OUR PROPOSAL
Besides organising the street network, the functional land zoning, the urbanism indicators, another issue approached by the Urban Zoning Plan is the matter of public utility facilities.
Our proposal for the PUZ Sopor competition is to include the public social housing among the area’s public utility facilities.
This way the public housing, built with innovative solutions for high-quality cheap housing, facilitating the creation of a community of inhabitants can be distributed for subsidised rent.

This way, the PUZ Sopor initiative will be an unique act of urbanism, contributing to the increase of the public housing volume in Cluj-Napoca and, implicitly, to the housing market control.
“We have 220,000 public housing units in Vienna, besides 200,000 more subsidised public housing unit with communal ownership. 62% of the Viennese live in such housing units. This is unique in the world. In this protected sector, the prices are only adjusted by the inflation rate. The excessive rice increase is typical for the private sector and this is why I am very strongly against privatising the public housing - all cities that went through that ended up regretting it.” (Michael Ludwig, Mayor of Vienna, interview for MEIN WIEN, January 2019).

Population income/housing costs ratio
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WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE?
The private/public ownership of housing ratio
Cluj-Napoca housing, types of ownership, INS 2017
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WHY SOCIAL PUBLIC HOUSING?






Increasing the available social public housing = an instrument for urbanism for people, not for profit
Provides adequate housing for low income people
Counteracts the housing market price increase
It’s a way of regulating real estate development for profit
Enhances the quality of life
Reduces the number of people with real estate debt
Supports workforce mobility










The “Cities for people, not for profit” concept highlights the urgent political need to build cities that rather comply with the social human needs than to the profit generating capitalistic imperative. ... The profit-based urbanism limitations are highlighted by all the critics of the neo-liberal urban development model. (Peter Marcuse - urban planning professor, Neil Brenner - geographer, Margit Mayer - political scientist, Cities for people, not for profit, Routledge, 2012).

HOW SHOULD SOCIAL PUBLIC HOUSING BE?

The social housing is not low-quality housing. Besides the housing quality standards, they can be built with technologies that ensure a low energy consumption and, implicitly, low utilities costs. The following shall be considered:
· Constructive system efficiency that doesn’t negatively impact the architectural design;
· Experimenting with new building materials so they comply with the other specific requirements;
· Low maintenance and furnishing costs after commissioning;
· Low energy consumption.

While planning the social public housing the mixed team of specialists shall combine social architecture and eco-friendly housing principles, as well as the principles of social knowledge focused on the inhabitants’ situation and rights.

The state-owned social housing shall be managed in a collective housing regime, with common areas, becoming, thus, living groups where the tenants and the tenant associations are decision-makers.

The social housing can’t be defined as a specific architectural type but, first of all, as a specific housing management type; the social housing architectural typology is diverse.

Thinking the architecture of social housing as normal housing architecture with varied typologies avoids the stigma social housing was often associated with.
