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MAZAHUAS HOUSING PROJECT

THE CLIENT

The client is a group of indigenous people of the 
Mazahuas nation. There are 30 units required.

The group is organizing funding to purchase one of 
two potential lots and to build adequate housing for 
all envolved.

THE DESIGN CHALLENGE

The challenge is to design housing for the group us-
ing a Participative Design strategy. It is desireable that 
the client group have maximum participation in the 
design process in order to deliver housing that can 
meet their needs in the most effective manner. This 
involves the production of options to be discussed 
with the clients to determine which are most suitable.

THE DESIGN PROCESS

1.     Determine the most appropriate site

-site study to determine quality of neighbourhood 
and proximity to transportation and amenities.

-identify suitable housing typologies

-determine maximum number of dwellings for each 
typology.

-identify circulation options for each site.

-identify parking options and requirements for each 
site.

-identify communal and infrastructure land use re-
uirements  an layout for each site.

-identify house grouping and layout in site context.

Present information to client group and determine 
most suitable site.

2.    Develop housing options

-Analyze site options to determine most effective 
solutions.

-Identify critical dexign objectives through presenta-
tion of further options and possibilites to client.

-Develop several detailed designs based on the previ-
ous exercises.



IZTAPALAPA
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SITE LOCATIONS



  
Area   2339.76 m²
Site Access  2 sides
Zoning   Residential
Access to Schools .5km
Access to metro  1.5km

SITE A

San Ignacio

�����

�������������



Area    3049.89 
m²
Site Access   2 sides
Zoning    Indus-
trial
Access to Schools  .5km
Access to metro   1km

SITE B
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THE MAZAHUAS

Location
Since the 1700s the Mazahua people have tradition-
ally lived in the northwestern areas of the Estado de 
México and along the border of one municipality in 
eastern Michoacan. This is a high, mountainous area 
with cool weather and heavy rains. 

Population
According to the INEGI XII Censo de Población y Vivi-
enda 2000 Mazahua today make up approximately 
120,000 people.

Agriculture
Most  Mazahua people are involved in the agricul-
ture industry, producing mainly corn, beans, grains, 
vegetables, maguey, fruit, fl owers, and some livestock 
and poultry.
Landownership may be cooperative or ejidal, commu-
nal, or private. Production is mainly for self-consump-
tion or for the local market. While some farm work in 
the plateaus and valleys is done by machine, much of 
the agricultural activity is accomplished using tradi-
tional tools like mules and oxen.

Crafts
The municipalities of San Felipe del Progreso, Temas-
calcingo, Ixtlahuaca and Atlacomulco have high 
artisan activity. Mazahua artisans produce textiles, 
weaved-goods, pottery, stoneware and jewelry.

Migration
Lack of work in their villages and insuffi cient incomes 
push the Mazahua people to migrate to the main 
urban centers of Mexico and Toluca. Some of the 
equally male and female migrant population move 
permanently, while others migrate only temporar-
ily. Many of the Mazahua towns work as ‘bedroom 
communities’ as the inhabitants work daily in nearby 
cities and states. Mazahua men who work in the city 
are employed as labourers or vendors. Women, on the 

other hand, will do domestic work or sell fruit. Maza-
hua workers generally earn low pay but make more 
than then they might in their homelands. Many of 
these workers maintain strong ties to family members 
who stayed in their hometowns and send money to 
them from the city.

Housing
Traditional Mazahua houses were constructed us-
ing adobe and roofi ng tile. Today houses are built 
in a highly modernist-style using concrete and thin 
partitions. 93% of Mazahua housing is owned by the 
inhabitants proper.

Social Organization
The nuclear family acts as the base of the Mazahua 
group structure. Each member has well-defi ned roles 
based on sex, age and place in the family. Mothers  are 
in charge of preparing food, washing clothes, cleaning 
the home, carrying fi rewood and water, and some ani-
mal care. Fathers, who hold primary authority over the 
family, are responsible for agricultural labour, while 
their sons help with some farm activities like collect-
ing fi rewood and taking animals to pasture. Daughters 
help their mothers with the domestic tasks. Marriages 
predominantly take place between members of the 
same group or tribe.
The Mazahua community members can be involved in 
cooperative work called “faena” towards the realiza-
tion of projects of collective benefi t as in schools, 
markets and roads. While the municipal regime is 
established by the Mexican and State Constitution, 
the local authorities are designated by members of 
the community.
The Consejo Supremo Mazahua was created in De-
cember 1976 as a traditional indigenous organization 
to promote the expression of Mazahua culture in all 
its forms.

Religion
A combination of Catholic and pre-Hispanic elements 
make up the present Mazahua religion. Pre-hispanic 
conceptions such as the culto de los muertos, the be-

lief in certain diseases, and the importance of dreams 
prevail in the Mazahua life. Community-based reli-
gious organizations are responsible for the prepara-
tion and fi nancing of local festivities and pilgrimages. 
Some families keep nitsimi or altars in worship of their 
familial saint. Traditional religious practices are losing 
popularity, especially among the younger population. 

LOCATION MAP OF ORIGINAL 
MAZAHUA SETTLEMENTS
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Consejo Estatal para el Desarrollo Integral de los Pueblos Indígenas del 
Estado de México, Secretatia de Desarollo Social, Estado de Mexico, 2005.
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PROJECT FINANCING

Financing

National Indigenous Institute providing money for the 
purchase of the lot.

Institution de Vivienda de la Distrio Federal (IVDF) 
providing funding towards construction costs.

The families will through their own means have to pay 
the remainder of construction costs not covered by 
the two fi nancing organizations.

Construction Budget per Family
$70 000 to $130 000 (pesos)

Approximate Construction Costs

$3000/m² (pesos)

A normal fi nished house in Mexio City with average 
fi ttings and fi nishes would cost $5000/m².

This fi nancial limitation means that the initial hous-
ing size must be limited to a minimal footprint. Some 
fi nishes and fi ttings will need to be excluded and 
purchased whtn the family can afford them.

Evolutionary Design

By planning through design houses that will allow for 
future growth, families can build affordable houses 
that fi t their needs today and are able to grow with 
their families and economic fortunes.

Evolutionary design is an important concept espe-
cially in Mexico City where the ready availabilty of 
affordable skilled labour and fl exible building materi-
als such as brick and concrete block allow for easy 
modifi cation and expansion of structures. 

Financial Breakdown
(Peso Vivienda)
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SINGLE FAMILY OPTION

Description

- 90m² lots (Conafovi Guide)
- 25m² initial building
- One house per lot
- 1 storey

Drawbacks

- Very low density
- Innefi cient use of land
- Will not house all of the  families
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DUPLEX OPTION

Description

- Duplex Houses 
- 42m² lots ( 84m²/2)
- 25m² initial building footprint
- 2 storeys
- 56 houses

Drawbacks

- Narrow lots
- Less fl exibility for development than 
single family houses
- Little yard space
- Shared wall may increase noise
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APARTMENT OPTION

Description

- 5 apartment blocks
- 12 to 16 apatments per block
- 3 or 4 storeys per block
- 50m² apartments

Drawbacks

- Expensive
- No possibility for expansion of 
individual units
- Public space needs to be main-
tained
- No private outdoor space
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ACCESS OPTIONS
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CIRCULATION OPTIONS
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COMMUNAL LAND OPTIONS
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PARKING OPTIONS
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SITE STUDY CONCLUSIONS

In an attempt to provide a thorough analysis of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the two potential sites, 
I have studied both the existing site conditions and 
potential development options for each site.

Analysis

Site Surroundings
Site A is located in a pleasant residential neighbour-
hood.
Site B is surrounded on three sides by industrial ware-
houses and factories.
Both have easy access to schools, transportation and 
commercial areas.

Options

Typologies
While neither site will has the area required for 30 
single family lots, this option is an innefi cient use of 
the land in this case. Both lots have adequate area to 
house the minimum 30 duplex lots.
The shape of Site A makes laying out lots diffucult and 
results in some space that can not be occupied by 
housing in the form of a duplex.
Site B, being wider and of a more regular shape, is 
easier to divide into lots.

Access
Both sites have access from two sides. Each fronts on a 
small road and has additional lane access.

Circulation
Site A has fewer circulation options due to its long, 
narrow shape. The single through road joining the two 
entrances being perhaps the best option.
Site B is wider and has more options for circulation.
Both sites have equal potential for effi cient circulation.

Parking
The space required for parking to achieve minimum 
parking requirements (25% or 1 car/4 houses) will 
occupy 3.3% of the total are for Site A and 2.4% for 
Site B.
Site B, being the larger of the two sites has the advan-
tage that more area can be used for parking while still 
leaving suffi cient area for the 30 unit housing require-
ment.

Communal Land
Site B has the more area and can allow for a greater 
percentage of land allocated for communal use.

Conclusion
Both Sites have potential strengths and weaknesses. 
Site A is located in a pleasant and quiet residential 
neighbourhood while Site B is located next door to a 
shipping and recieving depot and industrial park and 
suffers the associated noise and aesthetic problems. 
Safety is a concern and a residential neghbourhood 
offers a safer environment than an industrial neigh-
bourhood.
Though Site B has the advantage of more area and 
larger width making it easier to develop I will contin-
ue to develop Site A due to its location in a residential 
neighbourhood.


