
Employer Assisted Housing:
Implications for the University of Arizona

Item Type text; Electronic Thesis

Authors Green, Erika

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 20:42:52

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/190381

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/190381


 

 

EMPLOYER ASSISTED HOUSING: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

 

 

 

  
 

by 
 

Erika Green 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the 

 
PLANNING DEGREE 

 
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 
 

MASTER OF SCIENCE 
IN PLANNING 

 
In the Graduate College 

 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

 
 
 

2 0 0 6 



 2

ABSTRACT 
 
 

 The nation’s affordable housing shortage affects millions of households as well as 

businesses and regional economies.  This report presents one solution to the affordable 

housing deficiency:  employer assisted housing.  Specifically, it provides initial 

guidelines and research for implementing a housing program at the University of Arizona 

in Tucson, Arizona.  This document includes a review of employer assisted housing 

literature, covering both general employer assisted housing publications as well as 

information specifically relating to universities.  Four affordable housing models that 

could potentially provide a framework for the University of Arizona are also included.  

Additionally, university case studies are presented that could assist the University of 

Arizona in implementing a faculty and staff housing program.  Finally, recommendations 

are made, based on the literature and case studies, for a potential faculty and staff housing 

program. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

 

 Employer assisted housing is an employer-provided benefit that offers affordable 

rental and ownership opportunities for employees.  Recently developed programs are 

predominately the result of employers’ understanding that the costs of housing are often 

more than some employees can bear, especially when the company is located in a region 

that is particularly expensive (Pill, 2000).   

The nation’s affordable housing shortage affects not only millions of households, 

but also presents a dilemma for businesses and regional economies. The lack of 

affordable housing near the workplace often increases commute times for employees and 

contributes to higher turnover rates and recruitment and retention costs.  These 

repercussions of the affordable housing shortage contribute to lower employee 

productivity (Hoffman, n.d).  

Realizing that housing affordability plagues many communities in the United 

States including Tucson, the University of Arizona is investigating the possibility of an 

implementing an affordable homeownership program for its employees.  This study is the 

result of a realization that employers can assist employees in securing affordable housing 

near the workplace, thereby reducing commute times and the costs associated with 

employee turnover, recruitment, retention while also increasing productivity.   

There are several ways that employers can address the housing affordability and 

availability issues facing their employees as well as reducing long commutes.  Potential 

employer options include:  providing low-cost rental units near the workplace; offering 
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cash rent subsidies; providing homeownership counseling;  giving forgivable or 

repayable loans or grants toward the cost of purchasing a home; offering below-market-

rates mortgages;  providing an employee saving match for purchasing a home; and 

building and selling housing units near the workplace.  However, consistent with the 

interests of the University of Arizona, this report focuses only on the last employer option 

-- homeownership options directly provided by employers and specifically universities. 

To gain a greater understanding of the type of program the University of Arizona 

might wish to implement, Jaime Gutierrez, Associate Vice President of Community 

Relations at the University of Arizona, and I developed goals that reflect the many issues 

associated with a lack of affordable housing while also matching the needs of the 

University of Arizona:   

• ensure long-term affordability 

• create homeownership opportunities 

• build a sense of community 

• require no long-term subsidies 

• increase employee recruitment and retention 

• create an easily understood system 

 

Employer Assisted Housing Literature  

I conducted a literature review in order to gain a better understanding of employer 

assisted housing, specifically employer sponsored housing at universities.  A substantial 

amount of literature is available regarding early forms of employer assisted housing and 
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the current benefits for both employers and employees.  However, there is little written 

regarding the weaknesses of employer assisted housing.   

The available literature addressing early forms of employer assisted housing, also 

known as company towns, is included in my discussion.  In the late 1800’s and early 

1900’s, some employers, especially those in rural areas, sought to attract workers by 

providing housing.  The result was company towns.  Company towns were often 

perceived negatively; excessive employer control over the lives of employees and social 

and economic segregation often lead to worker unrest.  However, a handful of employers 

sought to increase worker productivity by creating a pleasant and ordered environment 

that offered worker benefits, such as nearby schools, shopping, extracurricular activities 

and homeownership opportunities. 

Recurring themes in the employer assisted housing literature are also discussed, 

including employee recruitment and retention and using employer assisted housing as a 

community development strategy.  There is a substantial amount of literature that 

advocates employer assisted housing while critics are relatively silent.  Current 

arguments made by employer-sponsored housing advocates evaluate the benefits of these 

programs while a small number of critics argue that many programs are reminiscent of 

turn-of-the-century company towns.   

Little literature is available regarding current employer assisted housing provided 

by universities.  Nevertheless, the literature review does include a brief history of 

university-sponsored programs in the United States and an assessment of housing studies 

provided to universities by private consultants.  These university housing studies 
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typically evaluate regional housing costs that have made recruitment and retention 

difficult and offer housing alternatives aimed at expanding housing options for 

employees.    

 

Affordable Homeownership Models 

The University of Arizona has expressed interest in constructing affordable 

housing for its employees.  I present a review of possible homeownership models that the 

University of Arizona could potentially emulate:  silent second mortgages, shared 

ownership, resale restrictions and limited-equity cooperatives.  These four 

homeownership models were evaluated for their ability to meet the University of 

Arizona’s goals for a housing program.  I gave preference to those housing models that 

also have been successfully utilized by other employers, especially universities.   

Based on my research and analysis, I conclude that the most promising 

homeownership model is using resale restrictions to ensure present and future 

affordability.  In the Restricted Resale Model, a university (or an independent 

organization created by the university) sells housing units to eligible employees but 

retains ownership of the land on which the units are built.   Although employees then 

own their housing units, there are a number of restrictions on the resale of those units.  

Restrictions common to this model include 1) requiring employees to resell their home 

only to university employees or the university itself, 2) mandating that employees occupy 

homes as their principal residence, 3) and forcing a homeowner to sell his or her home 

with certain changes in employment status, such as resignation, termination or retirement. 
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Typically, a university or affiliated organization plans, designs, finances and 

directly, or using contractors, builds the housing units, often on land the university 

already owns.  A university could also purchase already existing homes and sell the 

homes to employees while retaining ownership of the land on which they are constructed. 

Not only does this homeownership model focus on maintaining affordability, it 

also has potential to create a sense of community by providing owner-occupied housing 

in neighborhoods with a high percentage of renters.  Additionally, it is an easily 

understood system that has been utilized by many organizations and universities 

throughout the United States.  It also recycles subsidies, reducing the need for additional 

funding for program support.   

 

University Case Studies 

This report also presents a review of university programs that have utilized resale 

restrictions to control home affordability.  My case study research focused on programs 

that offer physical housing constructed for employee homeownership; programs that offer 

rental units or financial assistance to purchase existing homes are not included.  While 

programs offering financial assistance would likely benefit University of Arizona 

employees, the University is interested in constructing housing, possibly on underutilized 

land it already owns.  Although financial assistance programs would benefit employees 

wanting to purchase existing homes and affordable rental housing would assist relocating 

faculty and staff, I did not include these types of programs because they are not 

applicable to the University of Arizona’s current goals.     
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Six universities were selected as case studies based on their location and program 

attributes.  Three of the case studies are located in California.  These universities were 

chosen because they offer an extensive amount of information on their website and 

university administrators were forthcoming with information.  In some cases, especially 

for particularly well-known, innovative or controversial programs, additional information 

is available from online newsletters, sponsor websites, such as financial institutions, and 

local websites, such as the local chamber of commerce.   

Because universities in California have implemented affordable housing programs 

as an alternative to rapidly escalating housing costs and because similar local conditions 

have allowed them to duplicate each other’s programs, I selected three universities 

located outside California.  These three universities offer housing constructed specifically 

for employee ownership and provide a different perspectives from each other and from 

the universities located in California.  While two of the three universities did not 

implement their programs to specifically provide affordable housing for employees, they 

nevertheless provided valuable information regarding establishing a program and 

implementing management guidelines.   

 Universities overwhelmingly cited affordability as the primary reason for 

implementing a housing program.  However, one university named scarcity of housing 

for all university employee income levels as rationale for its program; another cited 

general recruitment and retention challenges as the reason for developing its housing 

program over eighty years ago.   
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  Universities have used different methods of administering housing benefits to 

employees. These program aspects are important to the University of Arizona because 

they provide guidelines for a potential program.   This report contains a review of these 

methods that will aid the University of Arizona in implementing its own program that 

reflects its program goals.   

 The case study research revealed that all universities utilize a similar method to 

control future affordability.  All case study programs that provide affordable housing 

enforced resale restrictions through either a ground lease or deed restriction.  

Predetermined formulas control the amount a homeowner can receive when selling his or 

her home.  Typically, the formula allows homeowners to receive the purchase price plus 

any increases in the Consumer Price Index plus the value of improvements, although the 

formula varies from program to program.   

The case studies also offer program management alternatives for the University of 

Arizona.  Such program regulations include:  priority systems that target specific groups 

of employees as the first to receive housing, such as newly recruited faculty; provisions 

that the homeowner must occupy the home as his or her principal residence; stipulations 

that homeowners must be employed or affiliated with the university; and circumstances 

that allow the university to repurchase homes.   

In response to the information gathered from the case studies, I recommend that 

the University implement a similar resale formula to those presented in this report.  

Similarly, the case study universities have developed comprehensive lists of changes or 
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events that allow the university to repurchase a home.   This information provides 

guidelines for the University of Arizona when it creates its own repurchase options.    

An additional regulation I present is priority systems.  Priority systems determine 

which group(s) of employees receive housing first.  The type of system implemented at 

the University of Arizona depends on upon further assessment of goals.  If recruitment is 

deemed the most important goal for the University of Arizona, I include priority systems 

that provide guidelines.  If retention is considered a top priority for a University of 

Arizona housing program, a priority system is included that would shift focus to this 

strata of employee. 

All case study universities, save one, have implemented a policy that states that 

all homeowners must occupy the university-sponsored housing as their primary 

residence.  The remaining university that did not impose such a restriction encountered 

problems and has plans to include a provision requiring that owners occupy the university 

sponsored housing as their principal residence.  Based on this information, I recommend 

that university sponsored homes be available only as a primary residence.   

  

Neighborhood Support 

 Crucial to the success of a housing program at the University of Arizona is 

neighborhood support.  The majority of universities studied did not report conflicts with 

nearby neighborhoods, primarily because the housing was not infill development near 

existing neighborhoods. However, several universities experienced conflicts with 

surrounding neighborhoods.  Case study research confirmed that including 
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neighborhoods in the planning process before substantial funding has been dedicated to 

the new housing program is beneficial to employers and surrounding communities.   

 To counter neighborhood resistance, I recommend that the University of Arizona 

make a concerted effort to include surrounding neighborhoods in the planning and 

implementation of an employer assisted housing program.  Furthermore, I suggest the 

University of Arizona encourage affordable housing residents to participate in 

neighborhood associations to promote integration by university employees.  

 

Program Structure 

 Employer assisted housing programs at universities are typically overseen by 

either a university real estate office or a nonprofit organization created for sole purpose of 

the construction, sales, resales and maintenance of employee housing communities.  

Another option that has not yet been explored by a university is to create a community 

land trust organization that offers housing for employees of the University of Arizona as 

well as employees in the region.  This would involve partnering with local governments 

and businesses.  For the University of Arizona, the focus would shift from providing 

affordable housing for University employees to affordable housing for Tucsonans.  

Research indicates that all these options are viable for the University of Arizona. 

Selection of the most appropriate method will depend on further examination of the 

University of Arizona’s resources and community goals. 
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Report Contents 

 This report contains a review of employer assisted housing literature.  In the 

review, I discuss the history of employer assisted housing in general and as it specifically 

relates to universities.  Also included is a discussion of the accepted wisdom, the views 

that critics have taken regarding employer assisted housing and questions that the 

literature has not addressed.   

 Following the literature review, I discuss the methodology I used to obtain 

additional information that provides a framework for the University of Arizona.  This 

chapter includes how and where I gathered information. The majority of sources are 

journal articles, books, essays, newsletters, websites, reports prepared by consultants and 

personal interviews. 

In Chapter IV, I present four affordable housing models that the University of 

Arizona utilize to ensure housing remain affordable for current and future homeowners.  

Also included is a discussion regarding which model is the most appropriate for the 

University of Arizona and why based on its goals.     

Detailed university case study information regarding resale restrictions, priority 

systems, partnerships and neighborhood support is presented in Chapter V.  Case study 

information is also provided in Chapter VI.  This chapter offers alternative program 

structures that include:  creating a communitywide effort to provide affordable housing to 

Tucsonans or administering a program for university employees through either a 

nonprofit organization or a department within the University.  
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Finally, Chapter VII provides recommendations for a potential housing program 

at the University of Arizona.  I recommend integrating the employee housing into the 

neighborhood, by both encouraging residents to actively participate in the neighborhood 

and by considering the surrounding architectural style.  I also recommend considering the 

preferences of the potential residents in the location and design of housing.  Furthermore, 

discussion of an overarching program that may include rental housing for relocating 

faculty and financial assistance that targets certain neighborhoods is included. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 17

CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Employer assisted housing has an extensive history.  The industrial revolution, 

first in the 19th century in Europe and later in the United States, provides many of the 

earliest examples of urban planning.  Innovative planners and urban designers 

transformed worker housing from scattered, self-built homes to towns designed to 

accommodate an entire workforce.  “Company towns”, as they were known, became 

common during an era of rapid population growth in industrial areas during the mid-to-

late 19th and early 20th century.  Consequently, companies often needed to provide 

housing near factories to attract workers.   

Industrial factories were often located in rural regions where land was cheap; 

these areas offered few housing options for workers.  Although some areas were 

characterized by self-constructed housing, many of the larger employers had little choice 

but to provide housing for their employees. Most historical examples of employer-based 

housing were for rental units; homeownership was rarely offered. 

Today the interest in employer-assisted housing has much of the same flavor as it 

did historically even as it has taken other forms; it is first seen as a way to attract and 

retain trained workers by providing reasonably priced housing in markets where such 

housing might not exist.  But increasingly, employer-assisted housing is seen as 

facilitating homeownership for employees in addition to providing non-housing benefits, 

such as reducing the disadvantages of long commutes, both for employees and indirectly 

for society, and by reducing the pollution, congestion and additional parking facilities 
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that accompany commutes.  Moreover, some employers are concerned that many 

employees cannot afford to buy a house near the workplace and feel they have an 

obligation to address these issues.   

Universities, the focus of this report, are also likely to view employer-assisted 

housing as part of an equitable economic development strategy for disadvantaged 

neighborhoods near university campuses or in their larger communities.  Some 

universities, like California State University at Monterrey and California Polytechnic 

State University San Luis Obispo view the provision of employee housing as a way to 

simultaneously control land development near campus and providing assistance for their 

faculty and staff.  In this way, universities are utilizing land they already own while 

assisting employees that are experiencing difficulties in securing housing.   

The existing literature contains historical examples of employer-assisted housing 

in the form of company towns moderately well.  However, there is also normative or 

policy-relevant literature that discusses the obligations of employers to provide housing 

opportunities for employees.  But the policy and scholarly literature is far sketchier about 

the modern faces of employer-assisted housing:  increasing home ownership 

opportunities, reducing employee commutes (and the societal problems associated with 

commutes by car), and serving as one element of a neighborhood revitalization strategy.  

The literature that does exist is either largely concerned with specific business efforts to 

provide housing or is highly generalized, published by a small number of enthusiasts.  

The literature is often impressionistic.  Those publications will also be reviewed.   
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Overall, the three themes that appear in the employer assisted housing literature 

are:  the earliest types of employer assisted housing and the strengths and weaknesses of 

company towns; the ability of employers to use housing as a direct and indirect way to 

recruit and retain workers (that is, to provide affordable housing1 near the workplace, in 

turn, reducing commutes); and the ways in which certain employers can use employee 

housing as part of land use and community development strategies.  Each will be 

reviewed below.   

While literature regarding employer assisted housing programs at universities is 

entirely absent from scholarly journals, there is information published on individual 

university websites.  There are also an increasing number of university-specific studies 

that discuss the affordability gap for faculty and staff.  These reports will also be 

examined. 

 

Employer Assisted Housing 

Early Employer Assisted Housing 

 Company towns were the forerunners of today’s employer assisted housing 

programs.  Initiators of company towns in the United States often looked to European 

models.  Worker housing in Germany, France and England, influenced by social 

reformers, was regarded for its positive physical environment that included single family 

detached cottages or, more financially feasible for both working families and employers, 

                                                 
1 Moderately priced residences are designed for families that earn 60% to120% of the area median income 
(AMI); public housing is for those earning below 50% AMI; and housing subsidized through Section 8 is 
for those earning 50% to 60% AMI.   All are considered affordable housing.  Workforce housing is deemed 
affordable if the resident’s income is between 60% and 120% AMI (The Clark Group, 2003). 
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the model tenement that permitted adequate cross ventilation and lighting as well as 

views of interior courtyards (Bullock & Read, 1985; Mosher, 1995). Although many of 

Europe’s company towns lacked community cohesiveness, churches, schools and 

shopping were often incorporated into the town planning (Bullock & Read, 1985).  

In Europe, company towns began in the early 1800’s and became more prevalent 

by mid-century.  In the United States, their growth paralleled rapid industrialization 

(Garner, 1982).  Company towns were especially widespread in the Northeast, in part due 

to the short distances required to transport goods coupled with the dense network of 

railroads (Roth, 1992).   

Much of the trend to provide company-sponsored housing arose from belief in a 

link between behavior and the surrounding environment.  Thus, many planners, designers 

and industrialists believed that to have a reliable and productive workforce, workers’ 

surroundings must be neat, orderly and pleasant.  Cramped and dirty tenements with little 

light or ventilation amid the disorderly streets of industrial cities only reaffirmed and 

increased destructive behavior (Mosher, 2004; Pointer, 1970; Garner, 1982; Roth, 1992).  

Some company town sponsors insisted that an ordered physical setting, both attractive 

and healthy, produced “moral workers”, who would be loyal, dependable and productive 

(Garner, 1982).  From this belief, model towns were born.     

Pullman, Illinois was the archetypical company-sponsored town.  This 3,000-acre 

town, created by company President and owner George Pullman of the Pullman Palace 

Car Company, was located on the outskirts of Chicago, Illinois (Pointer, 1970).  The 

town contained rental housing, meeting halls, a library and a shopping district.  Mosher 
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(2004) and Buder (1967) assert that by constructing Pullman, George Pullman tried to 

prove that industrialists could expect a positive return on housing investments in addition 

to a loyal and controllable workforce through affordable, decent homes and thoughtful 

urban design.     

While Pullman was a model industrial town in the beginning, an 1894 labor strike 

over wage reductions, but not rent reductions, ultimately ended with a court-ordered sale 

of all nonfactory property (Roth, 1992).  Many social commentators felt that the Pullman 

strike was the result of excessive employer involvement in the lives of workers.  The oft-

quoted diatribe, “we are born in a Pullman house, cradled in a Pullman crib, paid from a 

Pullman store, taught in a Pullman school, confirmed in a Pullman church, exploited in a 

Pullman shop, and when we die we’ll be buried in a Pullman grave and go to a Pullman 

hell” (qtd. in Reiff, 2000: 10) illustrates the sentiment of many Pullman workers who felt 

the company was overly involved in their private lives.   

 Following the Pullman strike, many social reformers changed their position.  

Reformers had been adamant about employee housing provisions years before.  After the 

strike, however, many criticized company-backed towns for excessively invading the 

private lives of workers.  This, many claimed, was un-American:  the towns were 

designed to be manipulative and imposed on workers’ rights (Roth, 1992). Even with 

Pullman’s downfall, other industrialists still envisioned company towns near their 

factories.  

In the late 1800’s, George McMurtry, president of Apollo Iron and Steel in 

Pittsburg, Pennsylvania, traveled to Europe to research company towns.  He visited the 
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company towns of Le Creusot, France and The Krupp Estates near Essen, Germany as 

well as others in England that were touted by social reform advocates as exemplary 

models for industrial emulation (Mosher, 1995).  Like Pullman, McMurtry was 

convinced that the contributions of architects, landscape designers and planners were 

invaluable to creating clean and attractive communities (Mosher, 2004). 

 The result of his endeavors was Vandergrift, Pennsylvania, renowned for its 

comprehensive planning, homeownership opportunities and overwhelming worker 

loyalty. Although his business partners opposed the town’s creation, McMurtry was 

adamant.  Vandergrift was primarily designed to increase worker loyalty to avoid strikes 

that had once shut down the company for nearly six months.   

McMurtry hired the landscape firm of Frederick Law Olmstead Sr. to design 

Vandergrift.  Included in the design were parklets and a village green, running water and 

sewer systems, and paved streets.  All the lots were sold to promote homeownership 

though low-interest mortgage loans.   

The town was also segregated into three different societal divisions:  Vandergrift, 

Vandergrift Heights and Morning Sun.  Vandergrift was the most affluent; Vandergrift 

Heights was also regarded as prosperous and respectable community.  However, because 

the bulk of Vandergrift was designed for more successful workers, many were financially 

unable to purchase or rent homes in Vandergrift or Vandergrift Heights.  A nearby 

landowner sold his floodplain property to the lowest income earners of Apollo Iron and 

Steel.  This area became known as Morning Sun.  It provided a community, albeit 

segregated, for many Apollo immigrant workers, especially from Eastern Europe.  
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Although McMurtry’s vision did not include homeownership for low-income workers, 

Vandergrift did inadvertently provide housing for all sectors of society (Mosher, 2004; 

Jennings, 2000). 

 While the Pullman strike was a deterrent to many industrialists considering the 

implementation of a company town, Mosher (1994) states that because McMurtry wanted 

to avoid the Pullman Company’s fate of worker uprisings and public criticism, he 

encouraged homeownership (some rentals were also available).  This strategy had proved 

valuable, first by the European company towns of Le Creusot and The Krupp Estates, and 

later by the Carnegie Steel Company at Homestead, Pennsylvania (Mosher, 2004; 

Bullock & Reading, 1985).  McMurtry believed that homeownership opportunities in the 

aforementioned company towns were successful because they offered workers’ home 

equity, translating to increased pride in and satisfaction in their homes.  Additionally, 

workers had a real financial and emotional obligation to remain in their homes and thus, 

their workplace.  Lastly, the homeowners, rather than the company, were responsible for 

upkeep and improvements of the homes and infrastructure (Mosher, 2004; Mosher, 

1995). Even with its societal divisions, Vandergrift as a whole was so successful in 

increasing loyalty and keeping union formation at bay, its design was emulated by other 

companies in the United States including U.S. Steel in Gary, Indiana (Mosher, 1995). 

With the proliferation of modern transportation and an influx of immigrants 

entering the workforce in the late 1800s and early 1900s, the continued creation of 

company-sponsored towns was unnecessary, although some forms of company-sponsored 

housing remained (Belcher & Rejent, 1993; Pill, 2000).   
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Much of the current literature on today’s company towns focuses on modern day 

communities that are experiencing the impacts of changing consumer demands coupled 

with an increasing trend to outsource jobs in the quest for cheaper labor (Myer, 2003).  

Although company towns have evolved from communities established and occupied 

almost exclusively by employees of a particular company that controlled their workplace, 

and their housing, shopping, schools and extracurricular activities, today’s company 

towns are still generally characterized by one principal employer.  Although these 

dominant employers may offer homebuyer assistance, they rarely provide housing for 

their employees in the Pullman and Vandergrift model.   

Needless to say, both employer and employee benefited from company towns, 

although to varying degrees.  With the attention paid to environmental factors, many of 

the unsanitary and crowded conditions found in large city tenements and squatter 

settlements were ameliorated in company towns.  Furthermore, some workers, such as 

many of those living in Vandergrift, enjoyed the benefits of homeownership and were 

able to accumulate home equity.  In fact, Garner (1984) maintains that low-wage workers 

spent, on average, a smaller percentage of their income on housing in company towns 

than those workers that were not offered housing by their employers.  An additional 

benefit to both employer and employee was the close proximity of company housing to 

the workplace.   

Certainly, many company towns were able to attract and retain workers.  Word of 

improved living conditions in company towns appealed to laborers.  Those already 
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renting homes in company towns could relocate but knew they may be relinquishing 

better housing that they had become accustomed to or may find elsewhere.   

 Nevertheless, employers were not always overly concerned with the physical and 

emotional health of their workers.  Belcher and Rejent (1993) argue that ensuring a 

productive workforce was the main factor influencing the provision of housing and 

offering homeownership incentives. Moreover, excessive control of employees, 

especially through these housing allocations, often curtailed labor-organizing activities.  

The control of workers went as far as to restrict drinking within the town of Pullman 

(Reiff, 2000). 

While employer-sponsored housing has changed significantly in the last century, 

there are insights valuable to businesses in general, and universities specifically, that can 

be gleaned from research of early employer-based housing.  It appears that workers 

embraced companies offering homeownership opportunities more than those acting as 

landlord and employer. Additionally, company towns provided an outlet to control slum 

housing and run-down neighborhoods.  However, many company towns either tolerated 

or even encouraged the segregation of social classes and ethnicity and they often 

restricted interaction with people not directly affiliated with the company.   

 

Using Employer Provided Housing to Recruit & Retain Employees 
 

The focus of employer assisted housing programs shifted from company towns to 

relocation benefits for corporate executives and, more recently, housing benefits for non-

management employees, especially in tight or scarce housing markets.  Currently, 
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employer assisted housing is often viewed as a means to provide reasonably priced rental 

housing and/or facilitate homeownership among employees.  David Schwartz (1990), a 

Political Science professor and Director of the American Affordable Housing Institute at 

Rutgers University, states that many businesses that implemented housing benefit 

programs for many or all employees (in the 1980s) were not attempting to subjugate 

employees, as was the case in company towns.  The programs supported not only 

corporate objectives of increasing employee recruitment and retention levels, but also the 

realization homeownership dreams of employees. 

The literature includes substantial discussions of other positive aspects of 

assisting employees in residing closer to their workplace.  Affordable housing supporters 

believe that employee housing assistance is beneficial for the employer, the employee 

and the surrounding community. The chief assertions are that employer assisted housing 

contributes to increased employee recruitment, retention and job satisfaction in addition 

to community revitalization and reducing the expense, both in time and money, of 

commuting and congestion through the allocation of housing benefits that offset rising 

home prices (Sullivan, 2004).   

These issues are interrelated.  For example, reducing commuting time increases 

employee morale and productivity with less absenteeism, tardiness and stress. 

Additionally, employees spend less of their income on commuting related expenses.  In 

turn, this positively affects employee retention.  All of these factors reduce turnover, 

which averages 25% of an employee’s annual salary (Pill, 2000).   
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Some advocates suggest that offering benefits when new employees begin work 

or soon thereafter and steadily increasing those benefits the longer they remain with the 

organization is one way to increase the longevity of their employment.  Another method 

used to retain employees, as suggested by employee benefits experts, is to offer a flexible 

package of benefits to employees (Prince, 2002).  Flexible benefit packages are touted as 

attracting and retaining workers because the employees are able to select the benefits that 

work best for their family and lifestyle.  Understanding the varying needs of employees, 

some experts assert, is the key to attracting and retaining employees (Meyer, 2003).   

Private sector employers often feel that including housing benefits is more than 

they can afford.  Companies provide jobs and often benefits, such as health care and 

retirement, but feel that they are unable to provide additional benefits.  Many are unaware 

of the housing benefits that require little to no employer expense (Shafer, 2002).    

Housing advocates further suggest that offering benefits such as forgivable or 

deferred home loans help increase retention and allow the employer to recoup some of 

the costs if the employee’s tenure is shorter than prescribed by the benefit.  Employees 

are required to repay the forgivable or deferred loan if they remain with the employee for 

less time than stipulated by the employer housing program. 

Mortgage guarantees also increase the incentive for an employee to stay with their 

current employer; employees would be required to refinance their home mortgage if they 

decided to find employment elsewhere.  Renting or selling affordable housing to 

employees would have similar results.  If an employee chose to relocate, they would 

either have to move, pay rent at the market rate or repay the employer subsidy they had 
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used to purchase their home.  This is often referred to as a “silent second” mortgage (see 

Chapter IV). 

Proponents of employer assisted housing programs also assert that rising home 

prices have amplified the demand for higher wages and more benefits as well as made 

recruitment and retention more challenging and expensive.  Those demands and 

increasing turnover rates may restrict company growth (Schwartz , Ferlauto & Hoffman, 

1989).  In 1989, employers spent $20 billion in housing assistance and increased wages 

and relocation costs without adding to the existing supply of housing.  Essentially, 

advocates argue, a higher salary to compensate for the rising cost of housing primarily 

invests in real estate speculators and homeowners selling their property for unearned 

windfall profits, not employees or the housing stock (Schwartz & Hoffman 1989; 

Schwartz, Ferlauto & Hoffman 1989).  

 Literature on employer assisted housing has been relatively absent since the early 

1990s.  However, general information on specific assistance programs can be easily 

found on the internet.  

 

Using Employer Provided Housing as Part of a Community Development Strategy 
 

In addition to using employer assisted housing as a retention and recruitment tool, 

advocates suggest that programs can also contribute to the revitalization efforts of 

surrounding communities and assist in controlling nearby land development.  Anchor 

institutions, such as universities and hospitals, cannot readily relocate to less expensive 

regions to escape expensive housing markets.  Moreover, these anchor institutions have 
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often acquired land outside the boundaries of their facilities, either through purchase or 

donation.  Because this land is often unsuitable for additional facilities, many institutions 

have utilized it not only to aid in revitalizing surrounding neighborhoods but also to 

regulate nearby development2.  

Homeowners have a far greater interest in maintaining and improving their home 

than renters.  Rental housing often increases absentee ownership. In many cases, these 

characteristically older urban areas have deteriorated over the years, due to either general 

neglect or a high percentage of renters.   Advocates suggest that by increasing the 

frequency of owner-occupied homes and thus property values, anchor institutions assist 

neighborhoods in their revitalization efforts.   

Communities often view businesses in a more positive light as a result of 

employer assisted housing programs.  A 1998 survey by Fannie Mae found that 72% of 

human resource professionals with employer assisted housing programs felt that the 

image of their company had improved as a result of the program and their commitment to 

the local community (Pill, 2000).  Advocates suggest that programs improve relationships 

with the local community, especially when the institution has been perceived as being 

apathetic to community needs in the past. 

Community revitalization efforts may be especially important for universities that 

contributed to high renter occupancy rates from an influx of student residents.    Ensuring 

that employees purchase homes within specified neighborhoods is a strategy utilized by 
                                                 
2 For example, Howard University’s program, offered with assistance by Fannie Mae, supplies down-
payment and closing-cost assistance to university employees, police officers, firefighters, teachers and 
neighborhood residents. Rehabilitation of older neighborhood homes and infill construction is also included 
in the program. 
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many institutions to assist neighborhoods that have been neglected by these transient 

populations and their absentee owners. Many university-sponsored employee housing 

programs specify that their program is designed to address community revitalization.  

These programs target specific neighborhoods to address neighborhood deterioration as 

well as also long commutes and the need for parking facilities.  However, the Joint 

Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University states that targeting certain areas that 

are perceived as too dangerous, too unattractive or not worth the value do not have many 

participants (Pill, 2000).  These neighborhoods are also the most likely to benefit from a 

targeted housing program.  Target areas that offer a variety of housing options increases 

program participation (Dreier, 2003). 

 

University Employer Assisted Housing 

Early University Sponsored Employer Assisted Housing 

The University of Minnesota Twin Cities has offered homeownership 

opportunities to its faculty and staff since the decline of the company town.  In the 1920s, 

land was set-aside in the University Grove neighborhood to attract and retain faculty and 

staff.  The neighborhood currently has 103 single-family homes constructed over a sixty-

year period and attracts residents for its unique architectural styles.  Each home is 

designed specifically for its site; the architectural style ranges from traditional to modern. 

Additionally, the neighborhood is a short ten-minute walk to the University of Minnesota 

Twin Cities campus (“University Grove:  A University of Minnesota Neighborhood,” 

2005). In addition to homeownership opportunities at University Grove, the University of 
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Minnesota Twin Cities also offers temporary rental housing (up to two years) at Pillsbury 

Court, and condominiums at 1666 Coffman Condominiums for senior faculty and staff, 

either employed or retired.  A relocation assistance program is also available to 

employees. 

In the 1960s, the University of Pennsylvania began offering an employer assisted 

housing program to employees.  The program provided housing benefits in effort to 

recruit and retain employees.  The benefits include 100 percent mortgage guarantees on 

single-family homes and the elimination all down payment and mortgage insurance.  The 

benefits are available to employees that have been employed by the University for three 

or more years. 

In the mid-1980s, approximately 200 acres were set aside for the development of 

faculty and staff housing at the University of California Irvine.  Currently, there are 

approximately 700 for-sale homes and 140 rental units available exclusively to faculty 

and staff.  When development is complete, this community will have 1,100 units of 

affordable housing.  

 Since these early efforts to provide convenient and affordable housing for 

university faculty and staff, many universities have followed suit.  While the number of 

employer assisted housing programs have not been tabulated, there are an increasing 

number of reports produced by universities studying the feasibility of offering affordable 
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housing to employees3.  This is especially true in California, where the cost of housing 

has increased dramatically in recent years while wages remain relatively stagnant.  

 

University Housing Studies   

There is an increasing number of employer assisted housing feasibility studies, 

primarily for universities located in California.  The reports contain studies of the local 

housing market, often coupled with recruitment and retention concerns of university 

administrators.  None of the studies evaluate housing programs that have already been 

established.  

Bay Area Economics (BAE), a real estate economics consulting firm, prepared an 

overarching housing study for the California State University (CSU) system in 2001.  The 

system-wide study included interviews with deans and committee chairs involved in 

faculty recruitment, the result of campus specific focus groups and interviews with 

faculty that had declined employment offers.  The results of the study indicate the need 

for developing employer assisted housing programs in higher-cost areas of California, 

such as the San Francisco and San José, to begin to offset the cost of housing (Bay Area 

Economics, 2001).   

According to BAE, while housing was not the primary reason for not accepting an 

employment offer, applicants of several universities expressed that this was the foremost 

reason for declining an offer.    Not only could newly hired faculty not afford to purchase 

a home, some could not even qualify to rent an apartment.  Considering the high housing 

                                                 
3 Examples include California Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo and Pomona and the California 
State Universities at San Jose, San Diego, Channel Islands and Monterey. 
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costs in many areas, the BAE study states that universities should be concerned about 

recently hired faculty and long-term faculty in addition to recruitment.  Newly hired 

faculty may be unable to purchase a home on their CSU salary and subsequently relocate 

to less expensive areas; long-term faculty may sell their homes for large profits and move 

elsewhere.  Additionally, recently-hired faculty are more likely to be impacted by the 

expensive housing market and/or have a longer commute time than critical staff because 

critical, “hard-to-hire” staff (such as information technology professionals) tend to 

already own homes within the commute shed while faculty members often relocate from 

other regions and either purchase expensive homes nearby or less expensive ones outside 

the university commute shed.  BAE prepared individual reports for each of the twelve 

participating campuses.   There were similar concerns for all the participating campuses.  

One of the twelve participating campuses was California Polytechnic University 

Pomona.  The administrators at California Polytechnic University at Pomona believed 

there were a number of housing concerns related to their recruitment efforts including:  

the perception that housing is expensive, thus deterring potential faculty from even 

submitting an application; the inability of administrators to offer a more competitive 

salary; and the lack of applicants from outside the Los Angeles area due to high housing 

costs compared to the rest of the country.   

The administrators at California Polytechnic University Pomona felt that 

competitive fields, such as computer science, math and business, were the greatest 

recruitment challenge because the private sector was able to offer a larger salary than the 

University.    
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The California Polytechnic University Pomona study indicates that a two-income 

household family does not experience significant housing affordability issues (in 

Pomona); 70% of larger homes in the area are financially out-of-reach for a single-

income, recently-hired faculty member.  Furthermore, an affordability gap analysis that 

incorporated the desirability of neighborhoods within the California Polytechnic 

University at Pomona commute-shed found that the households earning less than $75,000 

would experience housing affordability difficulties (Bay Area Economics, 2001a).   

The main thrust of the studies performed by BAE was detailed assessments of 

housing related issues for the participating universities.  They did not suggest housing 

assistance programs that would reduce the difficulty in securing qualified faculty or staff 

due to high housing costs.  Nor did the studies indicate what effect such a program would 

have on recruitment and retention efforts.   

Additional studies for California Polytechnic State University San Luis Obispo by 

Anderson Strickler LLC and Ambling West and for San José State University by 

Biddison Hier, LTD contain similar methodologies and findings as the studies completed 

for CSU.  All these reports detail ways to potentially close the affordability gap between 

the salaries of university faculty and staff and the local housing market.  They also 

contain suggestions for implementing a program to combat the rising cost of housing 

through housing assistance programs (Caldwell & Anderson Strickler, 2000; Ambling 

West, 2001; Biddison Hier, 2000).  The Humboldt State University Master Plan for 

Faculty and Staff Housing includes rendering of where housing could be located but 

neglects to include information on the area’s affordability gap or how faculty and staff 
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would be able to afford the new homes (AC Martin Partners, n.d).  Focusing on traffic 

congestion, the University of California at Davis commissioned a study to reduce the 

impacts of transportation through increasing mobility (Finson & Shaheen, 2001).  This 

includes housing more faculty, staff and students on campus.  It however, does not 

include information on the affordability of housing, on or off campus.   

Additional reports prepared by universities discuss recruitment and retention of 

faculty members in tight housing markets.  These reports, Report of the Faculty Flow 

Committee by the California State University System (Pasternack, Anderson, Atwell, 

Buckley, Edelman & Fasse, et al., 2003) and Staff Housing Work Group Report (Council 

of University of California Staff Assemblies, 2004) are the only such reports readily 

available.  The reports focus on improving recruitment and retention rates as well as 

efforts that can be made to effectively plan for future hiring needs.  Interestingly, the 

Report of the Faculty Flow Committee found that universities within the California State 

University system located in regions with high housing costs did not significantly alter 

the recruiting success rate when compared to those universities in low housing cost areas.  

Also interesting was that of those surveyed, 61 percent of those that accepted a California 

State University employment offer cited location as the number one reason for accepting 

the offer.  The Report stated that location was such a high priority in accepting a position 

because nearly half of the respondents were already residing in California.  The report 

further states that although location was a top reason for accepting a position, 20 percent 

rejected employment offers due to the high cost of living and 19 percent cited location as 

the reason for this. 
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While there is no doubt that housing assistance programs have increased since the 

implementation of the University of Minnesota’s pioneering program, the history of 

university-sponsored housing benefit programs is not well documented.  However, since 

the University of Minnesota implemented its program, many more have followed suit.  In 

addition to offering homes constructed for faculty and staff, many are now offering 

homeowner education and counseling services, employee savings match or forgivable 

loans or grants.  An increasing number of universities are constructing housing for 

employees.  The University of California Irvine implemented a program that supplies 

housing reserved specifically for its employees in the 1980s.  Since then, many more 

universities, especially in California, have implemented or are researching the 

possibilities of providing “bricks and mortar” housing programs, such as California 

Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo and Pomona; and San José, San Diego, Channel 

Islands and Monterey State Universities. 

In addition to the California State University system, The University of California 

system has developed housing programs to recruit and retain highly qualified employees.  

Its 2003 Annual Report on University Housing Assistance Programs details the results of 

their housing programs that include forgivable loans, reduced interest mortgages with 

partner institutions and ownership housing retaining long-term affordability.  The results 

indicate that the University program has resulted in over 12,150 loans to employees, 

recruitment of 5,090 employees and retention of 1,327 employees since its inception in 

1979 (University of California, 2003). 
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While the majority of newly devised employer assisted housing programs are in 

California, there are many other programs in other states.  The University of Colorado 

implemented a faculty housing assistance program in 2003 that provides full-time tenured 

and tenured-track faculty members loans that improve the affordability of their primary 

residence.  The University of Kentucky at Lexington offers up to $15,000 in forgivable 

loans for home purchases located within target communities near campus.   

 

Accepted Wisdom 

 There is little disagreement that company towns were the result of European 

influences that emphasized sound planning and urban design principles as well as an 

overall orderly environment to generate worker loyalty.  Additionally, increasing worker 

loyalty and deterring union formation while ensuring a productive and content workforce 

were the ultimate goals of designing and constructing company towns.  Of lesser 

importance, and not discussed as a standard consideration in the formation of all 

company towns was the issue of profiting from employee housing.  This was certainly a 

factor in the establishment of Pullman and, to a lesser degree, Vandergrift.   

 The degree of involvement on the part of the employer is a common theme 

throughout the literature of company towns.  It appears that the more successful company 

towns allowed more freedoms and rights in the workers’ personal lives than those with 

aggressive involvement.  This is demonstrated by Pullman strikes that influenced George 

McMurtry to offer homeownership opportunities to employees, diminishing worker 

unrest.  
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 The theory that housing opportunities, especially homeownership, recruits and 

retains valuable workers is contained in the literature from company towns to present day 

employer assisted housing programs.  In addition to recruitment and retention, it is also 

generally agreed upon that employer assisted housing programs increase employee 

productivity, assist in community revitalization strategies and increase positive 

community relations.  With the exception of the literature regarding company towns, 

these arguments in favor of employer assisted housing offer little to no empirical data to 

substantiate these claims.  Yet, they are generally accepted chiefly because there has not 

been a strong voice of opposition.   

Little has been written about the drawbacks of employer assisted housing.  What 

has been written specifically addresses housing for low-skilled workers.  Without 

dissenting opinions, it must be assumed that the benefits of employer assisted housing are 

considered the accepted wisdom.  

 

Ongoing Debates 

There have been arguments for and against employer assisted housing.  

Proponents were vociferous in the 1980’s and early 1990’s while opponents were and are 

relatively silent. The fervor, however, seems to have diminished.  Articles published in 

peer-reviewed journals are entirely absent and normative publications have waned since 

the early 1990s.  

 The existing literature does not adequately discuss the social repercussions of this 

current form of company towns (housing constructed and/or controlled by employers).  It 
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is generally agreed upon that large employers established company towns in effort to 

control workers, demonstrated by architectural homogeny, close proximity to the 

employer and segregating social classes (Porteous, 1974).  Many of these characteristics 

are not entirely absent from some of today’s employer assisted housing programs.  Yet, 

the literature does not discuss these issues in reference to current housing programs.   It 

appears that employer assisted housing supporters prefer not to compare programs to 

company towns at all. 

However, Belcher and Rejent (1993) do evaluate employer assisted housing 

programs against company towns.  They argue that occupants of current employer 

assisted housing are too closely tied to their jobs.  After residing in employer assisted 

housing, employees are unable to enter mainstream economy due to perpetually low 

wages or a lack of significant equity to purchase a home with traditional financing.  

Additionally, they are unable to change jobs at the risk of losing their home.  Tight 

control by employers, possibly as an effort to reduce the formation of unions, leaves a 

resident of employer assisted housing with few opportunities.   

Generally speaking, this is the principal argument made by employer assisted 

housing critics; it is based on company towns that emphasized attracting low skill 

workers, not recent or active programs.  Universities are, generally speaking, not seeking 

to recruit or retain low-skill workers through the implementation of a housing program.  

Rather, they seek to attract and retain faculty members and employees to maintain and 

promote their position in the academic community (University of California, 2003).   
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While critics focus on the elements of company towns that may present problems 

for current programs and advocates focus on benefits for the employer and employee, 

both arguments fail to provide specific examples or statistics on the effectiveness of such 

programs or the precise nature of employer involvement.  Discussions of the benefits and 

drawbacks of employer assisted housing are highly normative, written mainly by experts 

in affordable housing and social work fields.  It appears this discussion has not expanded 

to include economists or business experts, but instead has remained almost entirely 

anecdotal.  Without this research, the advantages and disadvantages of employer assisted 

housing programs will most likely be found in case studies.  

 An additional consequence of employer assisted housing, some critics argue, is 

neighborhood resistance.  Neighborhoods receiving employer assisted housing may 

resent new development in general and affordable housing specifically.  Affordable 

rentals, a benefit offered by some companies, often incites an even greater resistance.  

Some organizations are actively attempting to counter neighborhood resistance through 

affordable housing education or by forming committees comprised of developers, 

environmental groups and neighborhood associations to endorse projects that promote 

sound housing policies and combat NIMBYism (Not in my backyard) (Sullivan, 2004). 

Another argument, both in favor and against employer sponsored housing 

programs, considers how a business or institution will be affected financially.  Drier, 

Schwartz and Greiner (1988) state that many employers are able to reduce their tax 

obligation with the implementation of an employer assisted housing program.  Moreover, 

there is no assurance that housing costs will not continue to rise faster than income levels.  
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As a result, instead of increasing wages to compensate for escalating housing costs, 

advocates suggest that providing housing benefits will relieve some of employer’s 

expenses.   Reducing employee turnover rates and the cost of recruitment would offset 

the cost of housing programs while still attracting highly qualified employees. While the 

implementation costs of housing assistance programs can be substantial, reducing 

employee turnover may offset much or all of the expense (van Vliet, 1998; Dreier, 

Schwartz & Greiner, 1988; Pill, 2000).  

On the other hand, critics argue that employer assisted housing programs involve 

costly legal and administrative fees, take a significant period of time for implementation 

and may assist only a small proportion of the people that need housing assistance.  

Especially during recessions, when employers have less difficulty attracting highly 

qualified applicants, there is often resistance to implementing new incentive programs 

(Young, 2003).   

Neighborhood revitalization is also a recurrent theme throughout the employer 

assisted housing literature.  The literature, both advocating and opposing employer 

assisted housing initiatives, does not specifically address neighborhood revitalization 

with information regarding the successes or failures or even anecdotal information.  It is 

prevalent in discussions of the benefits, especially for anchor institutions.  However, the 

literature does not discuss how and to what extent this has been beneficial to surrounding 

neighborhoods. On the other hand, neighborhood revitalization is not addressed at all in 

the limited literature written by critics.   
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Unanswered Questions  

Although cases can be made for and against employer assisted housing, there are 

still unanswered questions.  The questions range from the relationship of company towns 

to current day employer assisted housing programs to implementation strategies for new 

programs.  These unanswered questions are discussed below.   

Some insights may be gleaned from the discussions of company towns including 

the factors that influenced their creation and how they perpetuated an already segregated 

society, both by class and race and the ways in which employers controlled the workers.  

The issues relevant to today’s employer assisted housing programs may be reconciled by 

further reviewing the history of company towns.  Whether or not company towns were 

designed to attract skilled as well as unskilled workers is one such unanswered question.  

Additionally, treatment and accommodations of different class and races is not 

sufficiently discussed in the literature.  Mosher (1995; 2004) does consider some of these 

issues, but only for the town of Vandergrift.  It is difficult to determine if the conditions 

at Vandergrift were common to all company towns or just a select few.   

Belcher and Rejent (1993) discuss excessive involvement in the personal lives of 

workers by owners of company towns.  However, they do not link this information to 

current programs to discuss similarities or differences. It would be useful to draw 

comparisons between company towns and employer assisted housing programs, 

especially current programs that supply homes rather than mortgage discounts and 

homeownership counseling.  One example of such a comparison would be between 
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University of California Irvine, a long-standing and well-known program, with Pullman 

or Vandergrift.   

In addition to the unanswered questions posed above, it would also be valuable to 

know more specific information about programs in university settings.  There is no 

scholarly research concerning its need and value in his context.  Programs established by 

universities are generally found on individual websites.   

A comprehensive inventory of universities with employee housing programs that 

includes how the need of employer sponsored affordable housing was determined, the 

types of programs, implementation strategies, successes and failures, barriers and 

obstacles and program partners of the programs would be instrumental in determining the 

prevailing methods that could be applied to nascent programs. Universities that have 

implemented programs do provide cursory information on their websites, but offer little 

specific information on their programs.  Obtaining this information would likely involve 

directly contacting universities for additional information.  Therefore, the available 

literature in conjunction with research on specific university sponsored housing programs 

would provide insights for universities considering implementing a program and how the 

university, its employees and the local community may benefit.   

The literature also fails to provide specific examples or statistics on the 

effectiveness of different programs, such as rental or homeownership opportunities.   For 

instance, are employers providing rental housing or ownership opportunities or both and 

at what percentage?  What is the financial difference between rental and homeownership 

programs for employers and employees?  The employer assisted housing literature does 
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not readily distinguish between rental housing and homeownership housing programs.  

However, many university programs offer affordable rental housing, primarily targeting 

faculty and staff relocating from other regions of the country, possibly as a stepping stone 

to homeownership after they have become acquainted with the area.  Yet the actual 

demand for rental housing is unclear. 

Because the price of housing nationwide has risen considerably, projections of 

future housing prices and future growth would be valuable.  Indications of expected 

growth and how that growth will affect the local housing market would contribute a 

greater understanding to a current or future need for an employer assisted housing 

program.  Anticipated regional growth, and preparing for it, would be a crucial 

component in determining the need of a program.  While the proponents of employer 

assisted housing proffer escalating housing prices as a reason to provide benefits, a 

regional analysis is necessary to determine if increased housing costs are deterring 

potential employees from relocating to certain regions.  There is an absence of literature 

conducting a regional analysis of the need for employer assisted housing based on rental 

and home prices. 

Additionally, specific data regarding the successes and failures of community 

revitalization efforts through employer assisted housing programs are not discussed in the 

available literature.  Information pertaining specifically to revitalization efforts in 

communities surrounding universities would be useful. Although property values are 

easily quantifiable, community sentiments are not.  
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 

 

Research Objectives 

Accepting that it may have both the opportunity and obligation to assist 

employees in securing affordable housing while also positively affecting nearby land use 

and community growth, the University of Arizona is considering the implementation of 

an employer assisted housing program.  The potential program must meet a number of 

criteria:  ensure long-term affordability; create homeownership opportunities rather than 

rental units; build a sense of community; require no long-term subsidies; and increase 

recruitment and retention of employees with an easily understood system (J. Gutierrez, 

personal communication, March 23, 2005).  In addition to these goals, this report will 

include only information that focuses on providing homeownership opportunities for 

employees through housing specifically constructed for that purpose.  In order to 

implement these goals within an employer assisted housing program framework, an 

evaluation of alternative methods that universities have used to directly provide 

employees with affordable housing options incorporating these characteristics is essential 

to a successful program at the University of Arizona.   

This report is the result of affordable housing concerns expressed by the 

University of Arizona.  Its concerns piqued my interest in this special kind of employer 

housing program.  This report is the result of that interest. 

In addition to identifying the goals of an employer assisted housing program, it is 

also important to consider the method to directly administer the housing.  Four strategies 
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used to deliver affordable housing will be considered for their ability to meet the goals 

outlined above.   Because the University of Arizona wishes to implement a program 

easily understood by its users, weight will be given to those strategies that have been 

utilized in the United States by large organizations, with additional weight given to those 

programs implemented within a university setting.   

University sponsored programs utilizing the selected method of administering 

housing will be researched.  Preliminary information, including the type of program, its 

benefits and the intended recipients, such as qualifying income levels and/or position (i.e. 

faculty and/or staff) will be provided.  This initial information will serve as a foundation 

for further examination of the program objectives, how they were determined and the 

factors and desired outcomes that lead to the program’s implementation.  How the 

introductory information dovetails with the objectives of the University of Arizona will 

offer insight into useful aspects of the program.   

The structure of university employer assisted housing programs, including 

institutional and organization linkages and partnerships, will be included to provide 

successful examples that the University of Arizona could emulate.  Examining the 

strengths and weaknesses of these factors, including any barriers or obstacles that arose 

and how they were addressed, will provide critical information for the formation of a 

fledgling program at the University of Arizona.   Some programs have established 

separate non-profit organizations to oversee the housing programs while others remain 

housed within the university system.  Some successful programs have developed 

partnerships with other agencies to provide technical and financial assistance.  A study of 
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partnerships other universities have made will provide a framework for the University of 

Arizona to minimize its risk of developing a program without outside expert assistance.   

 Considering the objectives outlined by the University of Arizona, it is essential to 

include in the case study research efforts other universities have made in integrating their 

respective program into the surrounding community and if the program targets certain 

neighborhoods for revitalization by constructing housing solely for ownership.  A clear 

understanding of successful efforts to include the larger community would serve as an 

example for the University of Arizona. 

An additional criterion to consider is the success of case study programs in 

achieving the goals for their programs regarding recruitment and retention.  Programs 

will be evaluated based on the percentage of faculty and hard-to-hire staff that have been 

recruited or retained as the result of the housing program.  As a goal of the University of 

Arizona, this information would provide a reasonable expectation of what level of 

increase they may experience as a result of implementing a program.  

Ultimately, this report will evaluate alternative housing schemes implemented by 

universities aimed at maintaining affordability.  All the information compiled will be 

considered for it usefulness as it relates specifically to the University of Arizona and the 

goals outlined for its program. These aspects of existing employer assisted housing 

programs will provide the University of Arizona guidance when and if it chooses to 

implement its own program.  This, in conjunction with research on specific university 

sponsored housing programs, will provide valuable insight for establishing a program and 

how the University, its employees and the local community may benefit.  This research 
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would also provide practical knowledge of how to initiate and implement a program.  All 

of these factors will identify best practices for future program implementation at the 

University of Arizona.   

 

Methodology 

While the available literature on employer assisted housing includes specific 

benefits offered by employers, it does not provide implementation details, lessons learned 

and best practices, especially as they may apply to a university setting and nearby 

communities.  The literature is primarily focused on advocacy, without specific 

information on how to design or execute an employer assisted housing program.   Just as 

it does not provide concrete details, the literature also fails to indicate how these issues 

should be studied or evaluated.   

Many employer assisted housing programs employed by universities provide 

cursory information on the internet, but do not offer details of their own efforts to 

implement a program or their goals, obstacles and successes.  Resolving these unknown 

aspects of an employer assisted housing program will offer the University of Arizona 

guidelines during its own implementation process.      

The methodology for this report focuses on obtaining information directly from 

universities.  These case studies constitute the majority of research in order to provide the 

University of Arizona examples of programs for potential emulation.  Because the 

literature currently gives little indication of why universities deem their programs 
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successful, this research perspective gives a clearer picture to the actual success of 

programs. 

Selection of the case study criteria is based on the goals outlined by the University 

of Arizona.  The case study data will include:  the reasons the university was prompted to 

consider a housing program; how the program was designed to be structured; program 

partnerships; if and how the university has monitored and evaluated the results of their 

program in terms of recruitment and retention; and the extent to which local 

neighborhoods were included in the planning process.   

The case study data has been collected from a variety of sources including 

available published literature, university websites and contacting universities directly, 

either by phone or email.  As indicated in Chapter II, numerous consultant studies are 

available that offer suggestions to establishing employer assisted housing programs.  

These studies give an indication to the factors that lead to the implementation of a 

program.   

Because there are a significant number of universities that have implemented 

employer assisted housing programs, data that is not available from some universities is 

available from others.  That is, there is a sufficient number of universities with employer 

assisted housing programs to obtain the necessary data.  Data unavailable from 

universities is substituted with information from employers.  

Seven universities were contacted for information about their housing programs.  

University of California Irvine’s employer assisted housing program is well-known for 

being one of the first to establish an affordable community specifically for its employees 
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and for its size.  However, when I contacted the University of California Irvine, I was 

given the contact information for the consultant that prepared its housing report.  Staff 

seemed reluctant to provide additional information.    

Six additional universities were contacted for program information based on their 

location and program attributes:  California Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo, 

California State University Monterrey Bay, California State University Channel Islands, 

Dartmouth College, University of Minnesota and University of the South.  Three of the 

case studies are located in California.  These universities were selected because they offer 

a large amount of information on their websites and university administrators were 

informative and helpful in providing additional information.  For some well-known or 

recent programs, additional information is available from online newsletters, sponsor 

websites, such as financial institutions, and local websites, such as the local chamber of 

commerce.   

Some universities in California have initiated affordable housing programs to 

provide employees with additional options by counterbalancing the region’s rapidly 

escalating housing costs.  Similar conditions in many regions of California have allowed 

California universities to duplicate each other’s programs.  For this reason, I also chose 

three universities located outside California.  These three universities offer housing 

constructed specifically for employee ownership and provide a variety of situations and 

viewpoints from those universities located in California.  Two of the three non-California 

universities do not specifically offer affordable housing for employees; the programs do 

provide valuable information about establishing a program and program management.   
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Representatives from each university were contacted via email requesting to set-

up a time for a personal telephone interview.  All responded with a convenient time for a 

personal interview with the exception of Arthur Heinrich, Project Director for North 

Campus Housing at California State University Monterrey Bay, who requested that I 

email him my questions so that he would have a chance to find the correct answers 

because he is relatively new to the project.  The personal interview questions and 

responses are located in this report as Appendix A.   

Based on the results of this research and analysis, this report recommends housing 

models and housing programs as well as provides guidelines for implementation.  The 

final recommendations will be primarily based on the experiences of other universities 

that overlap with the goals outlined by the University of Arizona.   

 

Final Report 

This report will focus on the aspects of various university sponsored employer 

assisted housing programs that meet the objectives of a program set forth by the 

University of Arizona. It will include a discussion of programs implemented by 

universities and their successes and failures as they relate to these objectives.  The 

aspects of other university programs include:  implementation strategies such as 

organizational and institutional arrangements, outside partnerships and collaborations; 

reports on successful recruitment and retention; and efforts made to include surrounding 

communities into the program planning process.   
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Finally, this report will provide recommendations and suggest guidelines for 

implementing an employer assisted housing program at the University of Arizona to best 

meet its objectives.  
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CHAPTER IV 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING MODELS 

 

In addition to identifying the goals of an overall employer assisted housing 

program, it is also important to consider the method of administering the housing.  

Chapter III outlined goals that the University of Arizona would like to achieve through 

the implementation of an employee sponsored housing program:  long-term affordability; 

creation of homeownership opportunities rather than rental units; building a sense of 

community; no long-term subsidies; and increasing recruitment and retention of 

employees with an easily understood system (J. Gutierrez, personal communication, 

March 23, 2005). 

 While a variety of ownership models exist that may meet the University of 

Arizona’s goals in implementing an employer assisted housing program, some are more 

effective than others.  However, before proceeding to an examination of potential 

homeownership models, it is necessary to address the concept of equity.   

 

Equity 

 Equity is the residual value of homeownership minus all mortgages and liabilities. 

Simply stated, equity is the net amount of money homeowners receive when their house 

is sold (van Vliet, 1998).  There are three forms of equity:  the amount paid toward the 

principal; the value of improvements; and market value increases (C. Poster, personal 

communication, March 5, 2005).  Equity can be either restricted or unrestricted.  When 

equity is unrestricted, a homeowner can accumulate equity in these three forms.  
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Restricting the earnings from market value increases is the primary method to control 

windfall profits and guarantee future affordability.   

To explore the possibilities of providing affordable homes to University of 

Arizona faculty and staff, four potential models were considered:  silent second 

mortgages, limited-equity cooperatives, resale restrictions and shared ownership.  Market 

value restrictions to control equity gained by increases in the real estate market are used 

in two of the four homeownership models presented.   

 

Silent Second Mortgage 

A silent second mortgage is one approach to providing affordable 

homeownership.   It is a method commonly used by non-profit organizations, such as 

Habitat for Humanity.    

After a home appraisal, the difference between the appraised value and the selling 

price becomes a silent second mortgage.   The silent second mortgage is forgiven over a 

certain amount of time.  Forgiveness begins either immediately or after a predetermined 

number of years as homeowner and resident.  A percentage of the mortgage is forgiven 

each year (usually 10 percent).  If the house is sold before the entire mortgage is repaid 

and/or the silent second mortgage is forgiven, the sponsoring organization generally 

reserves the right of first refusal and receives a percent of any profit from the home sale.   

This second mortgage is called a “silent second” because no payments are 

required unless the home is sold prematurely and no interest accrues on it (“Homes and 

Communities,” 2003). The second mortgage is typically for the amount of the discount.  
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The amount of silent second mortgages is not considered when a financial institution 

determines income eligibility or payment schedules because they are intended to be 

forgiven.    

This homeownership method is not currently designed to restrict unearned equity 

after the home is fully paid for, although it does restrict unearned windfall profits before 

the silent second mortgage has been forgiven.  The silent second mortgage is designed to 

limit unearned equity, but only for the first homeowner.  After the residency period and 

silent second mortgage has been forgiven, the owners are free to sell the home at the 

current market rate.   

Silent second mortgages are often successful in achieving an increase in 

homeownership opportunities, building a sense of community though owner-occupancy, 

eliminating the need for long-term subsidies and increasing employee recruitment and 

retention.   

 

Limited Equity Cooperative 

 The National Association of Housing Cooperatives (NAHC), a non-profit 

association of resident owned or controlled housing that includes cooperatives and 

mutual housing associations, states that, “a housing cooperative is formed when people 

join with each other on a democratic basis to own or control housing and/or related 

community facilities in which they live” (“Buying into a Housing Co-op,” n.d). 

 Before defining a limited-equity cooperative, it is necessary to clarify the 

characteristics of a (full-market) cooperative.  Cooperative residents purchase shares of a 
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corporation permitting them to live in a cooperative.  All residents jointly own the 

building and the land beneath.  The value of the cooperative and any of its property 

holdings reflect the increases in the market value.  Thus, when members sell their shares, 

they receive full market value.  When they sell shares, however, they are no longer 

eligible to reside in the cooperative.  

 The difference between a cooperative and a limited-equity cooperative is simply 

that restrictions are placed on the profit members receive when selling their shares of the 

corporation.  Resale restrictions are the method used in this ownership model to ensure 

affordability.  Although there are resale restrictions, members of limited-equity 

cooperatives are able to accumulate equity.  Usually, shares are sold for the principal, 

including a cost-of living increase.  Some resale restrictions may also allow for a 

percentage of the increased market value of the shares (“About NAHC and Co-ops,” n.d). 

 It is largely the allure of self-governance that compels people to live in 

cooperatives (Sazama, 2000).   The self-governing nature of cooperatives is evident in its 

organizational structure.  Cooperative members elect a board of directors to make policy 

decisions on their behalf.  In this way, residents partake in the operation of the 

corporation.   Concerning self-governance and the board of directors, there is only one 

difference between limited-equity cooperatives and full market cooperatives:  limited-

equity cooperatives usually have a board of directors that includes members of the 

community at large while the board of directors of a full-market cooperative normally 

includes only residents.  Including the larger community into the decision-making 
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process would be one avenue to achieve the University of Arizona’s desire to increase 

community cohesiveness. 

 Naturally, with any housing model, there are both strengths and weaknesses.  

Some of the most frequent problems associated with limited-equity cooperatives are poor 

governance and conflict among members (van Vliet, 1998).  It is expected that members 

have contrasting opinions regarding the management of their cooperative.  The 

democratic principle of one member, one vote inevitably results in disagreements.  

Because cooperative residents do not own individual units, they are only able to make 

improvements or changes with the board of directors’ permission.  Without control of 

their housing, many owners do not feel like owners.  The diluted ownership rights may 

result in a lack of incentive for maintenance and improvements, exactly the opposite of 

what the University’s desire to initiate neighborhood reinvestment.   On the other hand, a 

1972 study by the Urban Land Institute found that reductions in litter, vandalism and 

resident turnover are higher in cooperatives than other forms of affordable housing (van 

Vliet, 1998). 

 Pressure to convert a limited-equity cooperative to a full market one is a common 

weakness of affordable cooperatives.  Residents often witness surrounding housing prices 

escalate and want to profit from those market increases.  Therefore, many limited-equity 

cooperatives become full market cooperatives.  Members that purchased affordably 

discounted shares sell at full market value, earning a profit while previous owners were 

unable to do so and future members are unable to benefit from affordable housing.  Thus, 

long-term affordability is not always assured. 
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 Limited-equity cooperatives are not without their strengths.  Although it may 

appear that resident control is limited, residents do have more control than they would 

have in rental housing.  Residents experience the repercussions of their own actions and 

often take initiative to improve the property and their own unit more than they would in 

rentals (Sazama, 2000).   This is rooted in the one member, one vote philosophy, 

empowering residents far more than rental housing.  There are additional benefits of 

limited-equity cooperative housing:  lifetime occupancy potential; the ability to bequeath 

cooperative shares; and a private market solution that recycles affordability.   

 

Resale Restrictions 

 One method used to provide affordable housing through resale restrictions is the 

community land trust model.  The Institute for Community Economics (ICE) is a non-

profit organization that assists in establishing community land trust organizations and, 

once started, in capacity building through technical assistance, financial support and 

advocacy.  According to ICE, a community land trust is an organization “created to hold 

land for the benefit of the community and individuals within the community.  It is a 

democratically structured non-profit corporation, with an open membership and a board 

of trustees.  The community land trust acquires and holds land through purchase or 

donation with an intention to retain title in perpetuity, thus removing the land from the 

speculative market” (Institute for Community Economics, 1982).  This definition alone, 

however, is not sufficient to understand the community land trust model.  The factors 
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underlying the community land trust that must be understood are the structure of this dual 

ownership model. 

Community land trusts are a form of mixed ownership.  The method used to 

ensure affordability in the community land trust model is by separating the ownership of 

the land from the ownership of the improvements on the land.  While the land itself is not 

for sale, the community land trust sells the improvements, usually a home, to a qualifying 

individual or family.  Because the land is not typically sold for profit, community land 

trust land cannot be considered a marketable asset (Institute for Community Economics, 

2002).  The majority of community land trust residents are individuals or families 

residing in a single family home, although sometimes limited equity cooperatives, 

homeless shelters or low-income rental units are established to assist the diverse 

populations in need of affordable housing.   

A community land trust is a non-profit organization with open membership 

overseen by an elected board of trustees.  Representatives from local organizations and 

financial institutions, concerned local residents and residents of community land trust 

properties comprise its membership and its board of trustees.  Nonprofits are controlled 

by members.  Memberships can be open to anyone interested in participating or can be 

closed to include only certain community representatives.  Most universities that utilize 

the ground lease method of providing affordable housing do not have a large, member-

run organization.  Instead, many have elected to create a homeowners association (HOA) 

for resident representation.   
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The residents of community land trust property hold long-term or lifetime ground 

leases.  Leases are based on the “use value” not the “market value” of the land (Institute 

for Community Economics, 1982).  Although homeowners do not own the land because 

they hold long-term leases, they are obligated to pay any applicable property taxes.   The 

community land trust utilizes the funds from lease payments to acquire more land in an 

effort to assist more people seeking home ownership. 

When a community land trust home is for sale, the owner receives a fair return on 

their investment rather than substantial profits from shifting market conditions. Long-

term affordability is protected because all parties, prior to the home purchase, agree upon 

a predetermined resale formula, often found in the community land trust bylaws as well 

as the ground lease (Institute for Community Economics, 2002).   

Although the formula varies, the fundamental principles are the same.  Some 

resale formulas may return only the principal investment while others may also allow for 

inflation or improvements to the property.  Some resale restrictions even allow some 

profit, but prevent the most excessive gains.  Nevertheless, all community land trusts 

limit the equity as it relates to the increases in the market value of the home.  Residents 

cannot profit from the sale of their home as they could if they had purchased a home with 

traditional financing.  The resale formula is how the community land trust ensures 

affordability.  To have the authority to control the resale price, the community land trust 

maintains ownership of the land (Institute for Community Economics, 1982).    

The method used in community land trusts to ensure affordability, separating 

ownership of the land the improvements, is absent in traditional housing models.  This 
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allows many to afford a home they could not otherwise.  Because land is estimated to 

increase the value of a house 20-25 percent, retaining title to the land removes it from the 

speculative market and development pressures (Sofier, 1990; Abromowitz, 2000).   

Separating the land and its improvements, therefore, places homeownership in reach for 

many that could not have purchased a home through traditional financing.    

Although community land trusts and limited-equity cooperatives are similar in 

their social commitments, they differ in the method used to control affordability.  

Cooperative land holdings are usually limited to one or several buildings that are solely 

residential. Community land trust land, as previously discussed, can be used in a variety 

of ways for a variety of uses.  These two housing models can work together; limited-

equity cooperatives are sometimes located on community land trust property.   

Community land trusts preserve present and future affordability.  Because 

community land trust homes remain affordable, subsidies are recycled.  Investments in 

more community land trust property or other forms of affordable housing or community 

based initiatives are possible because the funding invested in creating an affordable home 

is not lost when a homeowner sells. 

An additional benefit is the reduction in the absentee ownership because 

community land trust residents are required to live in their home for the majority of the 

year. Community land trust organizations often assist with any financial or other 

difficulties that may arise to ensure that homeowners remain in their home.  This 

demonstrates the commitment community land trusts have in the homeowners and the 

surrounding neighborhoods.  
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There are also drawbacks of the community land trust model. Residents have 

monthly payments on ground leases.  Except for maintenance, insurance and property 

taxes, traditional homeowners do not continue to make payments once their mortgage has 

been paid off entirely.  Community land trust residents, on the other hand, will always 

pay rent on the land.  In addition to the ground lease, community land trust residents pay 

property taxes on land they do not own.   

The inherent freedom of traditional homeownership is limited in community land 

trust ownership; a homeowner must consult with the community land trust organization 

before making modifications or additions to his home.  Like limited-equity cooperatives, 

reducing the freedom of homeownership may result in owners feeling like renters. 

 Because a nonprofit organization retains control of the land, the community land 

trust model protects long-term affordability.   Additionally, homeowners are required to 

reside in their homes, greatly reducing the likelihood that neighborhoods would these 

homes would be occupied by renters.  Meanwhile, as owners, home maintenance and 

neighborhood involvement would increase.   

 Ground lease restrictions utilized in the community land trust model are typically 

effective in ensuring that the resale restrictions are enforced.  There is typically a 

continuing relationship with the homebuyer; as part of a binding agreement between two 

parties, the landowner is in a position to ensure that resale restrictions are enforced 

(Institute for Community Economics, 2002).   

 Another method to providing affordable housing through resale limitations is 

simply including restrictions in the deed.  Instead of maintaining affordability through 
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resale restrictions that are based on the separation of the ownership of the land and 

improvements on the land, resale restrictions can be included in the deed that limits the 

future selling price of a home.     

Because the cost of land is one factor that increases housing prices, removing the 

cost of land from the purchase price is often how homes are often made affordable.  For 

organizations that already own unused land, homes and the underlying land can be sold 

for the cost of construction.  One reason to separate the ownership of land and its 

improvements is to have enforceable resale restrictions.  Deed restrictions also 

accomplish this objective.   

Because deed restrictions and community land trusts are so similar, they have 

similar positive and negative aspects.  Like community land trusts, deed restrictions 

recycle affordability for future homeowners, reduce absentee ownerships because 

homeowners are typically required reside in the home for the majority of the year, and 

limit excessive gains from increases in the real estate market.  The negative aspects of 

community land trusts and deed restrictions are also similar.  The freedom of traditional 

homeownership is absent; residents must have approval before making improvements to 

their home.  Additionally, homeowners often feel like renters because they do not have 

full control over their own property.  The principal difference between community land 

trusts and deed restrictions is the ground lease.  Deed restrictions do not require that 

homeowners pay rent on land they do not own. 

There are some negative aspects of deed restrictions that are not present in the 

community land trust model.    The primary issue with deed restrictions is that they are 

 



 64

difficult to monitor.  Without active monitoring by a nonprofit agency or other entity, 

future homebuyers may not be aware of the deed restriction, even after a thorough title 

search.  It is also possible that the home could be purchased by someone who is cognizant 

of the restrictions but believes that it is unlikely anyone is monitoring future home sales 

(Institute for Community Economics, 2002).   

Community land trusts and deed restrictions use similar resale restrictions to 

guarantee future affordability.  It is possible to limit resale prices to the amount of the 

original purchase price.  However, many organizations allow for increases, based on 

increases in the market, inflation or homeowner improvements.  Four of the most typical 

resale restrictions are:  itemized formulas, appraisal-based formulas, indexed formulas 

and mortgage-based formulas.   

 Itemized formulas permit home resale prices to be increased to reflect homeowner 

improvements and inflation.  Appraisal-based formulas allow homeowners to receive a 

percentage of the increased market value of the home, as determined by market 

appraisals.  Indexed formulas permit homeowners to receive increases in the market 

based on an index, often the area median income or the Consumer Price Index.  Finally, 

mortgage-based formulas are set based on what is considered affordable for a family at a 

specific time (including principal, interest, taxes and insurance) (Institute for Community 

Economics, 2002). 

 

 

 

 



 65

Shared Ownership 

The shared ownership affordable housing model, commonly used in United 

Kingdom and Ireland yet virtually unknown in the United States, is exactly what it 

sounds like:  a homeowner purchases a portion of a home and a nonprofit owns the 

remaining portion.  The homeowner also pays a reduced rent on the unpurchased share.  

Gradually, the homeowner may purchase a larger share until the home is owned outright.   

Typically, the homeowner’s initial purchase is 50 percent; the remainder is financed by a 

non-profit housing association.  The homeowner finances their share however they see fit 

while the non-profit retains ownership of the remaining portion of the property.  The 

homeowner then pays rent on the remaining share.  Rent is below market rate because the 

owner is responsible for all utilities, maintenance costs and property taxes. 

Although homeowners typically purchase 50 percent of a home, this percentage 

can vary between 25-75 percent.  The system in Ireland allows homeowners to purchase 

percentages in increments of 12.5 percent; in the United Kingdom the initial purchase is 

usually limited to increments of 25 percent (“Have You Heard About Shared 

Ownership?” 2004; “Your Key to Affording,” 2005).  Naturally, the greater percentage 

the owner purchases, the lower the rent is on the remaining share.  

The unique aspect of this housing model is that a homeowner can purchase a 

larger portion of the property when he or she is financially able to do so.  This purchase 

of additional equity is called staircasing.  Similarly, the owner can sell portions back to 

the housing association if he or she experiences unforeseen financial difficulties.  
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The Northern Ireland Co-Ownership Housing Association Limited (NICHA), also 

known as Co-Ownership Housing, is a non-profit housing association overseen and 

partially funded by the Northern Ireland Department for Social Development (“Your Key 

to Affording,” 2005) and appears to be the most active housing association promoting 

shared ownership housing.  NICHA reported in June 2004 that average home prices in 

Northern Ireland were ₤106,574 ($204,248).  Those who purchased homes through 

conventional mortgages in Northern Ireland had an average weekly income of ₤620 

($1,190).  However those utilizing the shared ownership model to purchase a home 

earned an average of ₤317 ($609) weekly.  NICHA reports an average of ₤16,250 

($31,032) in equity that homeowners would not have accrued as renters (“Annual Reports 

& Accounts,” 2004). 

Participants in shared ownership housing have a goal of eventually owning their 

home outright.  In fact, NICHA estimates that 75 percent of all shared ownership 

participants’ eventually staircase to increased equity in their home.  The organization also 

boasts that in 2003, 801 homes were purchased with the assistance of the shared 

ownership model and 621 homeowners staircased to a higher level of homeownership.  

They also estimate that 15 percent of their total client base fully staircase annually, 

meaning they purchase their home outright (“Co-Ownership’s Strategic Housing Role,” 

2005).   

Due to the success the shared ownership program, NICHA reports that they have 

returned more to the Department of Social Development than was allocated to them.  In 

the 2003-2004 fiscal year, NICHA reports retuning 20 percent more than they received; 
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₤7.9 million was received and ₤10.2 million was returned.  This, they claim, increases 

funds to combat other pressing housing issues, such as homelessness and the construction 

of rental housing (“Annual Reports & Accounts,” 2004).  

In the United Kingdom, the Housing Corporation oversees non-profit housing 

associations that administer funds for shared ownership assistance.  However, it is 

unclear if housing associations or the Housing Corporation have a board of directors or 

any other avenue for the program participants and other interested parties to achieve 

representation.  NICHA, on the other hand, is a non-profit housing association overseen 

by the Department of Social Development.  NICHA has a Board of Management that is 

comprised of a Chair and fourteen additional members.  Although NICHA does state that 

the Board represents a broad range of interests, the members appear to be financial 

executives and experts in the housing industry but not citizens at large, program 

participants or graduates of the shared ownership program. 

Some of the benefits touted by housing experts in Northern Ireland include:  

promoting social justice through financial inclusion; supporting community 

revitalization; developing more balanced communities; addressing the shortfall of new 

housing; and improving housing options (“Your Key to Affording,” 2005).  These 

benefits are similar to those of silent second mortgages, limited-equity cooperatives and 

community land trusts.   
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Discussion 

 Achieving and maintaining affordability over the long-term is a top priority of a 

potential University of Arizona employer assisted housing program.  Silent second 

mortgages preserve affordability for the current homebuyer.  However, after the loan is 

forgiven, the homeowner is able to sell the property for the market rate, thus eliminating 

affordability for future homebuyers.  

Similarly, the shared ownership model does not assure continued affordability if 

the homeowner is able to purchase the home outright.  Although future affordability 

cannot be guaranteed, the shared ownership affordable housing model subsidies are 

continually recycled.  The housing association returns funds from the interest and rental 

payments into other affordable housing initiatives.   

There are legal considerations to modifying the shared ownership scheme.  For 

example, restricting the percentage that a shared owner can eventually own may grant the 

nonprofit that owns the remaining share authority to place restrictions of the resale of the 

home, as in the community land trust model.  However, without case studies in the 

United States, it is difficult to determine if this would be a viable option for the 

University of Arizona.  This affordable homeownership model would likely be more 

appropriate as part of an overarching housing benefits program.  The University of 

Arizona could purchase homes in surrounding neighborhoods and sell them to qualified 

employees.  Because the initial investment is recycled for future homeowners, there 

would be little need for future subsidy.  However, the University is interested in 

constructing housing on land it currently owns and maintaining the affordability of those 
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units.  Under shared ownership, those homes would not necessarily remain affordable.  

Thus, this homeownership model does not adequately meet the objectives outlined by the 

University of Arizona.   

Because silent second mortgages and shared ownership models do not guarantee 

affordability, the University of Arizona’s primary goal of an employer assisted housing 

program, they will not be included in further discussion of the most appropriate method 

for implementing a program. 

Both limited equity cooperatives and resale restrictions ensure future home 

affordability.   Community land trusts accomplish this through mixed ownership; the 

homeowner owns the improvements on the land while an organization retains ownership 

of the land through a long-term ground lease while deed restrictions use enforceable 

resale limitations to maintain affordability.  Limited equity cooperatives retain control 

through by-laws establishing control over the financial gains made from the sale of 

cooperative shares.  However, there appears to be some risk in limited equity 

cooperatives converting to full market ones, defeating future affordability.  

 Resale restrictions and limited equity cooperative model both provide 

homeownership opportunities.  By providing homeownership opportunities, both 

methods build a sense of community because homeowners are more likely to invest in 

their property and thus, the community.  Critics of limited equity cooperatives and resale 

restrictions, however, argue that owners may not have the sense of homeownership that 

traditional homeowners have, possibly reducing the potential for community-building and 

involvement.   Yet, to control windfall profits, however, a mechanism must be in place to 
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ensure affordability.  This is often done at the expense of providing traditional property 

rights to non-traditional housing models.   

Another goal outlined by the University of Arizona is ensuring that there is no 

long-term subsidy required to implement a program.  Neither limited-equity cooperatives 

nor resale restrictions require additional subsidies after land acquisition and/or 

construction costs.  As with any program, administrative costs would be required.   

It is important for a housing assistance program to be easily understood by its 

users.  The benefit of resale restrictions is that they are well know; there are many 

employers, both universities and others, that have initiated an employer sponsored 

housing program that utilize this method within a variety of frameworks.  Because all the 

housing programs offered by universities that focus on retaining affordability by 

implementing resale restrictions that limit equity use resale restrictions, there are many 

examples of programs for emulation.  This is a well-known method that potential 

beneficiaries have possibly heard of and could easily research.    

Also important to the University of Arizona is increasing recruitment and 

retention.  Thus far, no university using the limited equity cooperative model as a 

mechanism to provide affordable housing has been found.  Therefore, it is impossible to 

determine the effect a housing assistance program utilizing this model would have on 

recruitment or retention efforts.  However, there are numerous universities offering 

programs that use some form of resale restrictions  
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Given the objectives delineated by the University of Arizona, implementing resale 

restrictions is the most appropriate method to administer an employer assisted housing 

program.   
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CHAPTER V 
CASE STUDIES 

 

University of Arizona 

The benefits of employer assisted housing have attracted the attention of the 

University of Arizona.  Recognizing the obstacles many working individuals and families 

face in securing affordable housing near their workplace, the University is considering a 

program that would offer employees University-constructed housing either on land it 

already owns or nearby land purchased for this purpose.   

There are several reasons for its interest in such a program that reflect the goals 

presented in Chapter IV:  the belief that homes near the University are unaffordable for 

many junior faculty and staff; the need to collaborate with local neighborhoods to offset 

some of the issues associated with the predominately student renter population through 

the utilization of University-owned property near campus for employee ownership 

housing; boost employee recruitment and retention rates to maintain and advance its 

status as a respected research institution; and reduce traffic congestion near the 

University as well as decrease the perpetual need for additional parking facilities by 

providing housing within walking distance to campus (J. Gutierrez, personal 

communication, September 22, 2005). 

 Adding to the existing supply of housing available to employees is commonly 

referred to as supply side or “bricks and mortar” housing assistance.  Adding to the 

existing housing supply entails a greater financial obligation than affordable housing 

mechanisms that provide assistance in purchasing already existing housing stock.  The 
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increased cost and complexity of constructing homes translates to fewer businesses and 

institutions utilizing this method (Pill, 2000).  Although less ubiquitous than programs 

aimed at assisting employees to purchase already existing homes, supply side housing is 

the method currently being considered at the University of Arizona to provide housing 

benefits to employees.    

Constructing homes provides the University an avenue to ensure that homes 

remain affordable for future employees, recycling housing assistance benefits.  However, 

employees may be required to make certain concessions to ensure the continued 

affordability.  Methods used by other universities to provide bricks and mortar housing 

assistance and the program restrictions are reviewed in this chapter. 

An additional factor that prompted the consideration of an employer assisted 

housing program is high renter-occupancy rates in neighborhoods surrounding the 

University of Arizona.  These neighborhoods house large student populations in rental 

units.  Absentee landlords also present a problem to neighborhoods; they frequently 

contribute to the disinvestment of these renter-occupied neighborhoods.   These issues 

often present a dilemma for homeowners seeking to reinvigorate their neighborhood. 

The University of Arizona owns property in two adjacent neighborhoods housing 

a high percentage of renters:  the Rincon Heights and the North University 

neighborhoods.  The renter occupancy rates of these neighborhoods are 85.39 percent and 

92.34 percent respectively.  To prevent the expansion of educational facilities into the 

Rincon Heights Neighborhood, the Rincon Heights Neighborhood Association, the 

University of Arizona and the City of Tucson entered into a Memorandum of 
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Understanding.  This agreement detailed the University’s expansion boundaries for 

educational and related facilities and guidelines to mitigate the impacts of development 

on the neighborhood (“Memorandum of Understanding,” n.d).   

The University of Arizona is also interested in maintaining and improving its 

status as a top ranked research university.  Attracting and retaining the most talented and 

dedicated professors and researchers is essential.  However, surrounding neighborhoods 

in decline may reduce a university’s ability to recruit not only faculty and staff, but also 

students (Cortes, 2004).  Thus, constructing affordable owner-occupied housing in 

declining areas as part of a revitalization strategy would likely increase recruitment of 

faculty interested in residing in the affordable housing as well as overall recruitment 

efforts.   

It is the University of Arizona’s contention that constructing employer assisted 

housing in the Rincon Heights and North University neighborhoods (and possibly other 

locations) in addition to curbing the University’s outward expansion are two avenues to 

achieve a positive relationship with the Tucson community and revitalize surrounding 

neighborhoods.  Furthermore, this method would make use of excess and underutilized 

University-owned property.  These goals are interconnected.  Providing affordable 

homeownership to employees that are either unable to purchase homes close to their 

workplace or at all is the primary objective.  Enhancing the University’s relationship with 

surrounding neighborhoods and assisting in their efforts to revitalize these neighborhoods 

through owner-occupy is directly related to a primary goal of supplying affordable 

ownership housing opportunities.  Additionally, because new homeowners would live 
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within walking or biking distance (or have access to the University shuttle), the need for 

parking facilities may be reduced.   

This chapter contains information on programs that supply housing to employees.  

Three of the programs presented are located in California, where significant increases in 

home prices have caused many universities to implement a bricks and mortar housing 

program, primarily to recruit new faculty.  The remaining case studies are located in 

different regions in the country and were established for a variety of reasons.  These 

reasons, as well as program priorities, restrictions, partnerships and efforts to involve the 

local community in the program planning are reviewed in this chapter.  Although not all 

programs focus on affordable housing for employees, information can be gleaned from 

their program procedures that would assist the University of Arizona in implementing a 

clearly understood housing program. 

 

Overview of Case Study Programs  

California State University Monterrey Bay (CSUMB) was the first university 

within the California State University system to construct an employee for-sale housing 

community.  CSUMB Employee Housing, Inc. was created to oversee the housing 

project.  In 1998, the former site of military housing at Ford Ord became housing for 

University employees.  Located two miles from campus, the newly renovated employee 

housing community includes 66 two and three bedroom single-family detached homes 

and townhouses.   
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 There is currently a waiting list of approximately 120 families.  Additional 

housing is planned to accommodate the increasing demand.  A new mixed-use project, 

called the North Campus Housing Project, is currently in the planning stages.  Upon 

completion, the community will contain a total of 492 units; 317 for-sale houses and 175 

rental units on 87 acres.  In addition to providing affordable housing in an unaffordable 

region, there has been an emphasis on creating an attractive mixed-use, pedestrian and 

bicycle-friendly environment (“News and Media Information,” n.d; “North Campus 

Housing Project Progressing,” 2006; A. Heinrich, personal communication, March 

30, 2006).   

The employer assisted housing program at California State University Channel 

Islands (CSUCI), University Glen, is a residential community comprised of single-family 

homes, townhouses and apartments designed exclusively for the faculty, staff and 

educational partners and allies. The first phase of construction offered 36 single-family 

homes that sold for $225,000 to $307,000, approximately 65 percent of the market value.  

There were also 78 townhouses that started at $166,000.  The development will 

eventually offer 900 housing units.  A mixed-use town center complete with a bookstore, 

fitness facility, a general store, restaurants and offices also offers 58 second and third 

floor apartments renting for approximately ten percent less than the market rental rate.  

University Glen will also be home to an elementary school, green space and pedestrian 

and bicycle paths.  (“University Glen Residents Settle In,” 2003).   

University Glen is also a revenue source for CSUCI. In addition to providing 

housing for University faculty, staff and educational partners and allies, University Glen 

 

https://www.email.arizona.edu/horde/imp/message.php?index=3668
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also generates funds that will be invested into other University programs and additional 

campus construction and renovation (“University Glen Residents Settle In,” 2003).   

The program at California Polytechnic State University San Luis Obispo (Cal 

Poly) was modeled after those already in existence, such as the program at the California 

State University Channel Islands.  Construction on the new faculty and staff community, 

Bella Montaña, began in April 2005.  Bella Montaña is a 69-home development on 5.3 

acres of land that the University already owned within walking distance to campus.  All 

the housing units in Bella Montaña are attached condominiums in 21 complexes. 

Dartmouth College, located in Hanover, New Hampshire, began an employer 

assisted housing program in the early 1990s that provides affordable homeownership 

opportunities for faculty and staff.  The community, known as Grasse Road, has 

approximately 92 single-family homes located two miles from campus.  An additional 

140 units, both single-family homes and townhouses, are currently in the planning stages.   

Wiggins Creek is a community developed by the University of the South, located 

in Sewanee, Tennessee, after a land use study suggested the development of an employee 

housing program.  Eighty acres of the campus has been designated for employee housing.  

Wiggins Creek, hilly and heavily forested, is designed to accommodate 60 to 80 homes.  

An overall density of 2.06 homes per acre has left 60 percent of the area as open space.   

Six detached homes surrounding a common green were built during the first phase of 

development in 1995.  Additional homes are under construction (Bady, 2001; B. 

Schlichting, personal communication, March 23, 2006). 

 

https://www.email.arizona.edu/horde/imp/message.php?index=3585
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The University of Minnesota Twin Cities has offered homeownership 

opportunities to its faculty and staff since the 1920s.  Land near the University was 

developed into housing for faculty and staff as part of an effort to recruit and retain 

faculty.  Today, there are 103 single-family homes that are located within a ten-minute 

walk to campus (“University Grove:  A University of Minnesota Neighborhood,” 2005).    

 

Factors Contributing to Program Implementation 

 Recent interest in constructing employee housing has been primarily in 

California.  San José State University commissioned a study to analyze the affordability 

gap in this notoriously expensive area.  The study confirmed that households earning 

under $100,000 annually needed assistance in purchasing a home.  The study, completed 

in 2000, lead to the development of a program that offers such benefits as closing cost 

assistance and downpayment grants.  However, homes constructed for homeownership 

for faculty and staff, an alternative included in the study, has not begun (Bidderson Hier, 

2000).  Similar studies have been conducted for San Diego State University, California 

Polytechnic State University Pomona and California State University Sacramento.  

Like the San José area, the City of San Luis Obispo, home of California 

Polytechnic State University, has experienced increasing home prices in recent years.  In 

2000, there was a .3 percent vacancy rate while new homes sold for over $400,000.  

Currently, the median selling price of homes in the City of San Luis Obispo is $534,930.  

Due to the tight housing market, the University could not rely on the outside market to 

provide affordable housing (Caldwell & Anderson Strickler, 2000).   
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In addition to escalating home prices, Cal Poly anticipates hiring an additional 

fifty new faculty and staff members each year (between 2002 and 2007) to replace those 

that are retiring or relocating to other areas.  Further complicating the lack of affordable 

housing is the tight job market for employees’ spouses.  All of these factors have 

contributed to the University’s recruitment and retention challenges (“Members to 

Chamber,” 2002). 

Not only is Cal Poly concerned about the lack of affordable housing in San Luis 

Obispo, the local Chamber of Commerce conducted a housing affordability survey of its 

members in 2002.  Respondents indicated overwhelmingly that the Chamber should be 

more involved in expanding employer assisted housing programs.  Over half of the 

respondents felt that the lack of affordable housing in the area affects the future of 

businesses in San Luis Obispo (“Members to Chamber,” 2002). After conducting a 

housing survey of faculty and staff, Cal Poly responded to increased concerns about the 

high cost of housing by implementing an employer assisted housing program that places 

newly hired faculty as the highest priority to receive the condominiums constructed for 

employees.  The University President, Warren J. Baker, stated, “Our recruiting efforts 

have increasingly been hampered by high costs in the local housing market.  We know 

that young faculty with families find it particularly difficult to come to Cal Poly.  This 

project will allow us to attract and retain the highest caliber faculty and staff and is the 

first step in helping the housing needs of our faculty and staff” (qtd. in “Cal Poly Begins 

Construction,” 2005). 
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Dartmouth College, California State University Monterrey Bay and Channel 

Islands, like Cal Poly San Luis Obispo, were experiencing high housing costs that were 

affecting their recruitment and retention efforts.  Affordable housing programs for these 

universities were the response to escalating housing prices that forced many employees 

out of the housing market completely and others to commute long distances from a more 

affordable area.  These factors led to the implementation of their housing programs (S. 

Weider, personal communication, March 23, 2006; A. Larson, personal communication, 

March 20, 2006; A. Heinrich, personal communication, March 20, 2006; C. Cory, 

personal communication, March 23, 2006).   

 The University of the South, located in Sewanee, Tennessee, faced a completely 

different faculty and staff recruitment and retention challenge than universities in 

California.  With limited housing choices in the small town with 2,500 year-round 

residents, the University determined that additional home ownership and rental 

opportunities were needed to attract and retain a high caliber of faculty.  To increase the 

number of quality professors by adding housing to its benefits package, the University 

began its employer assisted housing program by designating eighty acres of its campus to 

the new employee community, Wiggins Creek.  A new community, Parson’s Green, is 

currently in the planning stages.  This new program will have 18 lots and offer three or 

four different house plans, with a mix of townhouses and single-family homes.   

 Like many universities, the University of Minnesota Twin Cities implemented a 

housing program to recruit new faculty.  As a pioneering program, established in the late 

1920s, it appears to be one of the first universities to utilize the ground lease method of 
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providing housing for employees.  Instead of focusing on affordability, however, the 

program focused on unique and varied architecture and establishing a close community of 

University of Minnesota employees (S. Carlson-Weinburg, personal communication, 

March 23, 2006). 

 

Priority System   

 Some universities, especially those located in expensive housing markets, have 

devised priority systems that allocate housing units for targeted recipients.  The priority 

systems reflect the university’s priorities, primary focused on recruitment and retention.  

The priority processes are discussed in this section. 

A priority list was established to provide housing opportunities to those 

employees Cal Poly felt were the most difficult to recruit or retain.  As Table 3.1 

indicates, recently hired faculty is given the greatest priority for the newly constructed 

Bella Montaña employee housing.  However, the University President has the authority to 

allocate housing for University interests prior to the selection process.  The second 

priority is Primary Retention employees4.  Of all Cal Poly employees, those with the 

lowest levels of priority are employees with one year appointments and those that already 

own property in the area.   

 

 

                                                 
4 A Primary Retention Employee is an employee whose appointment effective date is within three years or 
less of the current fiscal year or is designated annually by the Cal Poly Housing Corporation, and is no 
longer considered a New Recruit. 
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Table 3.1:  Bella Montaña Priority Groups 
Priority Groups 

 Faculty Management Staff Lecturer/Coach 
New Recruit 1st Priority 3rd Priority 5th Priority 7th Priority 

Primary Retention 2nd Priority 4th Priority 6th Priority 8th Priority 

Other Cal Poly Employee 9th Priority 10th Priority 11th Priority 12th Priority 

Cal Poly Employee One 
Year Appointments 13th Priority 14th Priority 15th Priority 16th Priority 

Cal Poly Employees with 
real property in San Luis 
Obispo and Santa 
Barbara Counties 

17th Priority 18th Priority 19th Priority 20th Priority 

Source: “Bella Montana Faculty Staff Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006 
 

 

Cal Poly included employees of local school districts and local government in the 

priority list, as seen in Table 3.2.  Other California State University employees are 

eligible, followed by the general public.   

 

Table 3.2:  Bella Montaña Back-Up Priority Groups 
Back-up Market Priority Groups 

Public Education 
Institution within San 
Luis Obispo County 

Public Agency 
Employee within San 
Luis Obispo County 

Other CSU and CSU 
Auxiliary Employee  General Public 

21st Priority 22nd Priority 23rd Priority 24th Priority 
Source: “Bella Montana Faculty Staff Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006 

 

Presented in Table 3.3 is the number of housing units allocated to each selection 

group.  Newly hired faculty is the top priority of all employee groups.  Priority Group 1 is 

also allocated the largest number of housing units; 28 of the 69 available units are 

reserved exclusively for this group, accounting for 41 percent of all units.  Because the 

President can designate housing prior to the selection process, the actual number of 

available housing units could vary. 
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There are seven condominiums allocated in Selection Group B and Group E 

because there are seven colleges within the University.  Each college, at the recruitment 

stage for each academic year, is allocated one housing unit for newly recruited faculty.  

Each college can select which new faculty member it would like to receive housing or 

defer to the Cal Poly Housing Corporation, a tax-exempt non-profit organization, to make 

the final decision.  Colleges often do not want to decide which incoming faculty member 

will receive housing to avoid displays of favoritism.  However, a college can choose to 

make the decision if, for instance, only one newly recruited faculty member states that he 

or she will only accept the position if housing is included in the offer of employment (J. 

Reinhart, personal communication, March 24, 2006). 

Because Bella Montaña was in the planning stages for several years, the Cal Poly 

Housing Corporation included those faculty members who were recruited during its 

planning into the priority process.  These faculty members are known as Primary 

Retention Employees and are allocated housing in Group Selection A, D and F.  The 

appointment effective date indicates which faculty members are eligible during each 

Selection Group. 

According to James Reinhart, Managing Director of the Cal Poly Housing 

Corporation, the University is expected to recruit, on average, 50 new faculty members 

each year.  This year, there are 21 housing units available for new faculty; next year there 

will be 20 units.  He estimates that this will likely meet the demand of new faculty, as 

some may have already secured housing or may not wish to purchase at Bella Montaña.  

To ensure that future demand is met after all Bella Montaña housing units have been 
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allocated, the University has begun preliminary work for an additional employee 

community.  An environmental impact report for this project has been completed for a 

site that would contain 50 single-family homes and duplexes (personal communication, 

March 24, 2006). 

 

Table 3.3:  Bella Montaña Allocation of Homes 
Selection 

Group No. 
Applicable 

Homes 
Application 
Due Dates 

Priority Group 
Applicants (per Table 

3.1) 

No. of 
Homes 

Allocated 

A Phases 1 & 2 4/20/06 
2-16 

Appointments effective  
7/1/01 to 4/30/06 

18 

B Phases 1 & 2 5/11/06 

1 
(college selection) 

Appointments effective  
4/1/06 to 6/30/07 

7 

C Phases 1 & 2 5/11/06 
1 

Appointment effective  
4/1/06 to 6/30/07 

14 

D Phase 3 4/5/07 
2-8 

Appointments effective  
7/1/02 to 6/30/07 

10 

E Phase 3 5/10/07 

1 
(college selection) 

Appointment effective 
7/1/07 to 6/30/08 

7 

F Phase 3 5/10/07 

1-20 
Group 1 Appointments 

effective 7/1/07 to 6/30/08 
Groups 2-20 

Appointments 
effective 7/1/02 to 6/30/07 

13 

Source: “Bella Montana Faculty Staff Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006 
 

If there are more applicants than available homes within a priority group, the Cal 

Poly Housing Corporation will use a lottery system to select applicants for 

homeownership.  Employees that are not chosen to purchase a condominium during one 

selection process can elect to participate in subsequent selection processes.  Applicants 
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remain on the waiting list until the next selection process has been conducted and until all 

condominiums have been sold.   Because condominiums are assigned to applicants based 

on preferences regarding floor plans and location as indicated on the initial application, 

those with greater flexibility are more likely to be offered the option to purchase a 

condominium when one becomes available.  

Table 3.4 indicates the priority group categorization for the housing community, 

University Glen, at California State University Channel Islands.  The primary target 

groups for University Glen housing is determined by the University President.   His 

current focus is providing affordable housing for new faculty recruitments.  Following 

those priorities deemed important by the University President, faculty and higher level 

management are given precedence.  To date, housing at University Glen has not been 

sold to anyone beyond the fourth priority group: faculty from other California State 

University campuses, graduates of any California State University or the general public 

(C. Cory, personal communication, March 23 2006).   

 
Table 3.4:  University Glen Priority Groups 

1 University President Selection 

2 Tenure-track faculty, tenured faculty and higher level management level 
personnel 

3 Full-time CSUCI staff  
4 Educational Allies, Educational Partners and Military Partners5

5 Tenure-track faculty, tenured faculty and full-time staff from any other 
California State University campus 

6 Graduates of any California State University campus 
7 General public 

Source:  “Questions & Answers,” 2004 

                                                 
5 Educational Allies are the local unified school district; Educational Partners are local community colleges; 
Military Partners are officers and married active duty personnel.  In effort to discourage University Glen 
from becoming de facto military housing, active duty personnel must be married (Cory 2006). 
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Dartmouth College had initially determined that new, tenure-track faculty should 

receive the greatest priority in receiving employee housing at Grasse Road.  However, 

some tenured faculty members felt overlooked by the program’s priorities. As a result, 

the program’s priorities were modified to include tenured faculty and top level 

administrators.  University staff then echoed the concerns that were voiced by tenured 

faculty.  Eventually, the program’s priority process was changed to be based on a first 

come, first serve basis (S. Weider, personal communication, March 21, 2006).   

Currently, homes at Grasse Road are only available for resale.  If more than one 

application is received for the same home within three days of an open house, a priority 

process is used to select an applicant.  Susan Weider, Housing Programs Manager in the 

Office of Real Estate at Dartmouth College stated that the three day policy prevented 

applicants from rushing to submit an application.  Some employees would submit their 

application prior to the open house or give it to a Dartmouth representative when he or 

she arrived to prepare for the open house (S. Weider, personal communication, March 21, 

2006).   

Current homeowners at Grasse Road wishing to purchase a larger home within the 

Grasse Road community are given priority because the resale restrictions often make it 

difficult for an employee to purchase a home at its full market value when he or she 

already owns a home at Grasse Road.  This is one way Dartmouth College can assist 

employees that need a larger home to accommodate a growing family (S. Weider 

personal communication, March 21, 2006; “Dartmouth College,” n.d).    
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Following current residents, the next priority group includes employees that have 

not owned a residence in the local school district within the previous year.  The next level 

of priority is based on the longevity of employment at Dartmouth College.  The general 

public can also purchase homes at Grasse Road if there is not sufficient interest from 

within the Dartmouth College community (“Dartmouth College,” n.d). 

Exceptions can be made to priority process.  Recommendations for exceptions can 

be made to the Housing Committee, a group that includes the Provost, the Dean of the 

College, the Dean of Faculty, the Human Resources Director and the Real Estate Office 

Director.  The Housing Committee is comprised of diverse interests to ensure equal 

representation amongst departments.  Exceptions can only be made for homes that have 

not been marketed (S. Weider, personal communication, March 21, 2006).   

All housing units at the California State University Monterrey Bay (CSUMB) 

employee housing community, CEHI, were sold during or soon after construction was 

completed.  There are currently 120 applicants on the waiting list.  In the event of a 

resale, the first applicant on the waiting list is offered the home unless the University 

President requests that another applicant be given preference (often newly recruited 

faculty).  If the first applicant on the waiting list has made other arrangements or is no 

longer interested, the second applicant on the waiting list is contacted.  This process 

continues until the property is sold.  Many employees have been on the waiting list since 

the program’s first phase of development in 1998 (A. Larson, personal communication, 

March 20, 2006).   
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Because the demand for affordable housing is so great, CSUMB has begun 

planning an additional employer assisted housing program, North Campus.  Arthur 

Heinrich, Project Director for North Campus, believes that although the University has 

not set aside homes for new recruitment specifically, it may do so in the future.  

Currently, there is a waiting list for North Campus housing; housing will be allocated on 

a first-come first-serve basis (A. Heinrich, personal communication, March 20, 2006).

Neither the University of Minnesota Twin Cities nor the University of the South 

have implemented programs whose primary objective is to provide affordable employee 

housing.  Both Universities have housing programs using the ground lease method.  

However, these programs have few resale restrictions in place that limit profits from 

increases in the real estate market. The priority of these programs is simply selling homes 

to university employees prior to the general public.  The resale limitations at the 

University of Minnesota are slightly more restrictive than the program at the University 

of the South.  The University of Minnesota had initially offered housing to faculty and 

top level administrators exclusively.  Now the homes in University Grove are chiefly 

owned by employees of any level.  Exceptions based on medical or financial hardships 

can be allowed, permitting the homeowner to sell a University Grove home to the general 

public (S. Carlson-Weinburg, personal communication, March 23, 2006).  The University 

of the South markets for-sale homes to University employees before the general public 

but has not implemented a hierarchy of employees that are given priority (B. Schlichting, 

personal communication, March 23, 2006).   
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Administering Affordable Housing 

 The primary objective of all the programs presented in this chapter is to provide 

housing for employees.  Each university has utilized different methods of administering 

housing benefits.   Methods used to mange faculty and staff housing are reviewed in this 

section.   

The California State University Trustees provided a 99-year lease to the Cal Poly 

Housing Corporation; the Cal Poly Housing Corporation subsequently subleases the land 

to Bella Montaña homeowners.  Thus, homeowners have a 99-year sublease minus the 

time between the Trustees lease and the homeowner’s purchase.  Because the planning, 

litigation and construction of Bella Montaña was somewhat lengthy, most homeowner 

subleases are for approximately 96 years.  The annual sublease ground rent, subject to 

adjustment every five years, pays for monitoring homeowner eligibility and other 

administrative expenses incurred by the Cal Poly Housing Corporation.  Because the Cal 

Poly Housing Corporation does not retain staff whose duties are solely for faculty and 

staff housing support and oversight, the ground rent does not cover salary expenses (J. 

Reinhart, personal communication, March 24, 2006).    

There are restrictions to living in housing provided by Cal Poly.  Owners must 

occupy the home as their principal residence.  Cal Poly also specifies that co-owners 

must both be legally obligated on the home loan.  Non-employee co-owners may only 

own up to a combined ownership interest of 50 percent.  Employee homeowners are also 

required to submit annual verification of their continued eligibility (“Bella Montana 

Faculty Staff Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006).   
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The Cal Poly Housing Corporation has the option to repurchase a home under 

specific situations, known as a Repurchase Option.  The Cal Poly Housing Corporation 

has the authority to repurchase the home six months following a change in employment 

status:  resignation, termination or non-renewal of contract.  Retirees are also subject to 

the repurchase option twelve months following their official retirement date.  

Additional repurchase events (and the minimum time allowed to repurchase 

following the change or event) include:  the death of the eligible homeowner (twelve 

months); when the eligible homeowner’s interest in the title becomes less than 50 percent 

(thirty days); when someone other than the eligible employee is granted the home 

through divorce, legal separation, etc. (six months); when the homeowner is a member of 

one of the back-up market groups (21-24), a repurchase option begins on the fifth 

anniversary of the purchase (unless the homeowner subsequently became a Cal Poly 

employee); when a homeowner defaults on the home loan (and is not rectified by the 

close of escrow by the Cal Poly Housing Corporation); or when the homeowner does not 

occupy the home as his principal residence (time indicated in violation notice) (“Bella 

Montana Faculty Staff Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006).   

If the change in employment status is the result of a disability that is temporary or 

permanent, physical or mental6, the Cal Poly Housing Corporation can not exercise its 

repurchase option.  This includes if the employee with the disability resigns, goes on 

leave or is employed part-time as a result of the injury or impairment.  There are two 

additional changes that do not allow the Cal Poly Housing Corporation to exercise its 

                                                 
6 42 U.S.C. Section 12102 of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
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repurchase option.   An employee that does not occupy the home as a principal residence 

due to sabbatical leave, other approved leave or when time is needed to repair damage to 

the home, cannot be subject to the Repurchase Option.  Also, a homeowner that has less 

than 50 percent ownership interest that could not have financially qualified for the home 

during the initial purchase and the co-owner is eligible to purchase the home under the 

Priority System, is not subject to the Repurchase Option  (“Bella Montana Faculty Staff 

Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006).   

There is a maximum amount the homeowner can receive when the home becomes 

available for resale, either through the homeowner’s choice or the Repurchase Option.  

The maximum amount is determined by the original purchase price plus the increase in 

the Consumer Price Index; and the appraised value of any owner improvements and the 

increase per the Consumer Price Index; and the presale allowable fix-up expenses (up to 

five percent of the purchase price) (“Bella Montaña:  Frequently Asked Questions,” n.d). 

Like the Cal Poly Housing Corporation, the California State University Channel 

Islands (CSUCI) requires that homes in University Glen be the homeowner’s principal 

residence.  If a homeowner owns more than one property, the property that he or she 

occupies the majority of the year is considered a primary residence.   

The land for University Glen was leased from the California State University to 

the Site Authority, a government agency formed by the University for the sole purpose of 

overseeing the project’s development.  The Site Authority has the power to grant 

entitlements, issue tax exempt financing, purchase and sell real estate and construct 

faculty and staff housing (“University Glen Residents Settle In,” 2003). The day-to-day 
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management of University Glen, including sales and leases, is handled by the University 

Glen Corporation, a non-profit corporation.  

The ground sublease for University Glen homeowners continues until October 1, 

2096.  The ground sublease is 20 percent of the initial purchase price and is included in 

the purchase price and is only assessed once at this rate.  However, resale homes are 

increased an additional ten percent above the seller’s price; 20 percent of the ten percent 

is the new ground sublease.  All funds generated by the ground lease repay the initial 

construction bond (C. Cory, personal communication, March 23, 2006).    

Additional infrastructure and maintenance fees are assessed on University Glen 

homeowners, determined by the home’s square footage.  The infrastructure fee increases 

two percent annually until the bonds that financed the project have been repaid, 

scheduled for the year 2050.  The maintenance fee provides funds for the University 

maintain common areas, landscaping and buildings’ exteriors (C. Cory, personal 

communication, March 23, 2006).    

Similar to Cal Poly’s Repurchase Option is CSUCI’s Triggering Events.  These 

conditions allow the Site Authority to exercise its authority to compulsorily repurchase 

the home from the homeowner(s).  The conditions are similar to those of Cal Poly, 

although the amount of time allowed before the Site Authority is able to repurchase the 

home differs.  The greatest time difference is for retirees.  At CSUCI, retirees are able to 

reside in their home for 4 ½ years following retirement, while at Cal Poly, retirees are 

only given 12 months (“Questions & Answers,” 2004; “Bella Montana Faculty Staff 

Housing:  Initial Sales Procedures,” 2006).   
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The resale formula at CSUCI resembles that of Cal Poly’s, known as the 

Maximum Resale Price.  The homeowner can sell the home for the initial purchase price 

plus any gains in the Consumer Price Index plus improvements that have increased the 

fair market value of the home.  However, the home may sell for less than the Maximum 

Resale Price if a) the real estate market has grown slower than the Consumer Price Index 

b) the negotiated resale price is lower than the Maximum Resale Price c) the Site 

Authority purchases the home at the appraised value (“Questions & Answers,” 2004).   

 The University Glen Corporation has 30 days to solicit offers for homes available 

for resale from employees on the waiting list.  During this time, if an offer is made that 

meets the homeowner’s terms, the homeowner must accept the offer.  If no offer has been 

made within the 30 days, the University Glen Corporation is allowed 30 additional days 

to solicit offers from eligible employees from priority groups 1, 2, 3 and then 4 and 5.  If 

an offer is not made from these groups, than the University Glen Corporation solicits 

offers from anyone in the priority system.  If a homeowner receives an offer at any point 

in the process, the Site Authority has ten days to purchase the home on the same terms.  

When the home is sold as a result of the University Glen Corporation’s marketing, a one 

percent fee is paid to the University Glen Corporation for expenses.  If the home is sold 

via the homeowners marketing, there is a small administrative fee paid to the University 

Glen Corporation (“Questions & Answers,” 2004).     

CSUCI employees interested in purchasing a home in University Glen must 

provide a $1000 deposit.  Other eligible potential homebuyers provide a $5000 deposit.  

In either case, deposits are applied to the home purchase.  This deposit is only refunded if 

 



 94

the potential buyer was unable to secure a mortgage.  If a buyer is offered a home but 

opts not to purchase it, the deposit is not refunded.   

California State University Monterrey Bay’s housing program, CEHI, also utilizes 

the ground lease method to ensure continued affordability.  The ground lease for 

homeowners is three percent of the home value and is divided into 12 monthly payments.  

The percentage increases to five percent for the fourth year of homeownership and every 

year thereafter.  The University also assesses a supplemental ground rent that provides 

funds for the upkeep of common areas and the buildings’ exteriors (A. Larson, personal 

communication, March 20, 2006).   

Both the land and improvements on the land are sold at Grasse Road, Dartmouth 

College’s for-sale affordable housing community.  Because of this, there is no ground 

lease or other similar fee.  Instead of using the ground lease for ensuring affordability, 

Dartmouth College keeps an option to repurchase Grasse Road properties at a capped 

price.   

The College has the option to repurchase all homes at Grasse Road, known as 

Triggering Events.  The triggering events include when the homeowner wishes to sell the 

property; one year after an employee leaves their employment with the College or passes 

away; when the property is no longer the principal residence of the owner; or when the 

property has been rented to a third party for over a year. 

The Real Estate Office at Dartmouth College can purchase the home within 60 

days for the lesser of the fair market value or the capped price.  The capped price is the 

greater of the purchase price adjusted by changes in the Consumer Price Index or the 
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purchase price plus the owner’s improvements (not to exceed $2,500 each year for the 

first five years; $3,000 each year for the sixth through tenth years of ownership; $4,000 

each year for the tenth through fifteenth year; $5,000 each year for all years of 

homeownership after the fifteenth year of ownership).  Five percent is deducted from the 

selling price to cover transaction costs, no matter which method is used to determine the 

selling price (“Employee For-Sale Housing Policies,” n.d). 

Grasse Road is the only affordable housing program that reported occasional 

difficulties with the resale restrictions and procedures.  Some homeowners express 

resentment at the resale restrictions, claiming the restrictions make it difficult to move out 

of Grasse Road and into housing on the open real estate market.  Naturally, these 

concerns arise primarily when homeowners decide or are required to sell their Grasse 

Road homes (S. Weider, personal communication, March 21, 2006). 

Moreover, Susan Weider, Housing Programs Manager in the Office of Real Estate 

at Dartmouth College, reported that the resale restrictions have also reduced incentive for 

homeowner maintenance.  Although homeowners are encouraged to properly maintain 

their homes and are also allowed to improve their property and make additions, they 

cannot always recoup all their investment.  Dartmouth College did not want to allow so 

many improvements that would jeopardize a home’s future affordability (2006).    

The University of the South allows employees as well as the general public to 

own homes in Wiggins Creek, its housing program that makes use of the ground lease 

method. Only employees are eligible to purchase lots for the home construction. Anyone 

is eligible to purchase a resale home.    
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The University of the South constructed the first phase of development in 

Wiggins Creek.  Following Phase I, however, all new homeowners were required to 

contract their own builder.  New home plans or improvements require pre-approval from 

the Lease Committee, comprised of University administrators, employees and local 

residents.  In addition to contracting the builder, all those constructing new homes are 

assessed an infrastructure fee of $12,000.  The fee covers University’s cost of installing 

infrastructure to the home site (B. Schlichting, personal communication, March 23, 

2006).   

 There is a two-part 30-year lease agreement for Wiggins Creek residents.  The 

first part, paid annually by non-employees, includes rent on the land and is six percent of 

the value of the land as assessed by the County Assessor.  For example, if the Assessor 

values the land at $8,000, the annual rent payment is $480.  Both employee and non-

employee residents pay a municipal service fee valued at .0038 times the value of the 

home (minus the land).  If the home is valued at $100,000, then the owner pays $380 

annually.  The lease is recalculated annually, following a home sale, when names are 

added or deleted from the lease and when the lease is transferred into a trust (“Lease 

Office,” n.d).   

 The University of the South did not initially include a provision in the lease that 

homes must be occupied as the principal residence.  As a result, some homes were 

purchased by non-employees as vacation or second homes.  To dissuade non-employees 

from purchasing Wiggins Creek homes, the University implemented a real estate transfer 

fee of six percent applicable for non-employees.  Barbara Schlichting, Superintendent of 
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Leases in the Lease Office at the University of the South, stated that the real estate 

transfer fee was not a sufficient deterrent for non-employees interested in purchasing 

homes in Wiggins Creek.  To combat this issue, homeowners in the new development, 

Parson’s Green, will be required to occupy their home as a principal residence (2006).   

The University of Minnesota utilizes a ground lease to administer its housing 

program.  Homeowners at University Grove are given a 40-year ground lease with a $100 

annual rent.  Of the $100, 25 percent goes to the University of Minnesota Real Estate 

Office for administrative fees while 75 percent goes toward maintenance, primarly caring 

for and removing trees (S. Carlson-Weinburg, personal communication, March 23, 2006).   

While housing at University Grove is reserved primary for employees of the 

University of Minnesota, some circumstances may allow a homeowner to sell to the 

general public.  This is known as a hardship waiver and usually includes the following 

instances:  medical or financial hardships that allow the employee to immediately sell the 

property to the general public (“University Grove Hardship Guidelines,” n.d).    

 

Program Partnerships 

Several of the employer assisted housing programs offered at universities have 

utilized outside assistance in financing their programs.  The details of partnerships are 

presented in this section.   

The initial funding for Bella Montaña was provided by the Cal Poly Foundation, 

totally $1.8 million (J. Reinhart, personal communication, March 24, 2006).  Total costs, 

including planning, site preparation, construction, road improvements and legal fees, 
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were budgeted at $24 million (“Cal Poly Begins Construction,” 2005).   With a loan from 

the Mid-State Bank & Trust, a local banking institution, the Cal Poly Housing 

Corporation was able to repay the Cal Poly Foundation for the initial project costs (J. 

Reinhart, personal communication, March 24, 2006). 

Homeowners in Bella Montaña are offered favorable mortgage financing terms by 

Mid-State Bank & Trust.  The special terms received by Bella Montaña homeowners 

include 100 percent financing, interest rates that are typically lower than traditionally 

offered and only direct fees that include:  pre-negotiated credit report and appraisal fee.  

The homes are appraised as if there were no resale restriction, allowing for a higher loan-

to-value ratio (“Bella Montaña Financing,” n.d). 

 The revenue generated from University Glen will assist CSUCI in other campus 

renovation and construction projects.  The funding for University Glen came from a 

variety of sources.  Citigroup’s Salomon Smith Barney underwrote $50 million of the 

revenue bonds.  This funding financed the project’s infrastructure development.  To 

finance the first two phases of rental housing development, an additional $47 million was 

issued.  An additional $12 million loan for construction of the first phase of single-family 

homes and townhouses was issued. Citibank Center for Community Development 

Enterprise also supplied letters of credit for $51 million and $48 million (“Citibank in 

Your Community,” 2002; “Citibank Center for Community Development Enterprise,” 

2002). 

California State University Monterrey Bay, Dartmouth College and University of 

the South financed their housing projects without outside assistance (A. Heinrich, 
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personal communication, March 20, 2006; S. Weider, personal communication, March 21 

2006; B. Schlichting, personal communication, March 23, 2006).   

 

Neighborhood Integration and Support 

Several of the universities studied experienced conflict with neighborhoods 

surrounding faculty and staff housing developments.  Concessions were made on the part 

of the universities, both voluntarily and compulsory.    

Before Bella Montaña was constructed by the Cal Poly Housing Corporation, the 

area served as a buffer between the highway and a nearby neighborhood.  The Neighbors 

North of Foothill claimed that the new development would increase traffic at one of the 

main intersections and create carbon monoxide hot spots.  The neighborhood sued on the 

basis of the environmental impact report.  After a two-year project delay, the lawsuit 

concluded with the University submitting a revised Environmental Impact Report and 

reimbursing the neighborhood for $70,000 in legal expenses.  James Reinhart estimates 

that this increased the price of each home in Bella Montaña, which sold for construction 

cost plus administrative fees, by approximately $10,000 to $15,000.  He also stated that 

the neighborhood was primarily opposed to the development because it believed it would 

become student housing, regardless of the fact that the Cal Poly Housing Corporation 

assured them that it would be reserved for only faculty and staff (personal 

communication, March 24, 2006).   

Dartmouth College also reported concerns expressed by neighbors regarding 

Grasse Road.  The community surrounding Grasse Road attempted to thwart the project 
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because it believed the density was too high and the new development would contribute 

to school overcrowding.  Furthermore, it claimed that the community would be 

constructed on wetlands.  Susan Weider stated that the College had to make concessions.  

One of the problems, she felt, was that the Town held the College to higher standards 

than it did itself (2006).   

Representatives of both the University of the South and California State 

Universities Channel Islands and Monterrey Bay North Campus stated that they did not 

have surrounding communities that voiced concerns over new development.  In the case 

of the University of the South, the University is the town (B. Schlichting, personal 

communication, March 23, 2006).    

CSUCI is located on the site of the former state hospital and surrounded by 

agricultural fields.   The 670-acre campus has very few neighbors in the vicinity.  In fact, 

most employees and students either drive or ride the shuttle to campus (C. Cory, personal 

communication, March 23, 2006).  

Annie Larson, the representative for the CEHI project at CSUMB, was unsure if 

there had been neighborhood support during the planning and renovation of former 

military housing that now serves as faculty and staff housing (personal communication, 

March 20, 2006).  However, CSUMB is also currently redeveloping land for faculty and 

staff housing on the site of a former military base that has not been used for many years.  

Because the base had been vacant for some time, Arthur Heinrich feels that City of 

Marina residents can only benefit from the mixed-use redevelopment project.  At the 
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same time, the University will benefit from nearby residents who will support the new 

retail establishments (personal communication, March 30, 2006). 

 

Recruitment and Retention  

University representatives all stated that they felt their programs were beneficial 

to the universities for both recruitment and retention.   However, none of the universities 

had mechanisms in place to monitor the success of their individual housing programs on 

recruitment or retention rates.  Without this information, it is difficult to assess the effect 

housing programs are having on employee recruitment and retention. 

California State Universities Channel Islands, Monterrey Bay and San Luis 

Obispo and Dartmouth College all reported having significant demand; there are 

currently not any available for-sale homes.  Additionally, several people interviewed 

stated that there is currently a waiting list.  James Reinhart also affirmed that some newly 

recruited faculty members have said that they would not accept a position without 

housing benefits demonstrates sufficient demand for the program as well as its usefulness 

as a recruitment tool (personal communication, March 24, 2006).   
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CHAPTER VI 
IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS 

 

In addition to selecting a homeownership model, identifying intended recipients 

and gaining local neighborhood support, the University of Arizona must also consider 

structure of a prospective program to achieve the goals presented in Chapter III.  It is 

necessary to consider, for example, which existing office or department, if any, would be 

responsible for overseeing the program.  It is also important to determine to what degree 

a particular program structure would achieve the University’s goals. 

This chapter contains information on the structure a potential program at the 

University of Arizona could take, including establishing a community-wide effort to 

provide affordable housing; establishing a nonprofit organization affiliated with the 

University of Arizona that would oversee development, construction, sales and day-to-

day activities of the program; or housing the program operations within an already 

existing University real estate office, such as Campus and Facilities Planning.  

Also included in this chapter is a discussion of homeowner associations and local 

property taxes.  These aspects of the program are worthy of consideration because they 

may affect the attractiveness of a program for potential homeowners.  Examples of 

methods utilized by universities are included. 

 

Community-Based, Partner-Oriented Community Land Trust 

 Research did not uncover examples of a university that employ a community-

based, partner-oriented community land trust to assist its employees in securing 
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affordable housing.  While no universities have been identified that participate in such a 

program, there are large anchor institutions that have provided housing to their 

employees as part of a larger effort to assist community members into affordable 

ownership housing.   

Experts in the employer assisted housing field have encouraged this method of 

providing affordable housing because it is one technique to control both the costs and 

risks of implementing a housing program (Koebel, Cavell, Schwartz, Hoffman, Ferlauto, 

1990).  Some anchor institutions have received government financing as well as 

collaborated with nonprofit housing agencies, developers and builders in addition to other 

local businesses and organizations.   

The majority of universities that offer affordable housing programs to employees 

do not offer them to non-employees that reside in the community.  If assistance is 

offered, the general public is typically the last priority and therefore, rarely receives 

housing benefits.  Under this type of program structure, however, employees of local 

government and local businesses would be eligible to purchase homes alongside 

University employees, creating a heterogeneous community. 

Occasionally universities incorporate community-related aspects of community 

land trusts in housing programs.  One example is University Glen, the employee housing 

neighborhood at California State University Channel Islands (CSUCI).  University Glen 

is overseen by the CSUCU Site Authority, a government entity established for the 

purpose of creating the faculty and staff community, including purchasing and selling 

government bonds to construct the project (C. Cory, personal communication, March 23, 
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2006).  Members of the Site Authority include those appointed by the County of Ventura 

and Ventura City in addition to those appointed by the California State University 

Channel Islands (“Questions & Answers,” 2004).  This demonstrates an effort on the part 

of the University to include community interests into the planning and execution of the 

large-scale employee housing program.  In this way, the interests and concerns of the 

larger community are considered, not solely those of the University, a fundamental 

characteristic of community land trusts.  However, residents of University Glen and other 

local citizens are not involved in the Site Authority or on the Board of Directors. 

 A true collaborative effort by an anchor institution and other local organizations, 

governments and businesses is First Homes.  First Homes is a nonprofit organization that 

provides affordable housing for working families in the Rochester, Minnesota area.  

Initial funding totaling more than $5 million came from the Mayo Clinic and the 

Rochester Area Foundation.   The Mayo Clinic donated $4 million in 1998 to First 

Homes because it recognized that its growth had contributed to the community problem 

of a less than one percent vacancy rate and, subsequently, the lack of housing options for 

low and moderate income families (Larson, n.d).   A total of 130 local businesses and 

other partners have contributed $13.3 million to assist First Homes in developing 

affordable housing (“First Homes:  About Us,” n.d).   

First Homes is addressing the affordable housing issue in Rochester with a total of 

875 housing units, utilizing both the community land trust model and providing gap 

loans, a second deferred mortgage that is repaid when the home is sold (“First Homes:  

Assisting Homebuyers,” n.d).   Approximately one-third of the homes 875 are occupied 
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by Mayo Clinic employees.  The remaining homes are occupied by employees of 219 

local businesses (Larson, n.d).  The community land trust homeowners receive 50 percent 

of the appreciated value of the home based on the appraised value.   The second 50 

percent remains with the home, ensuring future affordability.   

This type of program structure would meet the goals of a potential University of 

Arizona program.  It would create long-term affordable ownership housing; not require 

long-term subsidies; and likely increase employee recruitment and retention.  However, a 

community-based, partner-oriented program structure would best meet the goal of 

building a sense of community.  In the broadest sense, this program structure would not 

only build a sense of community by increasing homeownership in neighborhoods plagued 

with a disproportionately high percentage of renters, but also provide a greater sense of 

community involvement on the part of the University by the Tucson community.  By 

assisting in the provision of affordable housing to not just University employees, but to 

employees of local businesses would effectively demonstrate the University’s 

commitment to the entire community.   

 

University Nonprofit Organization 

Many universities, especially in California, have established a nonprofit 

organization to oversee their faculty and staff housing programs.  Of the case study 

universities that created nonprofits, all utilized the ground lease method to administer the 

housing benefits.  Typically, the land was leased by the university trustees to the 

nonprofit corporation.  This is the method used by California State Polytechnic 
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University San Luis Obispo and California State Universities Monterrey Bay and 

Channel Islands (representatives from both CSUCI and CSUMB’s CEHI program were 

unable to detail why a nonprofit organization was established to oversee the housing 

program).  Also utilizing this approach of governing employee housing assistance 

programs is the University of California Irvine, Santa Barbara and Santa Cruz. 

James Reinhart, Managing Director of the Cal Poly Housing Corporation at the 

California Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo (Cal Poly), cited two primary reasons 

that the University choose to establish a separate nonprofit corporation to oversee faculty 

and staff housing at the faculty and staff community, Bella Montaña.  One reason is that 

California prevailing wage laws require government entities, including public 

universities, to hire union workers.  The hourly rate for union workers is higher than that 

of non-union workers.  As a separate nonprofit organization, the Cal Poly Housing 

Corporation is not held to this standard, which makes it possible to reduce labor costs by 

hiring a non-union workforce to construct Bella Montaña.  The second reason cited by 

Reinhart was that Cal Poly would not be financially liable for any lawsuits brought 

against the Cal Poly Housing Corporation.  Furthermore, the Cal Poly Housing 

Corporation does not have assets that would be at risk from a potential lawsuit (personal 

communication, March 24, 2006).   

Like a community-based, partner-oriented community land trust, this program 

structure meets the goals described by the University of Arizona:  long-term affordability, 

homeownership opportunities, lack of long-term subsidies, build a sense of community 

and a probable increase in employee recruitment and retention.  In this case, it is not 
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whether a nonprofit is created to oversee faculty and staff housing that determines 

whether the goals are met.  Rather, the creation of a nonprofit charged with the sole 

purpose of providing university housing would not engage the Tucson community as a 

community land trust would.   

 

Administered out of the University 

Many universities have chosen to run their housing programs out of a university 

real estate office.  This is true for Dartmouth College in Hanover, New Hampshire and 

the University of Minnesota Twin Cities. 

The representative of universities interviewed for this study were not aware of the 

factors that lead the universities to place the administration of faculty and staff housing 

programs in the university real estate office. It appears that the institutional knowledge 

has been lost in the Universities studied that administer a housing program out of a real 

estate office, Dartmouth College, University of Minnesota Twin Cities and University of 

the South.  These programs have also been in operation much longer than other programs, 

such as those studied in California. 

Administering the program from a University real estate office would meet the 

University’s goals as well as establishing a nonprofit organization to oversee the housing.  

Indeed, the difference between creating a nonprofit organization and administering the 

program out of a real estate office within the University is not meeting or not meeting the 

University’s goals, but rather on University needs and preferences, such as Cal Poly’s 
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decision to found a nonprofit organization to reduce construction costs and protect the 

University from lawsuits.   

 

Homeowners Association 

Some universities established formal homeowners associations to provide 

representation for residents.  However, other universities have chosen not to implement a 

neighborhood association, primary because the university has chosen to take 

responsibility for overseeing the maintenance and improvements of common areas, a task 

typically done by homeowners associations.   

California State University Channel Islands is one university that chose not to 

create a homeowners association. Rather, the University Glen Corporation oversees the 

maintenance of common area landscaping, streets, utilities and recreational amenities, 

routine exterior maintenance of the attached housing units, providing potable and 

irrigation water and contracting trash collection services. Additionally, the University 

Glen Corporation enforces Community Regulations that control the use of common areas 

and home exteriors. To fund the maintenance costs, monthly fees are assessed on 

homeowners.  The monthly fee depends on the type of housing unit, not the size of the 

home.  Because the exterior of detached units are the responsibility of homeowners, the 

monthly fee for these units is typically lower than for homeowners of attached units, as 

the exterior maintenance is the responsibility of the University Glen Corporation 

(“Questions & Answers,” 2004). 
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Like California State University Channel Islands, Arthur Heinrich, Project 

Director of the future North Campus faculty and staff housing at California State 

University Monterrey Bay, stated that there will not be a formal homeowner’s association 

when the community is completed.  The University will be charged with exterior building 

and common area maintenance.  Heinrich added that the State is exempt from certain 

California laws that may require a homeowners association (personal communication, 

March 30, 2006).    

On the other hand, Dartmouth College chose to create a homeowners association.  

However, residents do not pay homeowner association fees.  Possibly a reflection of not 

paying fees, the homeowners association is not active in seeking changes or 

improvements in the Grasse Road neighborhood (S. Weider, personal communications, 

March 21, 2006).   

Unlike Dartmouth College, the University Grove Homeowners Association has 

taken a strong leadership role in its neighborhood.  The University of Minnesota has 

taken a hands-off approach, allocating much of the decision-making responsibility to the 

Homeowners Association (S. Carlson-Weinburg, personal communication, March 23, 

2006).  While University Grove residents are given a large degree of power, the 

homeowners association in the community of Bella Montaña at Cal Poly is afforded less 

power; the Cal Poly Housing Corporation has veto power over any decisions made by the 

homeowners association (J. Reinhart, personal communication, March 24, 2006). 
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Property Tax 

While nonprofit organizations and universities may have different methods of 

managing homeowner property taxes, virtually all community land trusts and university-

sponsored housing programs utilizing the ground lease method to ensure affordability are 

similar in that the homeowner is responsible for local property taxes on both the land and 

the home.  In fact, community land trust experts suggest that this be a provision in the 

ground lease.    This section includes how community land trust properties have been 

assessed property taxes as well as information regarding how universities have handled 

this issue.   

There are three key considerations for local assessors when determining the 

property tax of homes that remain affordable through resale restrictions and located on 

land with a long-term ground lease:  1. the value of the land 2.the value of the 

improvements and 3. the rate that the value of the land and improvements will be 

adjusted over time.   

Although the land is owned by a university or nonprofit agency, the long-term 

ground lease gives the homeowner exclusive use of the land.   Assessing property tax on 

the land that a homeowner does not own is deemed justifiable because the homeowner 

typically has exclusive long-term use of the land.  Thus, an assessor must consider the 

value of land that is encumbered with a long-term ground lease; land that the homeowner 

will pay minimal rent on; and land, that when sold, will leased to another homeowner as 

affordable and keep the same or similar restrictions.  Often the land is assessed separately 

based on the Net Present Value, the economic value of the land for the community land 
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trust.  The Net Present Value is typically far below market value because the ground rent 

is below the market rate (Davis, 2002).   

The second consideration is the improvements on the land.  The improvements on 

the land can be assessed at the full market value, the purchase price or a percentage of the 

purchase price.  The assessor will determine the value of the home (or other 

improvements) given that it is burdened with resale restrictions to limit the equity a 

homeowner can earn when the home is sold.   

An assessor must also consider how the value of the land and the value of 

improvements are adjusted over time.  There is some concern that affordability may be 

compromised over time, especially if increases in a home’s assessed value are based on 

market increases.  The value of both the land and the improvements are restricted.  

Because the homeowner will not receive market value for the home when he or she sells 

and the land will never be resold, the rate of increase of the assessed value should reflect 

these limitations.  Often the value increases at a slower rate than market rates properties, 

keeping property taxes lower than traditional homes.   

 While it is possible to remove community land trust land and homes from the 

local tax rolls, many community land trusts do not attempt to do this for a number of 

reasons.  One reason is because there is often contention among local residents who do 

not wish to have affordable housing in their neighborhood.  Some organizations feel 

exempting community land trust homes and land would increase neighborhood resistance 

to affordable housing.  Thus, property taxes are often a political issue as well as an 

affordability issue.   
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 Similarly, homeowners in faculty and staff housing communities are responsible 

for the property tax on both the land and the improvements on the land. Yet, there are 

differences in the ways property taxes are levied.  For example, property taxes on faculty 

and staff housing at the University of South are based on the county assessor’s assessed 

value of the land and improvements, which is 25 percent of the appraised value.  This 

value is multiplied by the area tax rate. 

 In the case of Dartmouth College, the land and improvements on the land are not 

sold separately because the College does not retain title to the land.  Although the land 

and the improvements are not typically assessed separately, both are encumbered by 

resale restrictions that limit equity and should be afforded the same considerations as 

long-term ground leases.   

While it is difficult to determine the tax rate for a program at the University of 

Arizona, Rick Lyons, former Pima County Assessor, stated that it may be possible to 

secure a property tax reduction in the value of the land but not the improvements on the 

land (2005). 

 

Lessons Learned 

This section contains the responses provided by university administrators when 

asked what should have been done differently during the implementation of their 

respective housing programs.   

Susan Weider of Dartmouth College stated that both the benefits and drawbacks 

of the resale restrictions should be clearly explained in all materials and conversations 
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with prospective homeowners to avoid confusion.  Many homeowners expressed 

frustration with the resale restrictions when selling their home.  While this is likely to 

happen when homeowners know that the surrounding area homes have increased in value 

much more than their own home, Weider felt that the frustration could be minimized with 

a clearer understanding of the program before the homeowner purchased a home (2006).   

James Reinhart of the Cal Poly Housing Corporation stated that during the 

planning process, special attention was given to designing several homes as ADA 

accessible.  Because the Cal Poly Housing Corporation was barred from asking if an 

applicant required an ADA accessible home, the ADA homes were not necessarily sold to 

those individuals that may have needed them.  He said that this was an extra expense that 

did not help those it intended to benefit (personal communication, March 24, 2006). 

Cal Poly also experienced conflicts with a local neighborhood that did not support 

the Bella Montaña project.  Because such a significant amount of time and money was 

lost to litigation, Reinhart also stated that ensuring a project can go forward before 

committing funds is advisable (personal communication, 2006). 

Arthur Heinrich, Project Director of North Campus at California State University 

Monterrey Bay felt the greatest limitation he encountered was State of California 

limitations on bids and contracts.  Homebuilders, he stated, generally develop their own 

project and are reluctant to work with public agencies.  Additionally, contractors that 

were willing collaborate with state agencies were not interested in the type of 

construction the University had designed.  Therefore, he stated, it was difficult to find 

contractors to work within the mandatory State system.   
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Representatives from both CSUMB’s CEHI program and Dartmouth College 

were unsure if there had been implementation obstacles or barriers that could have served 

as lessons learned to other universities initiating a new faculty and staff housing program.  

While both representatives were extremely knowledgeable about their respective 

programs, neither had been employed by the universities when the program was first 

implemented (S. Weider, personal communications, March 21, 2006; A. Larson, personal 

communication, March 20, 2006). 
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CHAPTER VII 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The University of Arizona has expressed the greatest interest in basing a potential 

affordable housing program benefiting faculty and staff on the community land 

trust/ground lease model.  This is currently the housing model utilized by most 

universities offering supply side housing to employees.  Because community land trusts 

and ground lease programs are becoming more prevalent, a greater amount of 

information regarding implementation and financing is available.   

The University of Arizona would benefit from the implementation of an 

affordable housing program.  First, it would be seen as the frontrunner in employee 

benefits, perhaps inspiring other businesses and corporations in the area to follow its lead.  

To recruit and retain valuable professors and researchers, it would have a competitive 

edge over other universities vying for top professors in their field.  The University would 

also capitalize on underutilized property while at the same time investing in surrounding 

neighborhoods.   

This chapter contains suggestions for executing a housing program at the 

University of Arizona.  Suggestions include ways to gain neighborhood and local 

support; priority system considerations; addressing the needs and preferences of potential 

homebuyers; provisions for a ground lease or deed restriction; and proposals for an 

overarching housing assistance program.  

 

 

 



 116

Neighborhood Support and Integration 

 Neighborhood support is important to the University of Arizona.  Although some 

neighborhoods reportedly resist affordable housing developments, it is likely that the 

neighborhoods surrounding the University of Arizona would accept faculty housing, even 

considering that housing would be built outside the University’s expansion boundaries.  

Potential affordable housing developments would address some neighborhood concerns:  

increasing owner occupancy and reducing the deterioration of the neighborhoods.  As 

James Reinhart, Managing Director of the Cal Poly Housing Corporation stated, it is 

important to gain neighborhood support before beginning program implementation 

(personal communication, March 24, 2006). 

 To counter possible neighborhood resistance and avoid the experiences of 

California Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo, presentations could be made by the 

University of Arizona and other organizations and individuals supporting sound housing 

policies to prevent neighborhood conflicts and resistance.  Additionally, information 

could be dispersed to neighborhood members regarding workforce housing education.   

Neighborhoods may also be more accepting of a new affordable housing 

development for faculty and staff if it the architectural design was compatible with the 

surrounding neighborhood.  The University of the South made a concerted effort to 

incorporate design styles similar to those of the University and the nearby town into its 

new housing development and was hailed for these efforts (Bady, 2001).   

An additional effort to gain neighborhood support is to encourage new 

homeowners to participate in the neighborhood association.  The University of Arizona 
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may elect to implement a homeowners association, especially if the development was 

fairly large.  However, it would need to establish the powers of the association before any 

conflicts arose.  Regardless of whether or not the University decided to create a 

homeowners association, resident homeowners should be encouraged to participate in the 

local neighborhood association.   

 

Homebuyer Preferences  

It is important for employers to consider the needs and preferences of their 

employees, including a home’s amenities as well as its size and location.  Housing 

developments could include such amenities as a community center, green space, child 

care facilities or playgrounds.  When employers are aware of their employees’ housing 

needs, efforts can be made to ensure that the type and cost of housing corresponds with 

the income and preference of potential homebuyers (Pill, 2000).   

In addition to considering the needs and preferences of prospective homebuyers, 

the University should also take into account the homogeneity of many employer assisted 

housing.  That is, to minimize the negative connotations left over from the days of the 

company town, the University could provide housing for a diverse population rather than 

just for its employees.  This may appeal not just to the Tucson community who would be 

eligible to purchase housing, but also to employees that are reluctant to live in a 

university enclave.   Marketing to the Tucson community could also be used as a back-up 

market to sell any housing units not purchased by employees. 

 

 



 118

Priority System 

One of the initial steps in creating an affordable housing program is establishing a 

priority system.  The University of Arizona would need to determine which employee 

groups should be given priority for housing, given that the demand is greater than the 

supply.  California Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo designed a comprehensive, 

yet complex, priority system.  Because the University viewed recruiting new faculty 

members as the biggest challenge, it established a system that gave this group the greatest 

priority to receive housing.  Additionally, the University allocated an exact number of 

housing units for each priority group.   

If incoming junior faculty are considered the greatest priority for the University of 

Arizona, the Cal Poly system could serve as a model to emulate.  Even if tenured faculty 

are determined to be the greatest priority to increase retention rates, a similar priority 

system could be established, exchanging newly recruited faculty for tenured faculty. It 

may also be that incoming faculty relocating from less expensive areas could be 

considered the first to be offered housing.   

Most universities provide the university president an opportunity to dictate 

housing for specific recruits.  The priority system could provide the University of 

Arizona President discretion in selecting those he or she feels should receive priority.   

Based on the experiences of Dartmouth College, tenured faculty and staff may 

feel overlooked if they are not included in any priority group.  To ensure that tenured 

faculty and staff do not feel neglected, they should be included in the priority system, 

even if they are given a lower level of priority.  
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The selection process changes when all the housing units are sold.  Faculty and 

staff housing at California State University Channel Islands and Monterrey Bay is only 

available for resale.  Many university employees have been on waiting lists since the 

housing units were initially sold.  For California State University Monterrey Bay, some 

employees have been on the waiting list for more than five years.  Although waiting lists 

may assist in anticipating demand, they may also give false hope of being offered 

affordable housing.  The University of Arizona could be implement either a waiting list 

or a first come, first serve system.   

 

Deed Restriction vs Ground Lease  

Universities that utilize deed restrictions to ensure future affordability of 

employee housing as well as those that utilized the ground lease method have been 

successful in providing affordable housing.  However, ground leases offer more control 

over the future affordability because the land remains in the ownership and control of the 

university.  Furthermore, it is sometimes difficult to ensure continued enforcement of 

deed restrictions.  Many universities and other organizations have used the ground lease 

method to provide affordable housing.  Because there are so many universities offering 

housing via ground leases, the University of Arizona can select programs that match its 

needs for possible emulation.   
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Community Housing Program vs University of Arizona Housing Program 

The University of Arizona, in conjunction with other local partners, such as 

nonprofit housing developers and builders and the City and County governments, could 

establish a community land trust offering housing to employees within the Tucson area.  

This may be a larger undertaking than the University intends or is prepared for yet it is 

worthy of consideration.   

This type of program would likely enhance the University’s standing within the 

Tucson community as well as the obvious benefit of providing housing to those that need 

it.  It would be an opportunity to engage the entire community and partner with 

organizations that support both employer assisted housing and community land 

trust/ground lease programs.  

 

Ground Lease Provisions/Deed Restrictions 

 Incorporating provisions in the ground lease or restrictions in the deed would 

assist in maintaining affordability and protecting the character of the neighborhood.  This 

section contains a number of suggested restrictions that were identified during the case 

study research to be important for their usefulness in preserving the integrity of the 

housing program. 

Most universities stipulate that the residents of faculty and staff housing maintain 

the home as their principal residence.  This would help ensure that that those in need of 

affordable housing receive it rather than those employees with second homes or vacation 

homes.   
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The University of the South has a somewhat different program than the University 

of Arizona expects to provide.  Nevertheless, lessons can be gleaned from its experiences.  

Initially, anyone was allowed to purchase a resale home in the University-sponsored 

Wiggins Creek community.  However, the University learned that many people would 

purchase a home that acted as their second residence or vacation home.  The University 

of the South realized that this increased demand and subsequently, real estate prices. In 

response to this problem, the University of the South’s new housing development 

requires that homeowners occupy the home as a principal residence (B. Schlichting, 

personal communication, March 23, 2006).   

Another important factor to consider is including a limitation on improvements 

and additions in the ground lease.  Unrestricted improvements and additions can cause a 

home to lose its affordability if the homeowner is given market value for these 

improvements and additions.  A scale of the allowable cost of improvements and 

additions is available from Dartmouth College.  This schedule provides a excellent 

example to follow, making adjustments relevant to the University of Arizona.  .   

The ground lease must also include resale formulas, changes or events that may 

make it necessary for the homeowner to sell the home and time allowed following the 

change or event (such as a change in employment status) and a requirement that the 

qualifying employee own at least 50% interest in the home. 
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Overarching Program 

It is likely that not enough housing units will be constructed to meet demand.  The 

vast majority of universities studied indicated that demand was greater than the number 

of available housing units.  Although several of these programs are located in areas with 

higher housing costs than Tucson, the Tucson region, especially near the University of 

Arizona, has also become increasing unaffordable for many.   

To provide options to employees who wish to purchase a home but were unable to 

secure University-sponsored housing or those not interested in living in a University of 

Arizona community, an overarching program could be created. This program could 

include financial assistance such as repayable or forgivable loans or grants to assist with 

downpayments and closing costs.  Additional financial assistance could be provided in 

the form of savings matches or mortgage guarantees.  These types of financial assistance 

could be offered to those purchasing homes within neighborhoods in need of 

revitalization.  Furthermore, the University of Arizona could set aside some housing units 

as rentals.  This would provide an opportunity for relocating faculty and staff to rent a 

home or apartment near the University following their initial move to the Tucson area.  

The University of Arizona could also provide homeownership education and 

counseling.  Mandatory class should be offered for employees purchasing homes with a 

ground lease so they fully understand the benefits as well as the limitations of the resale 

restrictions of a ground lease.  This would alleviate confusion during the resale process.      
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University Case Studies  
 

Questions California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 

California State 
University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

When was the 
program 
established?   

 
2005. It was originally 
intended to be rentals 
but changed to a 
homeownership 
program after budget 
cuts decreased 
enrollment causing 
rental prices to drop.  It 
was then changed to a 
homeowner program. 

2002 1998 Under construction 1991 1920s 1995 

Why was the 
program 
established? 

Increasing home prices 
were affecting 
recruitment and 
retention.  The lack of 
affordable housing was 
causing some faculty to 
resign and relocate to 
less expensive regions 

Combat high cost of 
housing to entice 
new faculty 

High cost of 
housing 

 Lack of affordable 
housing for faculty 
and staff.  The 
program will also 
replace unsightly 
military buildings 
and pavement with 
new construction and 
landscaping. 
 

High housing costs 
were affecting 
recruitment of tenure 
track faculty 

The program started 
as a recruitment tool 
for new faculty and 
top-level 
administrators.  Now 
it is available to all 
employees. 

A campus land use 
study suggested 
implementing a 
housing program 
due to recruitment 
and retention 
challenges from to 
an overall lack of 
housing 

Was there 
support for the 
project by 
surrounding 
neighborhoods? 

A local neighborhood 
filed a lawsuit based on 
the project’s 
Environmental Impact 
Report.  The lawsuit 
contended that the 
project would create 
carbon monoxide hot 
spots and increase 
traffic.   

There are not any 
surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

Unknown 

Neighborhoods will 
benefit from having 
more residential 
development (instead 
of old military 
buildings).  The 
project’s residents 
will support local 
retail so the 
development is 
beneficial to both 
parties.   
 

Neighborhoods felt 
there would be too 
much density and 
that the development 
would cause school 
overcrowding.  
There was also 
concern about 
constructing the 
housing on 
wetlands. 

Unknown (The 
program began in 
the 1920s) 

Yes 

APPENDIX A 
UNIVERSITY CASE STUDY QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 
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Questions 
California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

 
California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 
 

California State 
University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

If there wasn’t 
neighborhood 
support, how 
was this 
rectified? 

 
The project was delayed 
for 2 years, a revised 
EIR was prepared and 
the University paid 
$70,000 for the 
neighborhood’s legal 
expenses.   

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Had to make 
concessions and 
compromises to gain 
neighborhood 
support. 

Not Applicable Not Applicable 

 
Was the 
program 
modeled after 
any others in 
particular? 

Primarily the University 
of California Irvine’s 
program. 

No Unknown 
California State 
Universities Channel 
Islands and Fullerton. 

No 
Unknown (The 
program began in 
the 1920s) 

No 

Did/does the 
University have 
any 
partnerships:  
technical or 
financial 
assistance? 

 
The Cal Poly 
Corporation provided an 
initial loan.  The initial 
funding was repaid after 
funding was provided 
by a local banking 
institution.  The 
property was already 
owned by the Trustees.  
  

No Unknown No None 
Unknown (The 
program began in 
the 1920s) 

No 

Does the 
University 
profit 
financially from 
the program? 

No 

Yes.  The profit goes 
to repaying the 
bonds used to 
construction the 
housing.  It will also 
fund programs and 
more campus 
construction and 
renovation. 
 

No No No No No 
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Questions 
California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

 
California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 
 

California State 
University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

Does the 
program 
increase 
recruitment and 
retention rates 
and how is this 
monitored? 

 
It appears that it makes 
a difference for 
recruitment; deans 
report that some new 
faculty would not have 
accepted the position 
without housing.  There 
is no mechanism to 
monitor the program’s 
affect on recruitment or 
retention 
 

No monitoring No monitoring 
Not Applicable.  The 
program is under 
construction 

No monitoring No monitoring No monitoring 

Is there a 
homeowners 
association 
(HOA)?  How 
does it fit into 
the program? 

There is a HOA.  The 
Cal Poly Housing 
Corporation has veto 
power over decisions 
made by the HOA. 

No.  The University 
maintains common 
areas and building 
exteriors, typical 
responsibilities of a 
HOA.  

There is a 
Homeowners 
Advisory Council 
(HAC) that 
functions more like 
a neighborhood 
association than a 
homeowners 
association. 
 

There will not be a 
formal HOA.   

There is a HOA.  
Residents do not 
currently pay fees 
and are not active.   

There is an HOA.  
The University 
typically defers to 
the decisions of the 
HOA. 

No 

Are additions or 
improvements 
made by 
residents 
allowed? 

It would be difficult to 
make additions based on 
the layout of the 
housing.  There is no 
established restriction 
on interior 
improvements. 

Cannot make 
additions.  
Improvements are 
limited to the 
home’s interior. 

Improvements 
must be approved 
by the University 
and are limited to 
10% of the 
purchase price. 

All restrictions and 
guidelines have not 
been established. 

The College doesn’t 
pay the market value 
for improvements if 
they go over the 
preset limit.  This 
ensures 
affordability; too 
many improvements 
may make a home 
unaffordable. 
 
 

Approval is needed 
by the HOA. 

Pre-approval for 
additions and 
improvements must 
be obtained from the 
University Lease 
Committee.  
Homeowners often 
don’t comply with 
this regulation. 
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Questions 
California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

 
California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 
 

California State 
University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

What is the 
priority 
process? 

The priority is for newly 
recruited faculty.  One 
home is designated for 
each of the 7 colleges.  
Deans or the Housing 
Corporation select 
which candidate will 
receive housing 
(additional information 
available on website.  
See Table 3.1). 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on 
website 

There is already a 
waiting list.  Some 
units may be set 
aside in the future for 
faculty recruitment 
when more are 
available. 

Originally intended 
for tenure-track 
faculty.  Now all 
employees are 
eligible to live in 
Grasse Road. 

There isn’t a priority 
process, except that 
housing is sold to 
University 
employees first, 
unless a hardship 
waiver is approved.  
Then a homeowner 
can sell to anyone. 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

How do the 
resale 
restrictions 
work? 

Not asked.  Information 
available on website 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on 
website 

The Foundation will 
have the right of first 
refusal.  Housing will 
generally be resold to 
the Foundation for 
resale to new owners.  
There will be 
limitations on value 
increases. 

The resale price is 
based on the 
Consumer Price 
Index inflator plus 
the value of 
improvements.  The 
homes remain 
affordable because 
they were initially 
sold for the cost of 
construction.    
 
  

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

Did the 
university 
experience any 
implementation 
barriers or 
obstacles? 

Primarily the lack of 
neighborhood support. No Unknown 

State funding put 
limitations on how 
projects are bid and 
contracted.  There 
have been problems 
getting the right 
contractors and 
developers to work 
within the restrictions 
of the State system.  
 

Unknown 
Unknown (The 
program began in 
the 1920s) 

No 
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Questions 
California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

 
California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 
 

California State 
University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

How are 
property taxes 
determined? 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if they 
own the land. 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if 
they own the land. 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if 
they own the land. 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if they 
own the land. 

 
Land and 
improvements are 
not separate so 
property tax is not 
assessed separately. 
 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if 
they own the land. 

Homeowners pay 
property tax as if 
they own the land. 

Are there plans 
to expand the 
program? 

Yes.  Another site will 
have 150 single family 
homes and duplexes.  
The Environmental 
Impact Report has been 
completed. 

Additional phases of 
development are 
planned. 

Yes.  The 
University is 
currently 
expanding its 
housing program 
with the 
construction of 
North Campus 

(This is an expansion 
of the CSUMB 
program) 

There are plans to 
construct an 
additional 140 single 
family homes and 
townhouses 

None.  The 
neighborhood is 
fully developed.   

 
 
There are plans for 
an employee 
community, 
Parson’s Green with 
18 lots, 3-4 floor 
plans and will 
include a provision 
that employees must 
occupy as their 
primary residence. 
 
 

Is there 
continuous 
monitoring of 
employee 
eligibility? 

Homeowners must 
submit eligibility 
verification annually. 
The ground lease rents 
pay for monitoring 
eligibility. 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on website 

Not asked.  
Information 
available on 
website 

Program not yet 
established. 

 
 
The homeowner is 
required to give 
notice to Dartmouth 
College of a change 
in employment 
status.  Dartmouth 
can also exercise a 
repurchase based on 
employment status 
(or other qualifying 
change) 
 

The HOA self-
monitors Not Applicable 
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 California State 

University 
Monterrey Bay:  
CEHI 

California Polytechnic 
University San Luis 
Obispo:   Bella Montaña 

California State 
University Channel 
Islands:  University 
Glen 

California State 
University Monterrey 
Bay: North Campus 

University of 
Minnesota:  
University Grove 

University of the 
South: Wiggins 
Creek 

Dartmouth College:  
Grasse Road Questions 

As a separate nonprofit, 
the Cal Poly Housing 
Corporation does not 
have to adhere to 
California’s prevailing 
wage laws that increase 
labor costs by 
approximately 2%.  
Also, it keeps the 
University from being 
finally liable; if the 
program were part of 
the Cal Poly 
Foundation, its assets 
could be seized if there 
was a lawsuit while the 
Cal Poly Housing 
Corporation does not 
have any substantial 
assets. 

Why establish a 
nonprofit to 
oversee the 
housing 
program? 

Unknown Unknown Program structure not 
yet fully established. Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Homeowners are 
often frustrated 
when they must sell 
their home for less 
than the surrounding 
housing market and 
feel trapped and 
unable to purchase a 
better home.  It is 
important to ensure 
that the resale 
restrictions are 
clearly understood 
by potential 
homeowners. 

Four ground units were 
designed as ADA 
Accessible. But can’t 
ask if a potential 
homeowner is disabled.  
Therefore, those that 
needed them couldn’t be 
allocated them.  Also, 
with contentious 
neighborhood issues, 
they shouldn’t have put 
funding into the project 
until they were sure they 
could go forward.  

What are the 
lessons learned 
from your 
experiences in 
implementing 
and/or 
administering 
the program? 

Should require that 
homeowners occupy 
university-sponsored 
homes as their 
primary residence 

None Unknown Program not yet 
established. None 
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APPENDIX B 
AUTHOR’S NOTE 

 
 
 A faculty and staff survey was conducted by the University of Arizona’s Roy P. 

Drachman Institute for Land and Regional Development Studies and the Center for 

Applied Sociology in early 2006.  The purpose of the survey was to assess faculty and 

staff interest in a University of Arizona sponsored housing assistance program.  It also 

demonstrates the University of Arizona’s strong and real interest in the development of a 

housing program.   

To assist in planning and implementing the survey, I gathered surveys conducted 

by universities to serve as models for the University of Arizona survey.  The samples 

were acquired online and from directly contacting university representatives.  The survey 

was administered via email; paper surveys were distributed to departments with 

employees that do not have access to University of Arizona email accounts.  The paper 

survey is included as Appendix C. 

 While I contributed to the initial development of the faculty and staff housing 

survey, the results were not ready in time to include in this report.  However, the 

preliminary results prepared by the Center for Applied Sociology are included as 

Appendix D. 
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APPENDIX C 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA FACULTY AND STAFF HOUSING SURVEY 
 
University Faculty and Staff, 
 
The University of Arizona wants to know what you think!  Universities across the 
country have been improving the lives of their employees by establishing 
affordable housing programs. The University of Arizona is exploring the 
possibility of developing an Employer-Assisted Housing Program (EAHP) 
which would provide: 
 

• Affordable homeownership 

• Housing close to campus or downtown 

• New, energy-efficient construction 

• Easy access to diverse amenities such as restaurants, theatres, and 

cultural events 

 
These homes would be available only to university employees and their families, 
and would be located near the university or downtown.  In order to keep the 
homes available for subsequent owners, the buyer would purchase the home but 
lease the land, and any equity derived from a future sale would be limited.   
 
Your input is critical! Please take a few moments of your time to provide us with 
your opinion. All responses are confidential and will not be linked in any way to 
you.  Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time.   

 
Return your completed survey by campus mail and you have 
the option of being entered into a drawing to win one of three 

free Apple iPods. 
 
 
1.  Based on the information you have just been given, how interested would you 
be in purchasing housing available only to faculty and staff (and their families) 
near the University? (Please check one) 

 
 ___ I am definitely interested [Please fill out Survey A on the next page] 
 ___ I am somewhat interested [Please fill out Survey A on the next page] 
 ___ I am not sure [Please fill out Survey A on the next page] 
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 ___ I am not at all interested [Please skip to Survey B on page 8, leave  
      pages 1-7 blank] 

Survey A 
 

Housing Preferences 
 
2.  There are many things to consider when deciding where to live. Please 
indicate how important the following neighborhood characteristics are to you in 
making that decision.  For each issue, place an X in the box that best 
corresponds with how you feel: 
 
Very Important:   This is very important to me when choosing a neighborhood 
Somewhat Important:  This is somewhat important to me when choosing a 

 neighborhood 
Neutral:   I do not feel strongly either way 
Somewhat Unimportant:   This is somewhat unimportant to me when choosing a   
    neighborhood 
Very Unimportant:   This is not an important issue to me when choosing a   
    neighborhood 
Unsure:    I’m not sure/have not thought about it  
 
 
 Very 

Important 
Somewhat 
important 

Neutral Somewhat 
unimportant 

Very 
unimportant 

Unsure 

Neighborhood Safety       
Quality of Schools in 
District 

      

Being close to the 
University 

      

Being close to shopping/ 
services/restaurants 

      

Being close to open 
spaces/parks/ 
playgrounds 

      

Being close to local 
schools 

      

Living in a diverse, 
mixed-income 
neighborhood 

      

Being able to walk to 
work 

      

Being near a shuttle to 
the University 

      

Living away from 
university students 

      

Being close to downtown       
Living in a neighborhood 
of families with children 

      

 
 
3.  If you were going to choose a location near the university, where would you 
prefer to live? (Please check one) 
 
_____ downtown/urban location (for example a loft-type dwelling) 
_____ traditional/single family neighborhood 
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_____ no preference 
_____ not sure 
4.   How many bedrooms would you need? _____ 
 
5.  How many bathrooms would you need? _____  
 
6.  Thinking about the size of your preferred home, how much would you be able 
to pay each month in rent or mortgage to reside there? (Please indicate a total 
monthly amount; this would include principal, interest, taxes, and insurance on a 
mortgage.) ______ 
 
A.  Less than $500 
B.  $500 - $999 
C.  $1,000 - $1,499 
D.  $1,500 - $1,999 
E.  $2,000 - $2,499 
F.  $2,500 – $2,999 
G.  $3,000 - $3,499 
H.  $3,500 or more 
 
7.  Please indicate how important the following features are to you in choosing a 
home.  For each issue, place an X in the box that best corresponds with how you 
feel: 
Very Important:   This is very important to me when choosing a home 
Somewhat Important:  This is somewhat important to me when choosing a home 
Neutral:   I do not feel strongly either way 
Somewhat Unimportant:   This is somewhat unimportant to me when choosing a home 
Very Unimportant:   This is not an important issue to me when choosing a home 
Unsure:    I’m not sure/have not thought about it  
 
 Very 

Important 
Somewhat 
important 

Neutral Somewhat 
unimportant 

Very 
unimportant 

Unsure 

Having a garage       
Having private outdoor 
space like a backyard, 
patio, or courtyard 

      

Having covered parking       
Living in a gated 
community 

      

Having community 
facilities nearby (pools, 
recreation centers, 
playgrounds) 

      

Living in an energy-
efficient home 

      

Having a fireplace       
Having an office/den       
Having a detached 
home/no shared walls 
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Current Living Situation 

 
8.  What is your current zip code? ___________ 
 
9.  Which of the following best describes your current primary residence? _____ 
 

 A.  Single-family detached home, renting 
 B.  Single-family detached home, own 
 C.  Apartment or condominium, renting 
 D.  Apartment or condominium, own 
 E.  Townhouse, renting 
 F.  Townhouse, own  
 G.  Other (please specify):______________________________________ 
 

 
10.  How much do you pay each month in rent or mortgage for your current 
primary residence?  (do not include utilities) ______ 

  
 A.  $0 (no mortgage or rent) 
 B.  Less than $500 
 C.  $500 - $999 
 D.  $1,000 - $1,499 
 E.  $1,500 - $1,999 
 F.  $2,000 - $2,499 
 G.  $2,500 – $2,999 
 H.  $3,000 - $3,499 
 I.  $3,500 or more 
 

11.  How do you usually get to work? _____ 
 
 A.  Walk or bike 
 B.  Public transportation  
 C.  Car   
 D.  Other (please specify)_________________ 
  

12. What distance do you travel one-way to work?  _____ 
  
  A. Under 1 mile 
  B. 1-5 miles 
  C. 6-10 miles 
  D. 11-19 miles 
  E. 20 miles or more 
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13.  How satisfied are you with your current housing situation? _____ 

  
 A.  Very satisfied [skip to #14] 
 B.  Somewhat satisfied [skip to #14] 
 C.  Somewhat dissatisfied  
 D.  Very dissatisfied   
 
 13a. What is/are the primary reason(s) you are dissatisfied with your 
 current housing?  Please check all that apply. 
   
 ___Home too far from work 
 ___Do not own home 
 ___Crime rate too high 
 ___Home too small 
 ___Home not worth what it costs 
 ___Neighborhood noise/traffic 
 ___No yard/yard too small 
 ___Quality of school system poor 
 ___Too far from public transportation 
 ___Too expensive  
 ___Other (please specify)___________________ 

 
 

Demographic Questions 
 

14.  What is your employment status?_______ 
 
 A. Tenured Faculty 
 B. Tenure-Track Faculty 
 C. Non-Tenure Track Faculty 
 D. Academic Professional 
 E. Temporary/Visiting Faculty 
 F. Appointed Personnel 
 G. Classified Staff 
 H. Other (please specify)_____________________ 

 
15.  Are you considered full-time or part-time? ______ 
 
 A. Full-time 
 B. Part-time 
 
16.  How long have you been employed at the University of Arizona?  

 



 135

 
____years _____months 
17.  What is your age?_____ 
 
18.  What is your sex?_____male  ______ female 
 
19.  What is your current marital status? _____ 
 
 A. married 
 B. separated/divorced 
 C. widowed 
 D. never married  
 
20. How many individuals currently live in your household, including yourself?  
Please circle the number of people and answer the following question: 
 

      1 → Is your total gross household income less than $28,200?    
______yes     ______no 

2→ Is your total gross household income less than $32,250? 
______yes     ______no 

3→ Is your total gross household income less than $36,300? 
______yes     ______no 

4→ Is your total gross household income less than $40,300? 
______yes     ______no 

5→ Is your total gross household income less than $43,550? 
______yes     ______no 

6→ Is your total gross household income less than $46,750? 
______yes     ______no 

7→ Is your total gross household income less than $50,000? 
______yes     ______no 

8 or more→ Is your total gross household income less than $53,200? 
______yes     ______no 

 
21. How many individuals currently living in your household are children of the 
following ages? (Please indicate the number of children in each age group) 
 
_____ under 6 years old 
_____ between 7 and 11 years old 
_____ between 12 and 17 years old 
 
22.  What is your total gross annual household income (before taxes)? _____ 

 
 A. Less than $20,000  F. $60,000 - $69,999 
 B. $20,000 - $29,999  G. $70,000 - $79,999 
 C. $30,000 - $39,999  H. $80,000 - $89,999 
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 D. $40,000 - $49,999  I.  $90,000 or more 
 E. $50,000 - $59,999 

23.  Do you feel that an employer assisted housing program as described in the 
beginning of the survey would help attract university employees such as 
yourself? 
____ 
 A. yes 
 B. no 
 C. not sure 
 
24.  Do you feel that an employer assisted housing program as described in the 
beginning of the survey would encourage you to stay at the University of 
Arizona? _____ 
 
 A. yes 
 B. no 
 C. not sure 
 
25.  Based on the information you have been given, what concerns do you have 
about the potential employer assisted housing program?  (Please check ALL that 
apply) 
 
_____I don’t understand the program/I don’t have enough information 
_____I cannot afford a new home, even with this type of program 
_____I have concerns about living near other University employees 
_____I have concerns about living near University students 
_____I am unsure of my future plans 
_____I have concerns about living near the University 
_____I have concerns about the land lease 
_____I have concerns regarding the size of the available housing 
_____I have concerns about the limited equity 
_____Other concerns (Please specify)__________________________________ 
 
Optional iPod Drawing: 
Enter e-mail address here to be put into a drawing for one of three free Apple 
iPod Minis.  Please note that your name will not be connected in any way to this 
survey, and you will not be contacted for any reason unless you win the drawing. 
If you do not use e-mail, please provide your name and campus mailing address: 
 
E-mail address (or name and campus address) for iPod drawing:_____________ 
 
Optional Focus Group: 
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Please enter your e-mail address (or name and campus mailing address) here if 
you would be willing to participate in a focus group to help develop the employer 
assisted housing project.  
 
E-mail address (or name and campus address) for focus group:______________ 

 
Thank you for your time!  Please return your completed survey by campus mail to 

The Center For Applied Sociology, Social Sciences 400. 
 
 

Survey B 
 
2.  Please indicate why you are not interested in an employer-assisted housing 
opportunity at this time:  (Check ALL that apply). 
 
_____I already own a home 
_____I cannot afford a new home, even with this type of program 
_____I am not interested in home ownership 
_____I am unsure of my future plans 
_____I plan on leaving the University (changing employment) 
_____I do not want the equity on my home to be limited 
_____I plan on moving from Tucson 
_____I do not want to live near the University 
_____I do not want to live near University students 
_____I want to own the land, not lease 
_____I do not want to live near other University employees 
_____I desire a large property with acreage 
_____I do not want limited equity upon resale of my home 
_____I do not have enough information on the subject 
_____Other reason (please specify)___________________________________ 
 
 
3.  What is your employment status?_______ 

 
 A. Tenured Faculty 
 B. Tenure-Track Faculty 
 C. Non-Tenure Track Faculty 
 D. Academic Professional 
 E. Temporary/Visiting Faculty 
 F. Appointed Personnel 
 G. Classified Staff 
 H. Other (please specify)_____________________ 

 
4.  Are you considered full-time or part-time? ______ 
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 A. Full-time 
 B. Part-time 
 
5.  How long have you been employed at the University of Arizona?  
 
____years _____months 
 
6.  What is your age?_____ 
 
7.  What is your sex?_____male  ______ female 
 
8.  What is your current marital status? _____ 
 
 A. married 
 B. separated/divorced 
 C. widowed 
 D. never married  
 
9.  How many individuals currently live in your household, including yourself? 
Please circle the number of people and answer the following question: 
 

 1 → Is your total gross household income less than $28,200?    
______yes     ______no 

2→ Is your total gross household income less than $32,250? 
______yes     ______no 

3→ Is your total gross household income less than $36,300? 
______yes     ______no 

4→ Is your total gross household income less than $40,300? 
______yes     ______no 

5→ Is your total gross household income less than $43,550? 
______yes     ______no 

6→ Is your total gross household income less than $46,750? 
______yes     ______no 

7→ Is your total gross household income less than $50,000? 
______yes     ______no 

8 or more→ Is your total gross household income less than $53,200? 
______yes     ______no 

 
10. How many individuals currently living in your household are children of the 
following ages? (Please indicate the number of children in each age group) 
 
_____ under 6 years old 
_____ between 7 and 11 years old 
_____ between 12 and 17 years old 
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11.  What is your total gross annual household income (before taxes)? _____ 

 
 A. Less than $20,000 
 B. $20,000 - $29,999 
 C. $30,000 - $39,999 
 D. $40,000 - $49,999 
 E. $50,000 - $59,999 
 F. $60,000 - $69,999 
 G. $70,000 - $79,999 
 H. $80,000 - $89,999 
 I.  $90,000 or more 

 
12.  What is your current zip code? ___________ 
13.  Which of the following best describes your current primary residence? _____ 
 

 A.  Single-family detached home, renting 
 B.  Single-family detached home, own 
 C.  Apartment or condominium, renting 
 D.  Apartment or condominium, own 
 E.  Townhouse, renting 
 F.  Townhouse, own  
 G.  Other (please specify):______________________________________ 
 

14.  Do you feel that an employer assisted housing program as described in the 
beginning of the survey would help attract university employees such as 
yourself? ______ 
 
 A. yes 
 B. no 
 C. not sure 
 
15.  When you first became employed at the University of Arizona, would you 
have been interested in an employer assisted housing program? ______ 
 
 A. yes 
 B. no 
 C. not sure 
 
 
Optional iPod Drawing: 
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Enter e-mail address here to be put into a drawing for one of three free Apple 
iPod Minis.  Please note that your name will not be connected in any way to this 
survey, and you will not be contacted for any reason unless you win the drawing. 
If you do not use e-mail, please provide your name and campus mailing address. 
 
E-mail address (or name and campus address) for iPod drawing: 
___________________________ 
 

 
Thank you for your time!  Please return your completed survey by campus mail to 

The Center For Applied Sociology, Social Sciences 400. 
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PART I 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1. EAHP INFORMATION/BACKGROUND (Provided by Drachman Institute) 
 
2.  RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
 
 A. General Information.  In February 2006, the Center for Applied Sociology 
conducted a survey with faculty and staff at the University of Arizona.  The purpose of 
the survey was to determine whether junior faculty and staff are interested in an 
Employer-Assisted Housing Program at the University of Arizona.  Due to the large 
numbers of faculty and staff at the university, (approximately 11,455 individuals) an 
internet survey was designed using surveymonkey.com.  Surveymonkey software allows 
the creation of professional online surveys which are accessed via electronic mail or 
webpage link. Knowing that some university staff members do not have access to 
computers, a paper survey was also created to gather responses from staff working in 
Facilities Management (see Appendix A).  Data gathering occurred in the following 
steps: 
 

1. The Center intended to send an electronic mail with the link to the survey to all 
faculty and staff. It was verified through several sources that there is no listserve 
for all faculty and staff at the University of Arizona (with the exception of the 
President of the University).   

2. As an alternative to electronic mail, 3D memos were sent to approximately 
2,000 Department Heads, Deans, and Directors, asking them to encourage their 
employees to fill out the survey (the link to the survey was included).  3D 
memos were sent on three dates: 2/13, 2/20, and 3/2.  Figure 1 demonstrates the 
number of responses on each day that the survey was open. 

3. 550 paper surveys were distributed to employees in Facilities Management.  
These are employees that are less likely to use a computer and thus receive the 
link.  A due date of 3/1/06 was placed on the paper surveys.  Paper survey data 
was returned via campus mail and manually entered and added to the internet 
surveys. 

4. On March 10, the survey was closed to all employees, with 2,300 surveys 
completed.  
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Figure 1: Timeline of survey responses 

Note: 3D memos with links to the survey were sent on 2/13, 2/20, and 3/2. 
 
 B. Response rate. The Drachman Institute and Center for Applied Sociology took 
several steps to maximize the response rate.  First, employees were notified that the 
survey was coming through an initial 3D memo.  Second, an article was sent out to the e-
mail listserve for Lo Que Pasa and posted on their web site (see Appendix B).  Third, the 
survey information and link was posted on the Drachman Institute website and the 
Director of the Drachman Institute sent personal e-mails with the survey link to each 
College Dean.  Finally, as added incentive to fill out the survey, respondents were given 
the choice to enter a drawing for one of three Apple iPod Nanos. On March 10, the 
Center held a random computer drawing for the iPods, and three winners were selected 
(out of 1,912 who entered the drawing).  Winners included two staff members and one 
faculty member. 
 Due to the nature of survey distribution, there is no way to determine the actual 
response rate for the survey.  It is impossible to determine how many employees received 
the link to the survey and deleted that link. For the paper surveys, 550 surveys were 
distributed in one mailing, and 131 were returned (a response rate of 23.8%). 
 
 C. Survey design.  In order to gauge interest in an employer-assisted housing 
program, the respondents first needed information about such a program.  Thus, the 
survey was designed so that brief information on the program appeared in the beginning, 
with a question about interest immediately following that information. Respondents 
subsequently filled out Survey A (for those very interested in the program, somewhat 
interested, or uncertain) or Survey B (for those definitely not interested in an employer-
assisted housing program).  See Appendix A for a copy of the paper survey. Out of 2,300 
employees, 68.9% filled out Survey A, and 31.1% filled out Survey B.  Because an 
employer-assisted housing program would target junior faculty and staff, all tenured 
faculty and visiting/temporary employees were taken out of the final analysis, leaving a 
total figure of 2,016 usable surveys.  Overall, more classified staff completed the survey 
than any other employment category. Table 1 demonstrates the overall levels of interest 
in an employer-assisted housing program. Table 2 further breaks down interest levels by 
employment category.   
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 Frequency Percent 
Survey A   
     Definitely Interested 482 23.9 
     Somewhat Interested 567 28.1 
     Not Sure 389 19.3 
     Total Survey A 1438 71.3 
Survey B   
     Not At All Interested 578 28.7 
Total A and B 2016 100.0 
Table 1: Junior Faculty and Staff Interest in an EAHP  

 
 
 

 Definitely 
Interested 

Somewhat 
Interested 

Not 
Sure 

Not at all 
Interested 

 
Total

Tenure-track 
faculty 28 26 22 24 100 

Non tenure-track 
faculty 25 41 24 47 137 

Academic 
Professional 32 48 34 48 162 

Appointed 
Personnel 80 73 68 82 303 

Classified Staff 317 379 241 375 1312 
Other 0 0 0 2 2 
Total 482 567 389 578 2016 

Table 2: Level of Interest by Employment Category 

 
 
The following report summarizes the findings for Survey A, followed by Survey B.  
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PART II 
CENTRAL FINDINGS SURVEY A 

[Definitely Interested, Somewhat Interested, Uncertain] 
 
 
 

1. HOUSING PREFERENCES.  Respondents filling out Survey A were asked 
questions about their housing needs and preferences.  These questions include 
neighborhood characteristics, location, housing characteristics, and cost.   Please note that 
percentages are calculated from only those individuals completing Survey A (total 
N=1438).   
 
 A. Neighborhood Characteristics. First, respondents were asked to rate the 
importance of different neighborhood characteristics.  The possible ratings include: very 
important when choosing a neighborhood; somewhat important; neutral; somewhat 
unimportant; very unimportant; unsure.  Figure 2 shows which neighborhood items were 
most likely to be rated as very or somewhat important in choosing a place to live. The 
most important item is neighborhood safety, with 97.3% of the sample indicating that 
neighborhood safety is very or somewhat important to them in choosing a neighborhood.  
81.5% of the sample indicated that living close to the university is very or somewhat 
important, followed by living close to shopping, services, and restaurants (78.2%) and 
living close to open spaces, parks, and playgrounds (72.7%).  On the other end of the 
spectrum, only 26.8% of the sample indicates that living close to downtown is very or 
somewhat important to them.   Figure 2: Percent indicating item is very or somewhat 
important in choosing a neighborhood 
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 B. Location.  Respondents were asked whether they would prefer to live in a 
downtown/urban location, a traditional/single family neighborhood, or have no 
preference.  The number one choice is the traditional/single family neighborhood (69.4% 
or 996 individuals), followed by the downtown/urban location (13.2% or 189 
individuals).  Another 10.7% of the sample does not have a preference, and 6.8% are 
unsure which location they would prefer. 
 
 C.  Housing Characteristics.  The “typical” house needed for this sample is a 
three bedroom/two bathroom home.  51.6% of the sample needs three bedrooms, with 
another 32.8% of the sample needing just two bedrooms.   76.6% of the sample needs 
two bathrooms, and 15.9% needs just one bathroom.  
 
Respondents were also asked to rate the importance of different housing characteristics.  
The possible ratings include: very important when choosing a home; somewhat 
important; neutral; somewhat unimportant; very unimportant; unsure.  Figure 3 shows 
which housing items are most likely to be rated as very or somewhat important in 
choosing a home. The most important item is having private outdoor space like a 
backyard, patio, or courtyard.  96.9% of the sample indicates that this is very or 
somewhat important to them in choosing a home.  88.9% of the sample also feels that 
energy-efficiency is important, whereas only 23% feel that living in a gated community is 
important.  Note that 72.5% of the sample prefers a detached home with no shared walls. 
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Figure 3: Percent indicating item is very or somewhat important in choosing a home 
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 D.  Cost.  Respondents were asked how much they would be able to pay for their 
preferred housing, including principal, interest, taxes, and insurance.  792 individuals 
(55.1%) indicate they are able to pay between $500-$999/month for housing; another 404 
(28.1%) are able to pay between $1000 - $1,499/month.  120 individuals (8.3%) are able 
to pay less than $500/month.           
 
 
2. CURRENT LIVING SITUATION.   Respondents filled out a series of questions 
about their current living arrangements.  These include questions about location, 
homeownership, cost, work commute, and satisfaction. 
 
 A. Location.  [zipcode information—insert map?] 
 
 B. Housing Type.  The majority of respondents filling out survey A own their 
residence (62.6% are owners compared to 31.8% renters). Tenure-track faculty is more 
likely to own a single-family residence (67.1% of tenure-track faculty own) compared to 
51.8% of classified staff. 
   
 C. Cost.  The majority of respondents currently pay between $500 and $999 for 
their residence.  Table 3 demonstrates how much people are paying for their current 
housing. 
 

 Frequency Percent
$0 82 5.7 
<$500 185 12.9 
$500-$999 748 52.0 
$1000-$1499 306 21.3 
$1500-$1999 75 5.2 
$2000-$2499 29 2.0 
$2500-$2999 6 .4 
$3000-$3499 4 .3 
$3500+ 1 .1 
Missing 2 .1 
Total 1438 100.0 

Table 3: Current Home Payment 

 
 D. Commute.  Respondents were asked how they usually get to work and how far 
they travel. 79% of the sample (n=1136) travel by car to the university.  13.6% of the 
sample (n=195) walk or bike to work, and 3.9% use public transportation.  Table 4 
demonstrates the one-way distance people are traveling to the university. 
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 Frequency Percent
<1 mile 73 5.1 
1-5 miles 522 36.3 
6-10 miles 386 26.8 
11-19 miles 345 24.0 
20+ miles 110 7.6 
Missing 2 .1 
Total 1438 100.0 

Table 4: One-Way Commute to Work 

  
 E. Satisfaction.  Respondents were asked how satisfied they are with their current 
housing situation.  In spite of the fact that these are the individuals that are interested in 
an employer-assisted housing program, the majority are very or somewhat satisfied with 
their current housing (77.8%).  216 individuals (15%) are somewhat or very dissatisfied 
with their current housing.  Figure 4 shows the reasons why they are dissatisfied. [Note: 
Percents are calculated out of 216.] 125 people are dissatisfied because they do not own 
their current home. 
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 Figure 4: Reasons for current housing dissatisfaction among 216 respondents. 
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3.  DEMOGRAPHICS. Respondents filled out a series of background questions, from 
employment status at the university to income and marital status. 
  
 A.  Employment Status.  As indicated in Table 2, more classified staff completed 
the survey than any other job category.  Of the 1,438 individuals that completed Survey 
A, 937 (65.2%) are classified staff, followed by 221 (15.4%) appointed personnel.  The 
academic professional category is next with 114 (7.9%), then non tenure-track faculty 
with 90 (6.3%), and finally tenure-track faculty with 76 (5.3%).  The majority are full 
time employees (89.7%) with an average length of employment of 8.2 years. 
 
 B.  Age. The mean age for those interested in EAHP is 42 years old; however 
employees are fairly evenly distributed among the different age groups. Figure 5 charts 
the age distribution. 
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Figure 5 

  
 C.  Sex.  68.3% of those that filled out Survey A are female. 
 
 D. Marital Status and Children. The majority of those interested in EAHP are 
married (55.1%).  The rest are never married (23.2%), separated/divorced (19.8%), or 
widowed (1.9%).  Respondents also answered questions regarding the number of 
individuals currently living in their home. 38.3% of the sample resides with one other 
person, while 39.6% live with two others or more. The majority of respondents interested 
in EAHP have children living with them.  
 
***Note to Marilyn: the numbers in the data don’t add up here. I don’t know if people 
got confused on the question of the number of people living in their household (including 
themselves), and indicating the number of children in each age category.  It turns out in 
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the data that supposedly 22% or n=317 live alone (they indicated only 1 person lived in 
the household), but according to the numbers on children, 82.3% said they had at least 
one child under age 6, 83% had at least one children between 7-11, and 80.9% had at 
least one child between 12-17!  I don’t think these numbers make any logical sense.    
Might need to just take out of report. 
 
 
 E. Income. Respondents were asked to indicate their total gross annual household 
income (before taxes).  Figure 6 shows the breakdown of income levels. 
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Figure 5: Gross Annual Household Income in Numbers 

 
 
Respondents were also asked a question that connected household size with income to 
determine how many employees fall under Federal guidelines for [poverty line? housing 
assistance?]  Of those employees interested in an employer-assisted housing program, 
281 individuals (19.5%) indicate their income falls below the federal guideline.   
 
 
4.  OPINIONS.  
 A.  Employee Recruitment and Retention.  Respondents were asked whether 
they felt an employer assisted housing program would help attract other university 
employees.  1,111 individuals (79.1%) feel that it would help attract other employees.  In 
addition, respondents were asked whether an employer assisted housing program would 
encourage them to stay at the university.  897 individuals (63.8%) feel that such a 
program would encourage them to stay. 
 
 B.  Concerns. Based on the information they had been given, employees were 
asked what concerns they have about an employer-assisted housing program. The survey 
question was designed so that they could place a check next to items they were concerned 
about, as well as enter an open-ended text response.  Only 192 individuals indicate that 
they have no concerns at this time.  Figure 6 shows which items concern employees. 
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Figure 6:  Concerns About EAHP 

 
Respondents were also given the option of typing their concerns in an open-ended text 
box.  See Appendix C for a list of all employee concerns.   
  
 C.  Focus Group Interest.  At the conclusion of survey A, respondents were 
given a choice to enter their e-mail or contact information if they would like to participate 
in a focus group to help develop the employer assisted housing project.  260 individuals 
entered their information, indicating a high level of interest in the program. 
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PART III  
CENTRAL FINDINGS SURVEY B  

[Not Interested] 
  
 
1.  REASONS NOT INTERESTED. 578 individuals (28.7%) are not interested in an 
employer-assisted housing program at this time.  Respondents were asked to check a 
series of items that explain why this is the case. By far the most often checked was that 
employees already own a home (87.9%).  Figure 7 demonstrates all the possible reasons. 
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Figure 7: Reasons not interested in EAHP 

 
2.  DEMOGRAPHICS. Respondents filled out a series of background questions, from 
employment status at the university to income and marital status. 
  
 A.  Employment Status.  Similar to survey A, more classified staff completed the 
survey than any other job category.  Of the 578 individuals that completed Survey B, 375 
(64.9%) are classified staff, followed by 82 (14.2%) appointed personnel.  The academic 
professional category is next with 48 (8.3%), then non tenure-track faculty with 47 
(8.1%), and finally tenure-track faculty with 24 (4.2%).  The majority are full time 
employees (90.7%) with an average length of employment of 10.4 years. This average is 
2 years longer than those who filled out survey A. 
 

 



 154

 B.  Age. The mean age for those not interested in EAHP is 47 years old, which is 
5 years older than those who completed survey A.  
  
 C.  Sex.  71.8% of those that filled out Survey B are female. 
 
 D. Marital Status and Children. The majority are married (67.5%).  The rest are 
separated/divorced (16.8%), never married (13%), or widowed (2.6%).  Respondents also 
answered questions regarding the number of individuals currently living in their home. 
43.4% of the sample resides with one other person, while 38.5% live with two others or 
more. The majority of respondents have children living with them.  
 
 
 
 E. Income. Respondents were asked to indicate their total gross annual household 
income (before taxes).  Figure 8 shows the breakdown of income levels. In comparison to 
those who filled out survey A, individuals interested in the EAHP have lower annual 
gross income. 
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Figure 8: Gross Annual Household Income in Numbers 

 
 
Similar to Survey A, respondents were asked a question that connected household size 
with income to determine how many employees fall under Federal guidelines for [poverty 
line? housing assistance?]  Of those employees NOT interested in an employer-assisted 
housing program, 52 individuals (9.0%) indicate their income falls below the federal 
guideline, compared to 19.5% of survey A respondents. 
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3. CURRENT LIVING SITUATION. Respondents filled out a two questions about 
their current living arrangements.  These include location and housing type. 
 
 A. Location.  [zipcode information—insert map?] 
 
 B. Housing Type.  The majority of respondents filling out survey B own their 
residence (88.8% are owners). This is compared to 62.6% of those interested in EAHP.   
 
 
4.  OPINIONS 
 A.  Employee Recruitment and Retention.  Respondents were asked whether 
they felt an employer assisted housing program would help attract other university 
employees.  190 individuals (34.5%) feel that it would help attract other employees.  
26.3% do not feel like a program would attract other employees, and 39.2% are not sure. 
In addition, respondents were asked if they would have been interested in such a program 
when first starting with the university.165 individuals (28.6%) said yes, they would have 
been interested. 
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