusion.

In the late 1980s, the concept of new urbanism started
to take hold in community development practice. The
new urbanism movement carried forward the industry’s
tradition of experimenting with and developing
“better” communities. It also embraced diversity and
inclusion, as evidenced by Article 13 of the Charter of
the New Urbanism: “Within neighborhoods, a broad
range of housing types and price levels can bring
people of diverse ages, races, and incomes into daily
interaction, strengthening the personal and civic
bonds essential to an authentic community.™
However, beyond stating this principle, new urbanist
communities have been less ambitious and
intentional about creating integrated communities
than Columbia and other New Communities.
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Seaside, Florida. (Steve Tiesdell Legacy Collection on F/ckr)

A frequent criticism of new urbanist communities
and new urbanism concerns their tendency to create
upper-middle-class communities that perpetuate
segregation by class, race, and ethnicity (Ellis 2002).
Empirical research largely confirms this criticism,
though some studies disagree (Talen 2003). For
example, Cabrera and Najarian (2013) explore
whether new urbanist communities are more diverse
than typical subdivisions; the authors find that they
are more diverse at the community level but do

not promote social interactions across different
demographics at the micro level. Grant and Perrott
(2009) examine a highly regarded new urbanist
community in Ontario; they conclude that planning
policies and regulations which call for diversity

in housing types, land uses, and densities may
contribute to a community’s vitality and economic
health but may not produce social equity.

In one case, new urbanists did make a deliberate

attempt to create diverse and inclusive communities.

The HOPE VI program of the 1990s was designed to
redevelop large-scale public housing projects into
mixed-income communities, and it has succeeded
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in some places: the Robert Taylor Homes in Chicago,
North Beach Place in San Francisco, and Arthur
Capper/Carrollsburg Redevelopment in Washington,
D.C. On the one hand, the HOPE VI experiment
offers important lessons for creating communities
where different income levels and housing products
are seamlessly integrated. On the other hand, the
program has been criticized by both academics

and practitioners for the involuntary relocation of
public housing residents and their low rates of return
(National Housing Law Project 2002); studies found
that residents who were relocated to more affluent
neighborhoods were not much better off in general
(Goetz 2010) and had not gained economic wealth in
particular (Popkin, Levy, and Buron 2009).

Beyond the HOPE VI projects, moreover, the goal

of racial and class integration was rarely the focus
of community development practice in the 1980s
and 1990s. Of the 26 communities featured in the
ULI publication, Great Planned Communities (Gause
2002), only one HOPE VI project was featured

for creating a mixed-income community. Other
communities were celebrated for design excellence,
ecological and environmental sustainability, creating
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high-density urban settings in suburban context,
overcoming challenges of infill development, and
successfully balancing various land uses. Little
attention was given to creating diverse and inclusive
communities.

Some jurisdictions impose inclusionary housing
ordinances, a local government practice that
requires developers to set aside a certain percentage
of units as income-restricted units. When new
urbanist communities have been subject to such
ordinances, the resulting mixed-income and mixed-
use communities have been highly successful, both
economically and socially. Montgomery County,
Maryland, is known for having one of the oldest and
most exacting inclusionary housing ordinances; the
King Farm development there complied with the
ordinance: 12.5 percent of the units are income-
restricted, and they are seamlessly integrated and
indistinguishable from market rate homes.

Trends and Innovations since the 1990s

Another ULI publication, Trends and Innovations

in Master-Planned Communities (Schmitz and
Bookout 1998), heralded important trends that are
observable in present-day MPCs. For example, the
authors suggested that MPC developers should
shift their focus from hard infrastructure and
amenities to soft program development. They also
projected less focus on golf courses and more on
open space design and programming. Both trends
have manifested in contemporary MPCs and will be
discussed later in this report.

Most directly relevant to this report, Schmitz and
Bookout (1998, 4) shed light on the “radical changes
in the homebuyer profile.” They point out that there

is no longer a homogenous profile of first-time
homebuyers as there was in previous decades. They
discuss demographic trends—such as aging baby
boomers, the rise of gen Xers, and dramatic increases
in immigration—and note that “homebuilders should
expect a more diverse consumer base.”
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Income-restricted units are seamlessly integrated in the King
Farm development in Rockville, Maryland. (Torti Gallas + Partners)

If community developers had fully embraced the
authors’ foresight, a new chapter in community
development might have unfolded. However, the
1990s and 2000s were a tumultuous time for the
housing market and, by corollary, for MPCs. With
inflation-adjusted real home prices falling during the
1990s, community developers had limited capacity
for innovation and experimentation as their profit
margin narrowed and sales velocity slowed down.

The housing market briefly recovered in the 2000s
and developed into a bubble, only to have the bubble
burst and the market crash in 2007. The recovery
from the 2007-2008 Great Recession was slow, and
community developers remained wary in the ensuing
decade. Given the precarious housing market of

this era