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1 INTRODUCTION 

Since 2007, the Brazilian Government has been implementing a policy that chan-
nels massive investments in infrastructure through its Growth Acceleration Program 
(Programa de Aceleração do Crescimento – PAC). Although funding for favela upgrades 
was included, investments in urban infrastructure were not initially among the main 
priorities of this program. However, the situation changed drastically from 2009 on-
wards, followed by the launch of the second Growth Acceleration Program (PAC-2) 
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in 2010. This shift was reflected through investments in urban mobility projects, with 
a total of R$ 143 billion announced for PAC-2, PAC Copa and the Mobility Pact.9 

In 2009, the Brazilian Government launched the Minha Casa Minha Vida 
(MCMV – in English, My Home My Life) public housing program that mobilized 
funds since then at unprecedented levels in Brazil. The program was designed to 
lessen a housing shortage estimated at 5.5 million units (Pasternak and D’Ottaviano, 
2014), and funds were earmarked for the construction of public housing projects. 
The initial goal of this program in 2009 was to build one million homes, with this 
target raised by the [Dilma] Rousseff Administration to two million, and then to 
three million in 2014. This housing subsidies policy paved the way for families to 
move into their own homes in urban areas, with three monthly Income Brackets: 
up to R$ 1,600 (income bracket 1), R$ 1,600 – R$ 3,275 (income bracket 2) and 
R$ 3,275 – R$ 5,400 (income bracket 3). The lack of homes for income bracket 
1 families accounts for 90% of Brazil’s housing shortage (Maricato, 2012). 

In addition to addressing this housing shortage, the roots of this program 
also include an explicit economic goal. Encompassed by the PAC, the MCMV is 
part of a strategy created in response to the 2008 global credit crunch, and was 
designed to boost economic growth while generating jobs and income through 
the construction industry. In practice, these twin targets resulted in higher priority 
for construction speed and unit quantity, to the detriment of quality, in terms of 
the location, design and planning of these homes (Cardoso, 2013). Consequently, 
while the MCMV Program has indeed delivered significant numbers of housing 
units at affordable prices, there is nevertheless a rising tide of criticism over the 
quality of these units. More specifically, the link between providing social housing at  
affordable prices, locations and options for accessing the city seem to have generally 
been neglected, with the negative effects of this program accentuating the social 
segregation of low-income families. In fact, this program has been replicating the 
missteps of Brazil’s housing policy since the 1960s, when property construction 
and ownership transfers were defined as the only strategy for addressing housing 
shortages (Bonduki, 2014). The location of major public housing projects in Rio 
de Janeiro – such as Cidade de Deus and Vila Kennedy – underscore the periph-
eralization of low-income housing of that earlier period. 

An analysis of the locations of developments implemented for MCMV income 
bracket 1 shows that most of these housing complexes were built as residential-only 
projects on the outskirts of Brazilian cities, far away from areas that concentrate 
opportunities and public services, requiring lengthy commutes and reinforcing a 
situation of social and spatial segregation that is examined in this paper. For example, 
more than 66,000 housing units were contracted in Rio de Janeiro, with a goal of 

9. Available at: <http://www.pac.gov.br/noticia/193f78a6> and <http://goo.gl/e0ogTi>.

http://www.pac.gov.br/noticia/193f78a6
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100,000 by the end of 2016. Of these, 50% were earmarked for income bracket 
1 families (Rio de Janeiro City Hall, 2014) with 53% of all units handed over to 
families in this income bracket located in the West Zone. People living in these 
complexes and using public transportation to the more prosperous South Zone or 
the Centro business district – where most registered jobs and services are located – 
face commutes of up to four hours a day (Cardoso, 2013). By June 2013, contracts 
had been signed for the creation of 64,600 housing units in São Paulo, with 34.1% 
of these earmarked for income bracket 1 families. Analyzing the distance from the 
two main hubs offering jobs and services (Praça da Sé and Avenida Berrini), it was 
apparent that MCMV income bracket 1 complexes are located at mean distances 
of 26 – 28 kilometers from the areas that concentrates the opportunities in the 
city (Marques and Rodrigues, 2013). Out of 6,636 housing units delivered in 
Uberlândia, 62.87% went to income bracket 1 families; a further 6,008 units have 
been contracted or are under construction for families in income brackets 1 and 2 
(Uberlândia City Hall, 2015). These developments are scattered through outlying 
areas all around the city, mainly in the West Sector, recalling that municipal laws 
were altered in order to expand urban perimeters, which allowed sub-division of 
the tracts of land on which most of these projects were built. 

Together with the design of these developments, this geographical distribu-
tion exacerbates the territorial segregation of low-income families, triggering many 
different impacts on the mobility and quality of life of their members. Moreover, 
this public housing production logic has also imposed costs on society as a whole, 
with more funding needed to extend infrastructure facilities out towards these 
peripheral areas, in parallel to longer commutes, traffic jams, air pollution and 
road safety challenges. 

It is thus necessary to assess the extent to which moving into the homes of-
fered by MCMV projects proved positive for their residents, from the standpoint 
of location, cost and quality of life. This is a crucial factor for Rio de Janeiro, for 
example, where the MCMV Program is the only resettlement mechanism for 
families removed from high-risk areas in order to make way for sweeping changes 
underwritten by massive investments that are changing the face of the city. It is 
also worthwhile analyzing the characteristics of the developments implemented so 
far, in order to assess the challenges of urban insertion, striving to highlight steps 
that could foster progress through not only building homes but also providing 
good quality urban settings for their residents. 

In order to address these challenges, we present a case study of five income 
bracket 1 developments: two in Rio de Janeiro, two in São Paulo and one in 
Uberlândia. These case studies are intended to provide input to reassess core ele-
ments related to the quality and costs of MCMV developments, as well as aspects 
related to urban mobility and access to the city. The following sections present 
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the methodological grounds used, and the resulting findings of, these case stud-
ies, together with proposals for more effective ways to address the challenges of 
mobility and accessibility noted in the course of the study. 

 2 METHODOLOGY 

Different criteria guided the selection of developments in each municipality.  
In Rio de Janeiro, this choice was based on the contrast between what is rated as one 
of the best projects in terms of location, with easy access to public transportation 
in an area that is already consolidated with supplies of services and facilities, and 
one of the most remote MCMV developments, located far from transportation, 
services and other amenities. In São Paulo, developments were selected where the 
Right of the City and Public Space Laboratory at the School of Urban Planning and 
Architecture, University of São Paulo (LabCidade, FAU/USP) have already engaged 
in research activities. In terms of location and transportation, both developments 
present intermediary situation comparing with the two projects in Rio de Janeiro, 
located in better consolidated outlying areas with relatively good transportation 
options and access to local sub-centers. In Uberlândia, a development was selected 
that is typical of most of the housing projects built by the MCMV in that city: in 
an outlying district that is segregated by a highway and offers few urban amenities 
and connections to surroundings areas. 

The researchers first obtained general information on each of the selected 
developments. Next, the researchers administered a survey with their residents, 
through a questionnaire designed to explore their views of the changes introduced 
by moving away from their old homes. The questionnaire addressed issues such as 
alterations in use of means of transportation, time spent commuting, transportation 
and housing costs, availability of local recreation facilities, services and stores, in 
addition to resident satisfaction. The surveys of people living in Rio de Janeiro and 
São Paulo were conducted between April and July 2014, with teams of six to eight 
researchers at each complex. During this period, 299 families were interviewed, 
for a total of 1,079 people. The surveys in Uberlândia were conducted by a team 
of nine researchers interviewing a total of sixty families (228 people) between 
November and December 2014.

These developments were also analyzed through the MCMV Income Bracket 
1 Urban Insertion Assessment Tool developed by the Institute for Transportation 
and Development Policy (ITDP) in partnership with the LabCidade – FAU/USP. 
This tool draws from two sources: the Transport-Oriented Development (TOD) 
Standard developed by ITDP,10 and second, the concept of “urban insertion,” 
defined here as the way in which housing units interact in urban areas, taking 

10. Available at: <http://goo.gl/tWzxEJ>.
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into consideration the location, the adaptation to the terrain, their connections 
to infrastructure facilities, the availability of public utility services and links with 
nearby public areas and buildings.11 

The Urban Insertion Assessment Tool is designed to evaluate the urban inser-
tion of an MCMV housing unit construction project prior to its implementation, 
thus providing input for project approval processes. Moreover, this tool also helps 
to: clarify the public and private players involved in project development, assess-
ment and approval criteria; define the best design and establish the location and 
manner of implementation of the development; focus on establishing access to 
public areas; foster sociability and pedestrian traffic; and improve access to public 
transportation and the public amenities, jobs, commerce and services that are es-
sential for urban life. This tool also assesses the extent to which each development 
improves or worsens social and spatial segregation in Brazilian cities. 

The Urban Insertion Assessment Tool is divided into three themes with nine in-
dicators (chart 1) with the following scores: Good, Acceptable or Insufficient. For the 
development to achieve satisfactory urban insertion, all the indicators must be rated as 
at least Acceptable. If any of the indicators are ranked as Insufficient, the development 
must be set aside for review of the unacceptable items. This tool was deployed in the 
developments selected by the ITDP Brazil and LabCidade, together with the Uberlândia 
Federal University, through field visits, map analyses and online research. 

CHART 1
Urban Insertion Assessment Tool – themes and indicators 

Theme Indicators

1. Transportation
1. Transportation options: number of different public transportation routes accessible.

2. Transportation frequency: frequency and operating hours of lines of public transportation identified. 

2. Supply of public 
facilities, commerce 
and services 

3. Daily uses: day-care centers, public kindergartens, open areas for recreational purposes, markets selling 
fresh foods.

4. Occasional uses: public primary school, secondary school and/or technical school, public health clinic with 
urgent care facilities, drug stores, sports facilities, supermarket, lottery store or ATMs.

5. Sporadic uses: public hospital, civil service center, university or college, banks.

3. Design and urban 
integration 

6. Relation to the surroundings: percentage of the perimeter of the development or adjacent complexes 
adjacent to an urban neighborhood.

7. Block size: mean block size for the development or set of adjacent developments, and all immediately 
adjacent blocks.

8. Opening to public spaces: number of pedestrian access points for each 100 meters of boundary between 
the private areas of the development or adjacent development and public streets with pedestrian sidewalks.

9. Pedestrian circulation network: assessment of the pedestrian circulation network of the development(s) 
and access routes to bus stops and/or stations providing access to the transportation system.

Source:  ITDP.

11. Translator’s note: although the term “urban insertion” (“inserção urbana”) does not exist in English, the translator 
decided to use a literal translation; this term, as it is used in this chapter, encompasses several concepts related to 
spatial location, urban integration and design, access to transportation as well as other public services and amenities. 
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 Additionally, an extension of the Urban Insertion Assessment Tool was pro-
posed in order to include an evaluation of access to formal employment, based on 
company records in the Annual Information Report released by the Ministry of 
Labor and Employment (Rais-MTE), with two indicators: i) number of formal jobs 
available with wages of up to R$ 1,600/month (family income ceiling accepted by 
the program in income bracket 1 in 2013) reachable by a public transportation trip 
of between 30 and 60 minutes;12 as no information was available in Uberlândia on 
the duration of public transportation commutes, a period of up to fifteen minutes 
by car was used; and ii) the percentage of accessible jobs as described above in 
proportion to the total number of registered jobs in each municipality with wages 
of up to R$ 1,600/month in 2013. 

Commuting times to employer firms were calculated through the Google 
Maps webtool. Tentative isochrones (lines along which commute times are the 
same) were created that correspond to each of the commute durations adopted, 
from each housing project. The number of companies in each of the isochrones 
was then calculated and, through cross-referencing these figures with the database 
on employees and their wages, the number of jobs was obtained. These analyses 
were conducted in Rio de Janeiro, as the two housing complexes under analysis are 
located in very different intra-urban contexts, and also for Uberlândia, in order to 
obtain a diagnosis for a mid-sized city (or regional hub) that could be compared 
with the figures for a metropolis.

3 CASE STUDIES: MAIN FILDINGS AND ANALYSES 

3.1 Characterization of housing complexes studies  

3.1.1 Rio de Janeiro 

Located around eight kilometers from the CBD and the history-rich center of Rio 
de Janeiro, the Bairro Carioca housing project, also known as “Triagem,” is located 
alongside train and metro lines that connect at the station with the same name. The 
development’s surrounding area is also served by several regular bus lines, ensuring 
good public transportation. This development was designed to house families liv-
ing in high-risk areas in several different parts of Rio, together with other families 
that meet the criteria of MCMV income bracket 1 approval process.13 The 2,240 

12. These commuting times correspond to those used for Indicators 4 and 5 respectively. In addition to using the same 
indicator parameters as the Urban Insertion Assessment Tool, attempts were also made to ensure compatibility with 
information drawn from the National Household Sampling Survey (Pnad, IBGE). 
13. The selection process for bracket 1 families is based on nationwide criteria that include monthly family income 
levels as a priority for families living in high-risk areas, families headed by women and families of people with special 
needs. In addition to meeting these criteria, families must be registered with municipal governments and comply with 
local requirements, after which their names are entered for a random draw. Beneficiaries may not choose the locations 
of their future homes. 
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housing units are built on a tract of land covering 12.2 hectares and is expected to 
house 8,896 residents. Furthermore, the Bairro Carioca project was designed as a 
development with complementary uses, including a market, restaurant, drugstore, 
beauty salon, day-care center, fitness center, health clinic and primary school, in 
addition to an educational community center (Nave de Conhecimento) equipped 
with a laboratory, an auditorium and a library. 

Built in a greenfield area and located on the Estrada dos Palmares in Santa 
Cruz, in Western Zone of Rio de Janeiro, the six apartment blocks forming the 
Jesuítas is one of the most remote housing project of the MCMV program in the 
city. The development is six kilometers from the center of Santa Cruz, which is 
in turn some fifty kilometers from downtown Rio, 46 kilometers from the South 
Zone and 33 kilometers from Barra da Tijuca. The Santa Cruz district lies at 
the end of Avenida Brasil, the main highway running between the North Zone 
and West Zone, alongside the terminals of two (respectively) medium and high 
capacity public transportation systems (Transoeste Bus Rapid Transit system and 
the Supervia urban train network). The West Zone – where this development is 
located – is a low-income region with high unemployment and poor public util-
ity services.14 Since 2009, Santa Cruz has been on the cutting edge of the urban 
frontier, where rural landscapes are shrinking and new property developments rub 
shoulders with small ramshackle farms. 

Once completed, the six apartment blocks at Jesuítas will offer 2,718 units 
that are expected to house around 10,000 people. These apartment blocks are clas-
sified by the origins of the families who will live in them: three will house families 
moved from favelas and high-risk areas, while the other three will be set aside for 
families completing the standard MCMV process. Two apartment blocks were 
selected for the field survey because of possible differences in perceptions among 
their residents: Cascais, whose residents completed the standard MCMV process, 
and Coimbra, families from slums and high-risk areas. 

When it was inaugurated in April 2012, the area around this development 
offered no commerce, services or other urban amenities. When the survey of its 
residents was conducted in April 2014, the researchers noted that small informal 
commerce had appeared in the development, as well as a public school and health 
clinic were constructed on the Estrada Palmares, some 500 meters away from the 
closest apartment block. 

14. Among the 126 districts in Rio de Janeiro, Santa Cruz ranked 119th by the Human Development Index (HDI) in 2010.
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3.1.2 São Paulo 

The Residencial Iguape housing project is located in the Itaquera district in the 
West Zone of São Paulo some 22 kilometers from the Avenida Berrini and around 
15 kilometers from the Praça da Sé, which are the two main city’s hubs. Located 
in a relatively well consolidated area, this project is endowed with good public 
transportation, including several bus lines and fast access to the metro. Inaugurated 
in January 2013 with 300 units, it is expected to house 1,200 income bracket 1 
residents selected through the standard MCMV process. In addition to relatively 
good public transportation, the surrounding area also offers plenty of commerce 
and other amenities. 

Located in the Sapopemba district, also in the West Zone of São Paulo15 
and inaugurated in 2011, the Residencial São Roque was one of the first MCMV 
income bracket 1 buildings in this municipality, located some 19 kilometers from 
the Avenida Berrini and around 15 kilometers from the Praça da Sé. Similar to the 
Iguape project, São Roque is also relatively well served in terms of transportation 
options travelling towards major city’s hubs. 

Of the 300 units delivered, 158 units were intended for residents in high-risk ar-
eas, with the remainder allocated to families completing the standard MCMV process. 

3.1.3 Uberlândia 

Located in the East Sector of Uberlândia, the Loteamento Jardim Sucupira subdi-
vision is part of a residential district (Bairro Residencial Integração), together with 
three other subdivisions, accessed from the Rodovia BR-452 highway running 
between Uberlândia and Araxá, 7.5 kilometers from the city center in the Praça 
Tubal Vilela square. This subdivision was approved by the city Council in 2004, 
with part of it included in the Special Social Interest Zone in 2011, where 270 
single-family units were built, each covering 38.02 m2, handed over in 2011 to 
families completing the standard MCMV process. 

This subdivision includes a public primary school, two kindergartens, a family 
health clinic, a prison and a re-educational detention center for young offenders. 
Commuters catch buses to downtown areas through a centralized distribution 
system with five integration terminals (Central, Umuarama, Planalto, Santa Luzia 
and Industrial District) where these lines are integrated, redistributing the flow. 
The residents of Jardim Sucupira have only a single bus line with three stops along 
a route ending at the Central Terminal, and the remaining two lines serving this 
subdivision are some two kilometers away from the development. 

15. Data released by the IBGE in 2000 showed that, according to the HDI, Sapopemba ranked 78th among the 96 
districts in São Paulo.
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3.2 Field survey findings16 

This section presents analyses of the behavior of the variables researched in the 
field that together lead to the conclusion that the appropriation of the city takes 
place in different ways among the developments examined. Important reasons 
for these differences, include the location of these homes and the characteristics 
of the commutes (means of transportation, costs, duration etc.) undertaken by 
their residents. 

3.2.1 Exploring resident profiles 

An examination of the social and economic characteristics of people living in the 
developments under study reveals similarities derived from the people’s positions 
in society, regardless of the city where they actually reside. On the other hand, 
there are exceptional situations that also warrant closer attention. 

Starting with the age of the residents, a comparison presents a relatively even 
distribution: in all the complexes, the largest group consisted of adults (45% to 
63%), followed by children, adolescents and finally the elderly. However, most 
residents are at active ages, indicating that they are deeply involved in activities 
outside the home, triggering greater demands for transportation than children and 
the elderly (Vasconcellos, 2005). 

In terms of these activities, the complexes presented relatively similar per-
centages of residents working or studying during the previous thirty days: 63% to 
78%. These data show that most residents at active ages are actually studying or 
working and therefore need to access their places of work or study every weekday. 

In terms of their income, the data reflect similarities among the developments, 
confirming that the vast majority (between 80% and 90%) of residents in the case 
studies in Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo were in fact encompassed by MCMV income 
bracket 1, consisting largely of people with incomes of up to 3 minimum wages 
(MW). These data show that most of these housing units have been allocated to 
families qualifying under the income ceiling established by the MCMV program 
for these developments. Furthermore, this also reflects a financial situation where 
variations in transportation and housing costs have significant impact on family 
budgets. However, two somewhat different situations must be stressed: at Iguape, 
53% of the residents stated that they had no incomes, due to the high proportion 
of students and schoolchildren in the sample, while there was a large contingent 
(around 45%) of residents earning more than three minimum wages at Sucupira, 
with no homes without incomes at this development in Uberlândia.

16. The full reports on the analyses briefly presented here are available in the Ipea Discussion Paper.
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3.2.2 Vehicle ownership and commuting to work 

Although the population is relatively homogenous in terms of income at all 
four developments in Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo, the percentage of people 
owning cars varied significantly (between 4.5% and 44% of the residents).  
A comparison among the housing complexes shows that the motorization 
rate in São Paulo is higher for these residents than their counterparts in Rio 
de Janeiro. Meanwhile, the motorization rate is even higher in Uberlândia, at 
around 70%. The Bairro Carioca and Coimbra apartment block of Jesuítas 
(Rio de Janeiro), whose residents were people moved from high-risk areas and 
informal settlements presented the lowest motorization rates (4.5% and 11% 
respectively). The proportions of families completing the formal MCMV se-
lection process were higher, with the current motorization rate keeping pace. 
This indicates the possibility of a link between previous housing conditions and 
vehicle ownership. Notably, the data did not indicate any clear links between 
income and vehicle ownership. 

Most of the residents of these developments used public transportation and 
walking to travel to and from work. Except for the São Roque development, where 
there was no variation in the types of transportation used after moving into the 
housing units provided by the MCMV Program, for all the other case studies, 
it became apparent that their residents made less use of active transportation 
options (walking or cycling), using motorized options more frequently. People 
living in the Bairro Carioca, Jesuítas and Iguape complexes began to use public 
transportation more frequently, with a significant increase in higher-capacity 
options (metro, train and BRT). However, individual transportation increased 
the most at Sucupira, particularly cars. It is worthwhile noting here that there 
are no trains or metros in Uberlândia; other explanations may include infrequent 
bus services and roads that discourage cyclists, with tricky highway crossings. 
The use of private motorized vehicles (motorcycles and automobiles) did not 
drop in any of the cases, with increased car use at the Bairro Carioca and Iguape 
developments, despite being ranked as the best located in terms of easy access to 
public transportation. 

An examination of the locations of these developments in their respective 
cities suggests that the shift towards motorized transportation options is prompted 
mainly by longer distances between these new homes and employment centers.

3.2.3 Commuting times to and from work 

Moving into the homes provided through the MCMV Program had quite differ-
ent effects on the municipalities under analysis in terms of commuting times to 
and from work. 
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Residents living in the São Paulo complexes actually gained time through 
shorter commutes; the mean travel times to work each day shrank by 8% at Iguape 
and 12% at São Roque, which is compatible with their location in well-consolidated 
areas with reasonable supplies of commerce and services as well as access to public 
transportation. These findings indicate potentially positive progress in the quality 
of life of these residents, with more time to devote to other activities. 

Two quite different results were found for the developments in Rio de Janeiro, 
also due to their location. At Jesuítas, there was a 39% increase in mean daily com-
mutes to work related to the logic of a housing-only project on the outskirts of the 
city, in an area that is still growing, and disconnected from commerce, services and 
other amenities. Commuting times remained unchanged in Bairro Carioca, due 
largely to the fact that many of these residents were resettled from areas relatively 
close to their new homes, with good supplies of services and transportation options 
available in close proximity of the new development.

The duration of daily commutes rose by around 11% at Sucupira. Although 
far closer to the center of Uberlândia than the distance between the Jesuítas complex 
and main hubs of Rio de Janeiro, the two developments shared some characteristics: 
poor connections between these two projects and public transportation options, 
in addition to locations. 

Reports from residents indicated that most people moving into these new 
complexes were informal workers, mainly in the civil construction and services 
segments, and changed jobs when they arrived. Within this context, people living in 
the Jesuítas homes face greater difficulties in finding work, due to the development’s 
location in a less consolidated area. This information requires further investigation 
because – as the job accessibility analyses indicate (see section 3.4) – this suggests 
that location is an extremely important factor, as people living in more remote 
projects with unconsolidated surroundings are more severely affected in terms of 
access to formal and informal jobs. 

3.2.4 Alterations to transportation and housing outlays 

Moving into their new homes resulted in higher mean transportation costs for 
the residents of all the MCMV projects, with diverse effects on housing outlays. 

The sharpest increase in transportation costs occurred at the Jesuítas develop-
ment, up 156% after moving in, followed by 89% at Sucupira, 31% at Iguape, 
11% at Bairro Carioca and 1% at São Roque. These figures are directly related to 
a shift from active transportation to motorized options that are more expensive, 
with adverse impacts arising from the implementation logic of these developments, 
which sought lower land acquisition costs by opting for cheaper properties in 
outlying urban areas. 
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Housing costs varied widely, dropping in São Paulo but rising in Rio de 
Janeiro and Uberlândia, after moving into the MCMV housing units. The Bairro 
Carioca is particularly noteworthy with the highest increase (up 139%), followed 
by Jesuítas (51%) and Sucupira (12%). The increase in housing costs in Rio de 
Janeiro occurred because some of the beneficiary families came from self-built 
homes in informal settlements where they paid no monthly maintenance fees or 
utility bills for water and electricity, now having to bear these costs in the MCMV 
units. Despite its remote location, the absolute value of the mean housing costs in 
the Jesuítas complex is 38% higher than in the Bairro Carioca.17 

In contrast, the developments analyzed in São Paulo posted a steady drop 
in housing costs, down 10% at São Roque and 24% at Iguape, largely because 
most of their residents were previously living in rented apartments. Consequently, 
moving into these new housing units at subsidized prices resulted in lower outlays 
for these families. 

3.2.5  The proportion of transportation and housing expenses in the family budgets 
of residents 

The impacts of alterations to transportation and housing expenditures on family 
budgets varied widely, depending on the project. Bearing in mind the benefits 
gained in terms of access to formal housing and looking ahead to the proportion of 
transportation and housing outlays relative to overall family budgets, moving into 
these MCMV houses was not a positive step only for the Jesuítas residents, whose 
family expenses increased for transportation (+14%) and housing (+11%). For 
people living in the other developments, there were few changes in the proportion 
of transportation costs for family budgets, while housing expenditures fell for the 
residents of São Roque and Iguape, they rose at Bairro Carioca because residents 
there had previously lower costs when living in informal settlements. 

However, this analysis changed when comparing the proportion of these 
outlays in a combined transportation and housing costs index that stipulates that 
the sum of these outlays should not exceed 45% of family budgets, based on a 
30% ceiling for housing and 15% for transportation.18 While the mean figures 
for the Bairro Carioca and Iguape complexes remained below the stipulated ceil-
ings for the aggregate index, reflecting the separate figures for the housing and 
transportation components, the sharp increase in transportation costs for people 
living in the Jesuítas project, and persistently high housing costs for the residents 

17. A possible explanation for these higher costs would be higher monthly condominium fees paid by residents of the 
Jesuítas complex; this information was not available and requires further investigation.
18. This index was drawn up by the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), with a 45% ceiling usually adopted in 
the United States. For the Bairro Carioca, we assume that this move was positive despite higher costs, as transportation 
and housing outlays together remained at the ceiling of 45%.
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of São Roque resulted in index values higher than the recommended levels. At 
Sucupira, the overall index remained higher than recommended both before and 
after moving between homes, with these outlays distributed differently: higher 
transportation costs and lower expenditures on housing. 

3.2.6 Satisfaction with new homes 

At all the developments, most (56% to 75%) residents stated that they preferred 
their new locations. An analysis of the reasons behind this preference showed that 
access to formal land with ownership titles and greater safety and security were the 
factors mentioned most frequently, indicating appreciable benefits compared to 
their previous housing situations. People living in the São Paulo developments also 
emphasized the central location and easy access to public transportation, indicating 
an awareness of improvements in these aspects. When asked what could be done 
to make these house complexes even better, demands for more recreation areas and 
commerce were particularly noteworthy. At the more remote projects (Jesuítas and 
Sucupira), residents emphasized the lack of educational facilities, while people living 
in the two complexes in Rio de Janeiro wanted more public transportation options. 

3.2.7 Satisfaction with available transportation options

Perceptions of transportation costs options varied widely by municipality. The residents 
of the complexes in São Paulo scored these aspects higher, once again indicating a 
perception of better transportation provision after moving into their new homes. 
However, an awareness of the need for improvement is apparent at all the projects, 
in terms of the number of routes and more frequent bus services. Even at the Bairro 
Carioca – located in an area with several commuter options, including buses, com-
muter rail and the metro – residents tend to have negative views on the urban design 
of the project, feeling that it hampers easy access to transportation and complaining 
about poor quality pedestrian facilities that are perceived as unsafe and insecure. 

3.3 Findings: urban insertion analysis

 An analysis of these five housing projects by the Urban Insertion Assessment Tool 
shows that the original designs presented by the property developers would not 
have been approved at the implementation stage if urban planning aspects related 
to location, integration with their surroundings and urban design had been assessed 
in greater depth. The worst case is Jesuítas, where none of the indicators obtained 
satisfactory scores, followed by Sucupira, with only two indicators rated as sufficient. 
The others offer good access to transportation facilities, with low scores in terms of 
integration with their surrounding areas and urban design. 
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CHART 2 
Urban insertion assessment of projects under study

Findings – urban insertion 
assessment of projects 
under study theme

Indicator
Findings

Bairro Carioca
(Rio de Janeiro)

Jesuítas
(Rio de Janeiro)

Iguape
(São Paulo)

São Roque
(São Paulo) 

Sucupira
(Uberlândia)

1. Transportation

1. Transportation 
options Good Insufficient Good Good Insufficient

2. Transportation 
frequency Acceptable Insufficient Acceptable Acceptable Insufficient

2. Supplies of public 
facilities, commerce and 
services

3. Daily uses Acceptable Insufficient Acceptable Acceptable Insufficient

4. Occasional 
uses Good Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient

5. Sporadic uses Good Insufficient Insufficient Acceptable Insufficient

3. Urban Integration and 
Design

6. Relationship 
to the surround-
ings

Insufficient Insufficient Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable

7. Block size Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Acceptable Good

8. Opening to 
public spaces Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient

9. Pedestrian 
circulation net-
work

Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient

Source: Field survey; drawn up by the authors. 

According to basic information on the project designs and as previously 
indicated by resident perceptions, the deployment of the tool confirmed that 
supplies of services and amenities in the Jesuítas area are not able to meet daily, 
occasional and sporadic needs, while the characteristics of the urban design of this 
development neither foster access to urban facilities or public areas, nor pedestrian 
circulation and personal interactions. The designs of the complexes in São Paulo 
and Uberlândia offer acceptable levels of relationships with surrounding areas, 
while the block size at Jardim Sucupira was ranked as good, as this is a subdivi-
sion. On the other hand, similar to the Jesuítas, the Bairro Carioca failed to obtain 
acceptable levels for any of the Urban Integration and Design indicators. It must 
also be stressed that none of these projects posted satisfactory scores for the public 
spaces and pedestrian circulation network indicators, highlighting the extent to 
which these aspects were neglected during the planning and implementation of 
these MCMV housing complexes. 

These findings show that location is one of the crucial elements for imple-
menting a development with good urban insertion, with this characteristic almost 
completely ignored for projects such as Jesuítas and Sucupira: the isolation and 
the option for a single-use complex segregates their residents even more, with 
transportation costs imposing added burdens on family budgets. However, despite 
its importance, good location is still not enough to ensure decent urban insertion. 
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More specifically, it is crucial to ensure supplies of amenities, commerce and 
services that can meet the needs of local residents, as well as an urban design foster-
ing pedestrian circulation, interactions among people and access to public areas.  
Assessments of the Bairro Carioca, Iguape and São Roque case studies show that these 
characteristics were also disregarded, resulting in housing projects that – although 
well located in terms of transportation – are poorly integrated with their surround-
ings. These deficiencies increased the need for commutes and hampered the daily 
travel of their residents, while also reducing access to facilities, goods and services. 

3.4 Findings – analysis of access to formal employment

The researchers analyzed ease of access to formal jobs for both cases in Rio de 
Janeiro, as well as the Uberlândia project. As expected, there is a striking contrast 
between the two developments in Rio de Janeiro: in just thirty minutes, Bairro 
Carioca residents opting for public transportation can reach places clustering 
5.31% of total formal jobs (with wages of up to R$ 1,600) in this municipality; a 
sixty-minute commute takes them to almost half (45.4%) of these jobs available 
in 2013. A comparison of the Bairro Carioca and Jesuítas cases shows that a thirty-
minute commute from the former encompasses 172 times more jobs than can be 
reached from the latter; and 32 times more jobs in sixty minutes. In Uberlândia –  
where data on commuting times using public transportation was not available –  
almost half (46.1%) of the jobs in this municipality in the same wage bracket can 
be reached within fifteen minutes by private vehicle, with the same length of time 
needed to reach the city center from the Jardim Sucupira housing project. 

4 CLOSING REMARKS 

Since its 2009 launch, the MCMV mass housing program has significantly impacted 
the growth dynamics of Brazilian cities. Although the program receives positive 
satisfaction ratings from residents, the findings of the case studies examining  
income bracket 1 housing developments built by the private sector show that their 
characteristics fail to comply with the best land use and Transportation Oriented 
Development practices (TOD). This was particularly true in terms of alignment 
with urban policies, effective responses to location challenges for new develop-
ments, access to the city, urban design and integration with their surroundings. 

By focusing on everyday mobility, the findings of the survey underscore the 
idea that providing homes is not just a matter of building houses or apartments, 
but must also provide access to the resources and opportunities offered by the city, 
which implies mastering urban insertion and ensuring physical, economic, social 
and cultural integration with urban fabrics and frameworks. Along these lines, the 
findings reaffirm that the MCMV program has successfully built houses, while 
lagging behind in terms of constructing cities (Rolnik, 2012). Moreover, its effects 



City and Movement: mobilities and interactions in urban development276 | 

on constructed urban contexts indicate that it is reinforcing an urbanization model 
grounded on expansion with social and spatial segregation, giving rise to a series 
of costs that impact the society as a whole. 

In order to address these challenges, urban insertion principles must be 
taken into consideration when reviewing the program specifications, including 
guidelines to ensure: i) that MCMV projects are located in urban areas equipped 
with infrastructure, offering access to commerce, services and jobs, in order to 
reverse the trend towards social and spatial segregation; ii) that new developments 
are located in areas endowed with good quality public transportation, in terms of 
reliability and regularity, in addition to upgrading public transportation services 
in areas where MCMV housing developments have already been built; iii) mixed 
use for new projects and more remote developments that have already been built, 
making them self-sufficient, with less commuting required; and iv) new projects are 
designed, and existing developments redesigned, in order to encourage pedestrian 
and bicycle traffic, thereby fostering more sociable transportation modes.

In addition to these principles, the challenges pinpointed in the analyzed 
developments highlighted the need for a tool with a set of guidelines and metrics 
able to measure the quality of urban insertion of new social housing projects.  
This tool must be able to guide the players in charge of planning and designing 
new complexes, whether privately-owned corporations or non-profit entities, as 
well as to provide input for the decision-making processes of the people in charge 
of approving MCMV projects. The Urban Insertion Assessment Tool developed 
by the ITDP and LabCidade offers a method for meeting these needs, and its 
deployment in the five case studies presented in this paper highlights its potential 
for attaining this goal, particularly considering that it can also include specific indicators 
for job access. 

The Urban Insertion Assessment Tool will also enable actors to challenge the 
different criteria leading to the implementation of social housing programs and 
the production of the city. It is important to remember that the prevailing model 
adopted by the MCMV – grounded on housing units built by private companies –  
is just one very specific way of dealing with Brazil’s housing deficit. Other ap-
proaches – exemplified by self-construction and self-management projects headed 
up by non-profit organizations with ample grassroots participation – have resulted 
in projects that are integrated more closely with their surroundings and better 
adapted to the needs of their beneficiaries. 

Within this context, it is vital to explore the potential for promoting the 
implementation of developments through the MCMV-entities option (focused 
on self-managed housing production) in order to assess the possibilities for 
expansion of this model. Furthermore, approaches need not necessarily be limited 
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to building new housing units with full ownership; although generally associated 
with higher costs, the use of downtown plots of land and buildings could result in 
lower spending for governments and users through eliminating or reducing needs 
for heavy infrastructure construction needed to bring basic utility services to more 
remote areas. Consideration must also be given to welfare leasing initiatives with 
subsidized rents that ensure the right to housing without transferring property 
ownership, a solution that is widely used in Europe and the United States.19 

Finally, the urban insertion challenges faced by MCMV projects are also 
related to the twin targets of this program, which is designed to reduce housing 
shortages while boosting the economy through the civil construction sector.  
In practice, the pursuit of these two goals has resulted in the production of large 
quantities of housing to the detriment of design, location and urban integration, 
which have all been edged into the background. This is why the use of the assessment 
tools and implementation method reviews proposed in this paper are crucial to 
foster the political discussions needed to reevaluate the operation, institutional 
arrangements and governance of this program. Such a reevaluation is needed in 
order to make good use of the opportunities to build more harmonious cities in 
terms of quality of life, urban mobility and development. 
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