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Preface

When I first started the Urban Planning Master at the Radboud University in September 2015, the results and effect of the financial crisis that hit the development market in 2008 were broadly analyzed and discussed. There was a lot of talk about who were to blame, but also how to solve the problems that occurred. New ways of development were already discussed, but most of the analytics and researchers stated that the government should take a step back regarding urban development and that the market should evolve as the initiating actor. The ‘system’ had to shift towards a more private led approach. 
My overall interest in the planning of cities, in combination with the development process that takes place in these cities, caused that this shift has been the main trigger for this research. I really wondered how the planning and development process of cities would take place in a system that is new to every stakeholder involved. 
I was offered the opportunity to combine this research with one of my other main interests: The United States. A country that intrigues me and (lucky for me) a country that operates in a private led urban development system. 
I hope this research can contribute to a better understanding of a private led urban development system and how such a system can take shape in The Netherlands.
I would also like to take this opportunity thank some people that really helped me achieve this thesis. Firstly, I would like to thank my advisor Ary Samsura, who provided me with new insights and critical feedback that really helped me along the process. 
Secondly, my colleagues at Stadkwadraat, who helped me applying the knowledge I gained during my study in practice.
Finally, a special thanks to professor Harvey M. Jacobs from the University of Wisconsin – Madison, who offered me the opportunity to do a part of my research in the United States. During my stay in Madison he also provided critical feedback, but he also helped me finding potential interviewees.
Additionally, I would like to thank friends and family for helping me during this process and who stimulated me to stay motivated. Besides helping me with the process itself, they also provided some distraction the last couple of months. Without their help it would have been way harder to achieve the same thesis.
The final group of people that I would like to thank is the interviewees that made themselves available to share their knowledge with me. I know they all have busy schedules, which is why I appreciate their time even more.
Hopefully you enjoy this thesis as much as I did.
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Summary

Since the financial crisis of 2008 there have been a lot of questions about the role of the government in the urban development process. Municipalities purchased a lot of land at risk with the idea to change the zoning and then sell it to developers, which is typical for a public led urban development process. Nowadays, there is an increased discussion and interest in a shift towards a more private led urban development process in which the market is leading. This research tries to focus on this particular shift and what opportunities this shift offers for the Dutch practice. Additionally, this research also focuses in the urban development process in the United States because the American process is known to be very much private led. The main goal is to make recommendations from the American process to The Netherlands. This results in the following main question:
“What is the influence of changed institutional and market conditions on the opportunities for a private led urban development process in The Netherlands and what recommendations can be made from the United States regarding that process?”
In this research there are two main conditions that are analyzed in order to find the opportunities and to make the eventual recommendations: the institutional and market conditions. These two conditions are analyzed through five sub dimensions: stakeholders, law, policy/regulation, financial situation and market strategies. 
As mentioned before, the urban development process in The Netherlands used to be very public led. Municipalities were very active and progressive with their planning and developers were very much reactive, which means that they responded to the plans of the municipalities. The municipalities were in control of the process and the market appreciated their role as the reactive party in the process. However, the crisis on the housing market showed that there are a lot of risks connected with such an approach of the process. The main risk was that municipalities purchased land with governmental money and they couldn’t sell the land to a developer. They used this governmental tool as a business model to generate more money for other social purposes. As a result, the municipalities got stuck with a lot of land they had to pay for a long period of time. On the other hand, developers also purchased a lot of land with the idea that the zoning would be changed into residential or commercial in the near future. However, as a result of the crisis these changes in zoning didn’t take place and developers also got stuck with a lot of land they had to pay for. Due to these events, mainly the municipalities and national government have decided that they wanted a change in the Dutch urban development process. They want to shift more towards a private led system in which the municipality is more facilitating.
In the Dutch urban development process, there are four main stakeholders that can be identified:
· The municipality: they make the zoning and comprehensive plans.
· The developer: they are the ones that have to implement the municipal plans.
· Investors: developers are dependent on investors to provide finance for their projects.
· The end-user: the Dutch urban development process has shifted from a supply led towards a demand led market in which the wishes of the end users became more important.
In Dutch urban development there are some formal institutions that can be identified and the main informal institution that affects urban development is the law regarding urban development. The Building Act is an example, but the Cost Recovery Act and zoning in general are formal institutions as well.
There are also informal institutions that affect the urban development process. Informal institutions can be identified as norm, values and beliefs that have an impact on the daily business and routines of a certain process. The main informal institution that affects Dutch urban development is the allocation of roles. Most stakeholders are so much used to their existing roles that they have trouble changing to a different role and don’t feel the need and urge to change these roles. On top of that, they are confused about what these new roles actually mean and who has to do what. Another informal institution that can be identified is the focus within projects. Although all stakeholders agree that the focus within projects should also be on the social and environmental aspects, the main focus is still on the financial prospect of a project. 
The market conditions in Dutch urban development are the second sort of conditions this research will focus on. The market in general regained strength fast after the crisis and some stakeholders are already falling back into their old habits of actively purchasing land. 
Two trends that can also be identified within Dutch urban development are the bigger focus on the rental market and shift towards inner city redevelopment instead of greenfield development at the urban fringes. 
The financial possibilities within urban development have taken a hit since the crisis. Developers are now required to have more equity instead of getting full project finance from a bank. On top of that, developers are now expected to pay for more investments in the public realm. 
For this research, an overview has been made of the obstacles to initiate urban development within a private led market:
· There is a lot of confusion and haziness about what a facilitating municipality actually is
· Most developers aren’t ready for inner city redevelopment. They don’t have the expertise and the money to do so.
· Developers don’t really see the need for sustainable development, while municipalities start valuing sustainability higher.
· Dutch municipalities use a lot of RFPs in order to get development going, but developers view this as infeasible because of the amount of competition. 
· There is still a lot of distrust between municipalities and developers
On the other hand, there are also some opportunities that can be defined that could be a positive boost for a private led urban development system:
· Creation of an area fund
· Involvement of different actors that usually aren’t involved in the process
· Work with co-makers, which is a cooperation between different actors within the development process for a long period of time.
Additional to the research that has been done in The Netherlands, the American urban development process has been analyzed as well. The reason for this is that the United States is known for being very private led in general and especially in urban development.
“The typical process of urban development in the US is that the city has a comprehensive plan. And the city has a zoning code, which should agree with the comprehensive plan. A developer will come to the city and propose something. Usually consistent with the zoning plan, but sometimes not.” 
This is how the pre-crash urban development process took place in the United States. However, since the crisis some things have changed within the American development process. Municipalities realized that planning was important to achieve certain goals within the city that couldn’t be achieved solely be market parties.
The main stakeholders that are involved in the American urban development process are:
· The municipality: they are responsible for the creation of zoning and comprehensive plans and try to facilitate development as much as possible.
· The developer: they implement the zoning and comprehensive plans and are the initiator of urban development.
· The community: can be very influential through their elected official and are very involved in the development process in general.
· Non-profits: serve as a bridge between the developer and the municipality and they can also engage in real estate deals.
The formal institutions that have the most effect on the development process in the United States can be found in the laws regarding urban development. Laws regarding zoning, but also the Building Act are the main formal institutions that can be identified. These laws are very much in favor of the developer because they are very flexible and widely interpretable. 
The allocation of roles within the American urban development process can be seen as an informal institution. The market is expected to be the initiator of urban development, while in theory and practice it turns out that municipalities can be the initiator too. However, practitioners in the United States just think and assume that the market leads everything.
Just as in The Netherlands, the urban development market in the United States is regaining strength again. Downtown areas are crowded with cranes again and apartment buildings are built on every corner of the street. Especially the trend of mixed-use development is gaining interest in order to get more ‘walking activity’ in the downtown areas. Another trend that can be defined is increased use of Transit Oriented Development (TOD). There are a lot of developments along major transit connections, especially at bigger stations along these connections.
Since the crisis municipalities have tried to be more progressive with their planning. This, however, wasn’t very helpful for the development process in most cases because municipalities created plans that weren’t feasible for developer. As a result of this, there wasn’t a lot of development occurring in the last couple of years.
A municipal tool that turned out to be very effective in initiating urban development is land banking, which is a good example of a facilitative municipality. Other possibilities for a municipality to financially support developers are Tax Increment Finance (TIF) and tax credits. 
In general, municipalities are almost expected to give some sort of financial incentive to a developer. If a developer doesn’t get financial support from a municipality, they are very much inclined to move on to a different city that does give them financial support. According to developers, these incentives are necessary for them to actually develop because they have a hard time getting finance for their projects through bank loans. 
A private led development system such as the Americans has some advantages, but also some disadvantages attached to it. The following table will help to better illustrate these advantages and disadvantages:
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Low financial liability for municipalities
	There is a lack of control over the process by municipalities because they are dependent on the market to come up with developments

	Developers tend to be more innovative in their business and through their expertise and knowledge of the market they can work more effective
	This dependency of municipalities also leads to too much power for developers. In the negotiations between both parties, the developer often gets what they want if a municipality is desperate

	Because the market is leading, there is a lot of specialization among developers because they want to distinguish themselves
	There is a lack of focus on the social aspects of urban development, for example affordable housing

	Building sustainable has become the norm in American urban development
	A private led market such as the American resulted in a very complex financial structure in which it is sometimes unclear how the developer gets its project finance

	All sorts of developments are taking place. Developers look at every opportunity to start a project 
	



In order to put the findings of American research into perspective for the Dutch practice, a comparison between both countries is necessary. This comparison will show the main similarities and differences between both countries. These differences and similarities relate to several different aspects.
	Similarities
	Differences

	The planning process in both countries is very similar
	The United States is known to be private led in many different aspects (e.g. health care, infrastructure), while The Netherlands is very much public led

	Municipal tools to initiate urban development are surprisingly similar in both countries. Dutch active land policy and land banking show many similarities
	Political nature of both countries is very different

	In both countries there is a lot of distrust between a developer and a municipality in the development process
	Different tax systems and the importance of the property tax

	Municipalities in both countries make extensive use of Requests For Proposals (RFPs)
	Importance of social aspects regarding urban development



The conclusion of this research consists of three different aspects. First, some interesting findings that were done that weren’t necessarily involved in the research question. Secondly, the conclusion regarding the changed institutional and market conditions in The Netherlands and how they affect the possibilities for a Dutch private led urban development process. Finally, the recommendations that can be made from the United States for the Dutch practice.
These three interesting findings that were done throughout the process of this research that weren’t necessarily part of this research mainly show that there is a lot of research that can be done in the comparison between both countries:
· Resulting from the interviews that were conducted in both countries, is that the stakeholders and their assumed roles didn’t change as much as everybody would have thought or hoped. Stakeholders are already falling back into their old habits.
· Municipalities in both countries have very similar governmental tools to initiate urban development. Especially in the United States this was interesting because everybody assumes that their urban development system is private led, while in some cases it is obviously the municipality who initiates a development.
· In The Netherlands there is a shift visible from public led towards more private led, while in the United States most of the stakeholders, mostly municipalities, feel like they should shift towards a more public led process.
The second part of the conclusion is the answering of the research question. The two main dimensions that were leading in the question were the institutional and market conditions and what their influences are on the opportunities for a private led urban development system in The Netherlands to unfold:
· Institutional conditions: The formal conditions are in place to shift towards a more private led system with laws that support development to be initiated by the market. The informal institutions, however, are more troubling for this shift to take place. The stakeholders are holding on to their existing role, which makes it very hard to shift towards a private led system. The mindset of the stakeholders involved has to change towards this private led system.
· Market conditions: The changes that took place regarding the market conditions of urban development aren’t necessarily in favor of a private led urban development system. The fact that market parties are expected to pay more for investments in the area (e.g. roads and street lights) in combination with the more complicated financing for their projects can be a major roadblock for developers to be the initiator of urban development.
The final part of the conclusion will focus on the recommendations that can be made from the United States regarding a private led urban development system. The abovementioned advantages can already be seen as reasons why a private led market could be a success. That’s why in this chapter the focus will be on the disadvantages and how The Netherlands could manage those disadvantages.
The major disadvantage from the American practice is the lack of municipal control and the dependency on the market for development to happen. This doesn’t have to be a problem for the Dutch practice because the government historically has a lot of control in the development process. However, this can also be constraining for a true private led system to unfold. 
Furthermore, the fact that social aspects of urban development are often neglected in a private led market doesn’t have to be a problem for the Dutch practice. Especially the supply of affordable housing is something The Netherlands is known for and the presence of affordable housing association within The Netherlands should be able to keep supplying these types of housing in the future. Still, the social aspects of urban development should be kept in mind, even when the process changes towards a more private led approach.
The hardest part for The Netherlands if they want to shift towards a private led approach such as the American, is that the developers don’t get financial incentives similar to the American incentives. The fact that some practitioners in the United States state that most of the projects wouldn’t have taken place if it weren’t for the financial incentives already implies that this type of governmental facilitation is essential for a private led urban development system to be successful. 
All in all, The Netherlands can look at the American system of private led urban development in order to see where they have to pay attention to in such a system, but they shouldn’t copy the American system. If The Netherlands shifts even more to a private led system, they must have their ‘own’ system
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1. Introduction

Urban development in The Netherland is historically a public led process in which municipalities and governments on different scales are the leading players. Public actors have conducted a very pro-active land policy in which they are leading. Municipalities are the ones who initiated projects to develop housing or other urban purposes. Municipalities bought land from owners (mostly farmers at the outskirts of the city) in order to develop in the near future. Before development, municipalities took care of the land preparations and made sure that the overall road-, sewer- and electricity infrastructure was sufficient for development. In the traditional Dutch urban development, that was the point where the developer came into play. They were mostly specialized in the development of housing and how to do that in the most efficient and profitable way. They weren’t much involved in the plan-making process, but acted more in a reactive way to the plans that were published by municipalities. 
Some developers, investors or other financial institutions were speculating on the possible purchases by municipalities and bought the land from the farmers in order to sell them to the municipality eventually. This, however, was a risky business because it was unsure where municipalities planned the future developments for their city (De Regt, 2003). But the sky was the limit in The Netherlands and the question wasn’t if, but when municipalities appointed an area to be the next ‘developmental heaven’ (Bontje, 2003). 
However, the sky was the limit. Due to several events, municipalities don’t want to be the leading actor anymore in urban development. On top of that, the focus in developmental projects for municipalities shifted. Where in recent history the focus was on expanding the city by creating new districts, for example the well-known Vinex-locations, the focus nowadays is more on the redevelopment of the inner cities (Sturm, Heurkens & Bol, 2014). This is the result of a more sustainable approach towards urban development in The Netherlands. Also often referred to as ‘Smart Growth’ (Daniels, 2001).
Another event that changed the course of Dutch urban development in a dramatic way is the financial crisis that hit the real estate market around 2008. Banks and investors were not as willing as before in providing loans for urban development projects. This led to a situation in which developers had to invest more equity in order to finance their projects (Van Joolingen, Kersten & Franzen, 2009). This changed and difficult situation of financing urban development from a public, as well as a private perspective, caused that the comprehensive way of urban development was outdated. This comprehensive way of planning was characterized by the high ambitions and large scale projects that were mainly coordinated by the municipalities and national governments (Hagendijk & Franzen, 2012). Before the crisis, municipalities acquired huge quantities of land. The idea they had in mind with these grounds was to develop big housing projects at the edges of the cities. As a result of the crisis, there were no developers willing to invest in these projects, which led to a huge land portfolio for municipalities that they could not sell nor develop. Municipalities were facing high amortizations for their lands, which cut drastically in their own municipal funds. This was for municipalities the main reason to stop with the traditional, comprehensive way of planning as they have done years before the crisis (Berns, Celik, Michiels & Schenk, 2010).
All in all, this resulted in a different approach towards urban development. Public as well as private parties have to embody different roles within the process of urban development. According to this change of roles, Heurkens (2009) stated that a shift towards a freer market economy is visible. Within this free market economy, the private parties are leading. In the case of urban development this mainly results in a more facilitating role by the government. This facilitating role means that they push the initiative to the market, mainly developers but also individual initiatives, in order to create a more spontaneous city (PBL & Urhahn Urban Design, 2012). The market now becomes the focal point in urban development (Peek, 2012). This shift of initiative requires a different way of urban development in which public and private actors have to collaborate with each other in order to develop the city. This new way of collaboration will, obviously, ask for a different completion of institutional roles and might cause constraining interests among involved stakeholders (Klijn & Teisman, 2003). From the perspective of governments and researchers this ‘new’ situation of urban development is often described as “incremental development”. Other than the shift of initiative to the market, incremental development contains that the projects are of a smaller scale and that there doesn’t necessarily has to be a clear view of a end product (PBL & Urhahn Urban Design, 2012). However, in practice this concept of incremental development is not as incremental as described. In some development areas municipalities state that they pursue an incremental way of urban development, but if you take a closer look at the project you can see that municipalities are still actively involved in some way. This involvement usually takes place through formulating requirements that are attached to certain projects or areas (PBL & Urhahn Urban Design, 2012). These requirements can be very constraining to market parties and can hinder initiatives, which is a big contradiction to the ideas of incremental development. However, it has to be said that this is not the case with every municipality, but practice shows that some have struggles with letting everything to the market.
It is not the fact that this new principle of ‘incremental development’ pops up more often in researches to changes in urban development, but the role of market initiative that is interesting to have a closer look at. This shift towards market initiative is defined by Peek (2011) as the ‘New Reality’. This New Reality has an influence on the approach, financing, public and private roles and the cooperation within urban development projects in The Netherlands (Sturm, Heurkens & Bol, 2014). 
This new reality within the market of urban development makes it that there are different ways in which developers can approach this market. There are different and new opportunities for them. But what are these opportunities? What do they have to be beware of? And what aspect of urban development do they have to take in mind when initiating projects? Because this shift from public initiative to private initiative is still evolving, there are a lot of ideas about the opportunities for developers from several points of view. However, these ideas are not at everybody’s disposal, which results in an unclear general overview of what opportunities developers have in this ‘New Reality’. Not only does this mean that developers have their own ideas about initiating urban development, but also municipalities have an idea about the role of developers on this market and what they expect from the market. These different ideas could result in a certain gap between what the municipality wants and what the developers wants, which is very likely to trouble the cooperation between both parties. It is important to find an overlap for these ideas and interests in order to look at opportunities for developers. 
A country that has always been operating in a way where private initiative and the market are leading regarding urban development is the United States (Stone & Sanders, 1987). In many communities, small developers dominate the market, but in cities a pattern has occurred in which larger, sometimes even international, parties provide urban development. Especially for large projects there are bigger regional and national players involved who invest. For smaller development projects, the smaller developers form a redoubtable player (Squires & Heurkens, 2012). Private led urban development in the US is even that common that Peiser & Hamilton (p.1, 2012) describe the role of developers in urban development as follows:
“Urban development is a multifaceted business that encompasses activities ranging from the acquisition, renovation and re-lease of existing buildings to the purchase of raw land and the sale of improved parcels to others. Developers initiate and coordinate those activities, convert ideas on paper into real property and transform real property into urban fabric. They create, imagine, finance and orchestrate the process of development from beginning to end. Developers often take the greatest risks in the creation or renovation of real estate – and they can receive the greatest rewards.”
As you can see, American academics have a very different perspective about who is, or should be, the leading actor in urban development. In The Netherlands, the idea has always been that municipalities should be the leading actor. The market also accepted this and they were comfortable with their reactive role in urban development (Sturm et al., 2014). 
What this part tries to show is that developers in the United States have a much bigger role in urban development and that municipalities don’t have the big initiating role the Dutch municipalities used to have. As a matter of fact, for almost sixty years now, developers dominate the market for urban development in the United States (Peiser & Hamilton, 2012). 
This clearly shows that the allocation of roles in the American urban development process is very different compared to The Netherlands. What makes the American process interesting is the fact that in The Netherlands a shift is occurring towards a more American way of urban development in which the market is becoming more active. On top of that, both countries were heavily affected by the crash of the housing market, which had a major impact on their development processes (Florida, 2009). 
[bookmark: _Toc450133731]
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The introduction already gave an insight in the shift that is currently occurring on the Dutch market for urban development and the type of market that is present in the United States. In order to get a full understanding why this research is relevant for the branch as well for the science, a brief explanation of the scientific and societal relevance will be given.

[bookmark: _Toc450133733][bookmark: _Toc349587204]2.1.1. Academic relevance.

In recent academic research a lot of the attention goes to the ‘changing situation’ within urban development processes and the shift from a public led process towards a private led process in The Netherlands. This literature mainly discusses what the new situation is and how it arose. Even new concepts like incremental urban development get a lot of attention lately as an alternative to the common comprehensive urban development process (PBL & Urhahn, 2012). However, the literature available on urban development lacks focus on the opportunities this new situation offers to the stakeholders involved. Market parties are expected to have a bigger and more active role within the process, which offers a lot of new opportunities for them to operate in such a market. It is not just the role of the market parties that changes, but also the role of the government. This makes the research relevant for multiple stakeholders in the process. On top of that, research so far regarding private-led urban development is mainly focused on the possibilities of implementing a more private-led urban development market. For that it is very interesting and useful to analyze a country that operates in such a system like the United States. By doing research in a country that has a private led urban development system, useful lessons can be drawn for the Dutch practice on how to operate in such a system and how to make it as successful as possible.
When looking at recent literature that compare or analyze both The Netherlands and the United States, most researches are focused on what the United States can learn from the Netherlands (Marcuse, Connolly, Novy, Olivo, Potter, & Steil, 2009; Van der Krabben & Jacobs 2013; Fainstein, 2010). This research tries to contribute to the opposite: what lessons can The Netherlands draw from the American practice regarding private led urban development.
[bookmark: _Toc450133734][bookmark: _Toc349587205]2.1.2. Societal relevance.

Urban development in general is in the interest of society, because everybody lives in the build environment every day. Society has a major impact on the urban development process by controlling the demand, which has become increasingly important in recent years. If the population is growing rapidly or when the economy is moving in an upward trend, there is an increased demand for new housing. But if the population is decreasing or when the economy is really bad, the demand changes and that affects the process of urban development. Furthermore, now the government wants to conduct a more facilitating role, it is even more important to examine the impact for society. The market, and in some extend society itself, is now the one that has to take over the initiating role when it comes to urban development. By analyzing the possible opportunities for The Netherlands regarding a private led urban development system, the shift from public led to private led could be made easier. When such a shift is problematic with stakeholders who don’t know how to operate in the ‘new’ system, this can affect society.
[bookmark: _Toc450133735][bookmark: _Toc349587206]2.2 Research goal 

“Goal of the research is to see what the opportunities are in The Netherlands for a private led urban development process by looking and examining the changed institutional and market conditions in The Netherlands and to the recommendations that can be made after examining the American process.”
The Dutch urban development process has gone through some changes. Broadly speaking, there have been changes in institutional and market conditions. One of the major changes that falls into these categories is the change in the allocation of roles, which is the primarily reason for this research to be conducted. These changes in institutional and market conditions can be very constraining for stakeholders in the process because they have to operate differently than they did before. On the other hand, such a change also offers a lot of opportunities for the same stakeholders. This research tries to show a pro-active way in which the stakeholders can (or should) act in the urban development process. For The Netherlands this process changed from being very public led by the government, towards a more private led process in which market parties are expected to have a bigger and more active role. This can result in opportunities for both and that is what this research tries to show. 
‘Opportunities’ is a very broad and general term and that is also how it will be approached in this research. By leaving the interpretation of the word ‘opportunities’ broad and open, this research tries to look at a variety of opportunities and not, for example, only focused on financial opportunities. To give a little guidance to the word, possible opportunities can be new governmental tools, a different approach to the market, a different mindset of the stakeholders or involving different stakeholders in the project. As you can, very different possibilities to implement opportunities. 
Initially this research will focus on the urban development process in The Netherlands. After this situation has been made clear, the focus will shift to the American process of urban development. As mentioned before, the United States is a country that heavily operates from a private led perspective in which the market can be seen as the leading and initiating actor of urban development. By focusing on the United States, the goal is to draw recommendations for The Netherlands regarding private led urban development. 
Before these recommendations can be drawn, it is important to have a clear understanding about the urban development process in the United States. For that reason the institutional and market conditions of the United States will be analyzed as well in order to put the recommendations into perspective. Important to note is that the United States’ process won’t be treated as the best example, but that this research also tries to show the shortcoming of the system. To do so, the advantages as well as the disadvantages of the American process will be analyzed.
To achieve this goal, the market and institutional conditions of both countries will serve as a guideline. What is meant by these conditions will be further elaborated in the theoretical framework, but a short introduction will give a clearer understanding of the set-up for this research and the research questions in the next paragraph. 
Institutions are in some cases hard to define because there are some very clear institutions that are included in the law, but also more abstract institutions that come down to norms and values, which are not included in a specific law or political documents. Institutions influence the behavior of people and organizations (Scott, 2008). The shift from a public-led to a private-led market within urban development can be seen as an institutional shift within this market. For this research the institutional conditions of the urban development market will be analyzed through four dimensions:
· The involved stakeholders within the process
· The law regarding urban development
· Regulation and policy that municipalities have set for urban development
· The strategies of market parties
Besides the institutional conditions, the market conditions for urban development will be described as well. These market conditions will refer mainly to the financial aspect of the market and mainly how market parties can exert their capital in order to initiate urban development. The market conditions are crucial for a developer when they consider whether they initiate development or not. When the market conditions are bad as a result of a crisis, developers will be more careful and restrained for initiating urban development. In periods of a booming economy, developers are probably more willing to take small risks in their projects. The market conditions for urban development will be analyzed through two different dimensions:
· The financial situation of the market
· The stakeholders that are involved in the process
 The elaboration and analysis of these two dimensions results in the following theoretical framework that will function as a guideline for this research:
The Netherlands					United States
Figure 1: Theoratical framework

[bookmark: _Toc450133736]Besides the Dutch situation, this framework will also be applied to the American situation. As mentioned in the introduction, the American market of urban development is a private-led market. By analyzing both a public-led (The Netherlands) and a private-led (United States) process of urban development, a good assessment can be made of the opportunities that might present themselves in a Dutch private led system. This research can be seen as a follow up research to what is analyzed by Erwin van der Krabben and Harvey Jacobs (2013). They did a research to the possibility of utilizing a public-led urban development system in the United States. They came up with conclusions in which they stated that public involvement in urban development could be implemented on a lower scale. What this research tries to show is somehow similar but then the other way around: Both countries will be analyzed, but eventually recommendations will be made for The Netherlands based on data collected in the United States. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587207]2.3 Research question

In order to achieve the above-mentioned research goal, a research question is formulated which is guiding for this research. To smoothen the process of answering this research question, several sub questions are formulated. The research question and the supporting sub questions are structured through the conceptual model and its dimensions. These dimensions will also be leading for the questions and along the research the questions will follow the steps taken in the conceptual model. The main question that will be leading for this research is:
What is the influence of changed institutional and market conditions on the opportunities for a private led urban development process in The Netherlands and what recommendations can be made from the United States regarding that process?
By researching the changed institutional and market conditions for the Dutch process, a clearer understanding of the Dutch urban development system should be provided. Because recent literature shows that urban development in The Netherlands is shifting from a public led system towards a more private led system, the urban development process of the United States will be researched too because, what was earlier mentioned in the introduction, they have a development process that is very private led. 
By researching the private led development process in the United States and their experiences with such a process, lessons can be drawn for The Netherlands regarding private led urban development. 
In order to support the main question, sub questions are formulated which should, all together, help answer the main question and give a broader understanding of the topic as a whole:
“What kind of institutional and market changes have taken place in Dutch urban development and what is the main cause for these changes?”
In order to properly perform this research, it has to be clear what exactly has changed and what caused these changes. This question about the changed situation in The Netherlands should function as a starting point for the rest of the sub questions. By describing the previous conditions and what caused them to change, it should be clearer to understand what the effects are for the present. On top of that, the ‘old’ conditions will be referred to in some chapters and by making these clear up front, it will be easier to understand the chapters following. What is understand by institutional and market conditions will be further elaborated in the theoretical section of this research.
“What are the current institutional conditions in the Dutch urban development process?”
This sub question should describe the institutional conditions that are present in the Dutch urban development process. These conditions, in combination with the conditions on the market should be the starting point when looking at the opportunities for The Netherlands in private led urban development. For these institutional conditions will mainly be focused on 
“What are the current market conditions of the Dutch property market?”
What is mentioned for the previous sub question is also applicable to this question. Together with the institutional conditions, the market conditions form the starting point for this research. In order to look at opportunities for developers, the conditions for both have to be clear.  
“What is the effect of the shift in initiative for urban development in The Netherlands?”
As the introduction showed, the initiative within the process of urban development in The Netherlands is facing a shift. Governments and municipalities are taking a less active role when it comes to urban development projects. The future role they foresee for themselves is more of a facilitating nature. Because of this shift, it is important to see what the effect of this shift is for urban development. 
“Who are the stakeholders in the Dutch urban development process and what are their roles within the process?”
Within the urban development process there are several stakeholders involved and this sub question tries to show who the most important stakeholders are and what their role is within the process. The role and the involvement of stakeholders might have changed because of the changed institutional and market conditions in the process, which makes it even more interesting and important to this research.
“What obstacles and points of discussion for developers can be defined in the urban development process?”
The change in roles for the stakeholders in urban development will probably not come without any obstacles. So before looking at potential opportunities within a private led urban development process might be, it is important to see what these discussions and obstacles are. Potential opportunities might even flow from these discussions and obstacles.

 “What are the opportunities within a private led urban development process in The Netherlands?”
The goal of this research is to see what the opportunities are for The Netherlands in a private led urban development system. This question tries to give some first indications towards that. As mentioned before, opportunities can be really broad and for this the data will be analyzed in an open way. These opportunities should eventually serve as a recommendation for the Dutch situation of a private led urban development system.
“How can the American way of private led urban development be described best?”
In order to draw lessons from the American situation, it is important to know what the American way of private led urban development actually means. On top of that, it is important to have a clear understanding about what people understand by private-led urban development and what its main characteristics are in the United States. 
“What are the current institutional conditions in the urban development process of the United States?”
Just as the institutional conditions of The Netherlands, these conditions will also be researched in the United States in order to get a clearer understanding of the functioning of the market.
“What are the current market conditions in the urban development process of the United States?”
For this sub question the same applies as to the previous question. In order to get some useful recommendations from the American practice, it is important to examine the market conditions that are present.
 “What are the advantages of private-led urban development?”
If the Dutch situation want to learn something about the process of private-led urban development in the United States, it is important to look at the advantages that the American practice experiences related to private-led urban development. Examining these advantaged might make it easier for both municipalities and developers to shift their mindsets towards a more private-led market. 
“What are the disadvantages of private-led urban development?”
When looking at the United States as an example of private-led urban development, it is fairly easy to just focus on the advantages of it. But looking at the disadvantages related to private-led urban development is just as important. Furthermore, these disadvantages can serve as a very good learning process for the Dutch practice when looking at more involvement of the market in the process. It can be useful for municipalities in order to see what the dangers are of giving too much power to the market. On the other hand it can be useful for developers to provide them with information on private-led urban development and how they can avoid critiques.
“What are the current thoughts about a private led urban development process in the United States?”
The reason this question is important is because of the fact that the American process might also be experiencing changes that influences the view on a private led urban development process. These changes in the process might influence the way American practitioners think about a private led market. The answers to this question might help to put the eventual recommendations into perspective for The Netherlands. This means that, for example, when American practitioners are very opposed to a process that is private led, the advantages regarding such a process might not be as strong as the disadvantages.
“What are the main differences between American urban development and Dutch urban development?”
Before some lessons can be drawn, or statements can be made, it is important to look at the main and fundamental differences between both countries. These differences can be related to several dimensions, for example cultural, economic and social aspects. By making a comparison between both countries on a general level, the recommendations can be put into perspective. As this research isn’t necessarily a comparative study, the answer to this question will serve as a supportive part to the next part of the research. 
“What recommendations from the American private led urban development process can be made to The Netherlands?”
After the advantages and disadvantages of private-led urban development are made clear and worked out, it is important to see what the Dutch system can actually learn from the United States’ practice. These recommendations, just as the opportunities, can consist of a very broad spectrum. This mainly because it is hard to predict what data will be generated eventually. However, in general these recommendations will be focused on the advantages and disadvantages that will flow from the previous questions.
[bookmark: _Toc349587208][bookmark: _Toc450133738]2.4 Research philosophy

The answers to these questions should be achieved in an interpretative way. This means that the researcher tries to interpret the results from the data that are collected in this research. Because the main question is fairly broad in which all sorts of opportunities and recommendations can come forward, it is important to interpret what is useful for the research and what isn’t. An interpretative approach is also useful when valuing the data from different ‘camps’ within the process. There is a possibility that the municipalities will blame the developer for a particular reason, but also the other way around. It is important to interpret these findings and see what is relevant. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587209]2.5 Methodology 

An important part to get to the right answers to the above mentioned main and sub questions is the methodology. This section about the methodology will focus on the data collection throughout the research in order to answer the questions. Finally, this section will focus on the operationalization per sub question by answering these three questions for each sub question: “What to research? How to research? How to process?” By answering these questions, it should be easier to answer the sub questions and to eventually achieve the desired outcome.
This research will be a qualitative research in which qualitative data will be assembled, put together and eventually serve as the primary data to achieve the research goal. The qualitative data will mainly be gathered through interviews. How these interviews will be conducted and with who will be further elaborated later on in this section. 
Overall, this research will be an exploratory research. In this case this means that the research doesn’t intend to find one particular conclusive answer or solution to the main question, but that the research is very open for new insights throughout the process. The main goal of the research is also to make recommendations to The Netherlands regarding a private led urban development system, which is a very open goal in general. Exploratory research usually doesn’t have conclusive answers to its main and sub questions, which is why recommendations will fit well in this type of research. The recommendations section will also be focused on a broad variety of recommendations that will come forward the strongest during the analysis of the United States. These recommendations described in the conclusion will be a result of the interpretation of the researcher on what he considers to be the most important and useful, especially when there are multiple recommendations he has to choose from. A characteristic of exploratory research is that it makes use of focus groups. For this research this focus group will be people who are involved in the urban development process in both The Netherlands and the United States. This focus group will be analyzed through interviews, which will lead to qualitative data.
Furthermore, this research doesn’t have specific cases that will be analyzed, but the focus in both The Netherlands and the United States will be on bigger cities and metropolitan areas that have multiple numbers and types of development projects at the same time. The reason for this is that these cities are usually more familiar with urban development and because of that they are more interesting to analyze compared to smaller cities or villages that has limited developments throughout the year. In The Netherlands this focus will especially be on the Randstad, but also on other bigger cities. In the United States the focus will especially be on the bigger cities and metropolitan areas in the upper Mid West of the country. It is hard to make an analysis for the whole United States, which is why the focus will be on this particular region in the United States. So when this research mentions ‘the United States’, it actually means the upper Mid West region of the country.
[bookmark: _Toc450133740][bookmark: _Toc349587210][bookmark: _Toc450133739]2.5.1 Desk research

Initially, the foundation for this research will be made through desk research. This desk research will also be the starting point for the theoretical framework, which will serve as the overall guideline for this research. The main focus in the desk research is to look for relevant information, especially regarding private led urban development. On top of that, the desk research will also focus on literature regarding the dimensions in the theoretical framework. This desk research will be the same for both The Netherlands and the United States and should be able to give a first comparison between both countries. In this desk research the so-called ‘snowball effect’ will be used, which means that articles and other sources that are cited in articles will be analyzed too and the articles cited in that articles too and so on. This way of gathering information can help the research because it shows literature to the researcher that otherwise would have been hard to find. On top of that, using the ‘snowball effect’ can help the researcher thinking about aspects of the research that didn’t seem important at first sight, but the initial article showed that it had an effect on the eventual conclusion of the research.
All in all, the desk research will serve as a first exploration of the available literature regarding the research topic and will lay the foundation for the data gathering through interviews.
[bookmark: _Toc349587211]2.5.2 Interviews

The main way of collecting data for this research will be through interviews. As mentioned before, the desk research will mainly serve as the base for this research and the interviews will build on the literature. To get the best information out the interviews it is important to clearly state what kind of interviews it will be, who will be interviewed, why those people, how many and how to find them.
The interviews that will be conducted for this research are semi-structured interviews. The questions asked during the interviews will take the conversation in a certain direction, but the questions will be open in order to give the respondent the opportunity to interpret the question their own way. This way of formulating and asking questions fit well in an exploratory research because this research looking for one particular answer. Instead, this research tries to be open minded regarding the eventual opportunities and recommendations, which is why the questions should be asked in an open way with room for individual interpretation.
For this research it is important to interview a variety of people that are involved in the development process. The introduction already gave a quick view on some stakeholders that are involved in the process. The people that will mainly be interviewed are:
· Municipalities
· Developers
· Consultants
· Non-profits
· Affordable housing associations 
The municipalities and the developers are the primary stakeholders in the development process in both The Netherlands and the United States, which is why the main focus in the interviews will be on these two stakeholders. Consultants are also very interesting to interview because they usually aren’t biased for either the developer or the municipality. However, they can still be heavily involved in the development process because they can work for both parties. By interviewing consultants you get a more unbiased view on the process, which is very useful in this research. Especially for the American case non-profits will be interviewed. Non-profits can be very influential in the American urban development process by being the bridge between both parties and the initiating actor, especially for redevelopment. The final stakeholder who will be interviewed is an affordable housing association in the United States. This is mainly because the supply of affordable housing in the United States is well known problem. By interviewing this stakeholder this research gets an insight in the relation between a private led urban development system and the lack of affordable housing. In The Netherlands affordable housing associations are also very much involved in the urban development process, but in general the supply of affordable housing in The Netherlands is well organized. Furthermore, since the parliamentary inquiry of affordable housing associations their business and possibilities are highly regulated. Because of these reasons the affordable housing associations in The Netherlands won’t be interviewed.
In total this research made use of 22 interviews that have been held in both The Netherlands and the United States. The next table will show the division of interviews in both countries a little more precise:


	
	The Netherlands
	United States

	Municipality
	4
	6

	Developer
	4
	2

	Consultant
	2
	2

	Non-profit
	
	1

	Affordable housing association
	
	1


*: Tony Manno and Michael Gay work for an organization that isn’t a municipality, but who try to get development to the municipalities they operate in. This is why these two interviews are placed under ‘Municipalities’. 
The initial goal was to interview the same amount of people in both countries preferably of the same professions. However, practice turned out that in the United State different stakeholders were involved in the process compared to The Netherlands, which is why there have been two more interviews in the United States. Furthermore, in The Netherland there was an even division between municipalities and developers, which was also the goal in the United States. Because this research was also dependent on the response of people that were approached for an interview, the division in the United States turned out to be less even. 
The contact information of people that were approached for an interview were mainly achieved through contacts at Stadkwadraat, which is a financial consultancy firm for urban development, and the University of Wisconsin – Madison. As a consultancy firm, Stadkwadraat had various contacts at municipalities, developers and other consultancy firms that were able to help me. The Urban and Regional Planning department at the University of Wisconsin also had multiple contacts that were approached for an interview. For the arrangement of interviews in both countries the ‘snowball effect’ was applied too, which led to interesting interviews and results for all the stakeholders.
[bookmark: _Toc349587212]2.5.3 Data Analysis

After the data is gathered through the desk research and the interviews, it will be analyzed in order to useful for this research. For this research, the collected data will be analyzed with the qualitative analysis software ‘Atlas ti’. The collected data will be coded in order to combine the relevant data from different sources in a common code. When you combine the data from the different sources, it will be easier to process all the relevant data regarding a particular subject in the analysis section of the research. This research will pursue a total amount of 80 codes per country. This will be done in order to keep a clear overview, because in case of too many codes it will be hard to point out the main thread of the data. These codes, eventually, will be bundled in approximately ten code families. These code families consist of multiple codes that all together relate to the same main topic. These code families are very useful for answering the different sub questions because all the codes that are relevant for that particular question can be analyzed easier. 
A list of the codes and a network overview of how the different codes are related, will be included in the Appendix of this research.
[bookmark: _Toc349587213]


2.5.4 Roadmap 

To give a better understanding of the steps that will be taken in this research and what will be achieved by these steps, a roadmap will be created. This roadmap shows how the different steps will take place and what the result will be of these steps. These steps will be presented in a chronological order and build on the order of sub questions that were formulated earlier:
Figure 2: Roadmap

What this roadmap tries to show is that for both The Netherlands and the United States the same will be analyzed in order to come to a final conclusion on the opportunities for a private led urban development system in The Netherlands. The main difference between both analyses is the final section before the ‘opportunities for private led urban development’ section, which describes the obstacles and opportunities in the Dutch context and the advantages and disadvantages in the American context. The reason for this is that the American process is already private led and the Dutch is moving towards a more private led system. Because the Americans already have such a system it is more useful to look at the advantages and disadvantages of their system and draw lessons from that. For The Netherlands, because they are in a transition, it is more relevant to look at the obstacles and opportunities that occur in their transition. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133744]

[bookmark: _Toc349587214]3. Theoretical framework

The focal point of this research is to find opportunities for The Netherlands on how to operate in a private led urban development process. As shown in the main question, the way towards discovering these opportunities will follow a certain path. The two main topics that form the starting point for this research in order to eventually find the opportunities are the institutional conditions and the market conditions in Dutch urban development. These two themes will be the focal point in the theoretical framework of this research as well. Therefore, it is important to clearly define what is understood by both of these terms. 
 The Netherlands					United States
Figure 3: Theoretical framework


 


For the understanding of this conceptual framework it is necessary to further elaborate the different dimensions that are included in this framework. But first of all the visual explanation of the framework: Both sides of the line are identical which means that in both countries the same will be examined. The dimensions that are part of this conceptual framework are: Law, Regulation and/or policy regarding urban development, the market strategies, stakeholders within urban development and the financial situation on the market. This dimension ‘Market strategies’ will mainly focus on the current strategies of market parties, which will mostly be the strategies of developers. This dimension of market strategies is a result of all the other worked out dimensions because market strategies are influenced by the law, the financial situation etc.
By broadly describing these dimensions, the market and institutional conditions for the Dutch as well as the American urban development process should become clearer. By combining all of these findings, the opportunities for private led urban development should come forward. What kind of opportunities will present themselves highly depends on the data that will be collected and as mentioned before, this will be approached in a very broad way.
Before all these dimensions can be studied and analyzed, it is important to describe what all these dimensions mean. A theoretical foundation for these dimensions is necessary in order to show what they mean and what their importance is to this research. First of all, a better understanding of the concept of private led urban development will be given. Private led urban development is the central concept in this research, which makes it so important to make clear what is meant by this concept.
[bookmark: _Toc450133745][bookmark: _Toc349587215]3.1 Private-led development

As is shown in the introduction, developers get a more central role within the process of urban development. They are more and more expected to take the initiating role within the urban development process. This shift from a public led towards a more private led process can be seen as a shift from primarily Rhineland values towards more Anglo-Saxon values. These ‘new’ values are more focused on the principle of a free market economy in which the private sector is leading, which is the case in the United States (Heurkens, 2009). 
A theory that supports such a private led development process is the theory of ‘Muddling Through’ by Charles E. Lindblom (1959). Technically, Lindblom states that policy should be made in an incremental way. Making policy is a dragging process in which a lot of small decisions have to be made in order to eventually establish a suitable policy. In his vision Lindblom (1959) breaks this down to two variants: The Root and the Branch method. The Root method suggests that decisions are made in the roots in which the problems are entirely analyzed, completely rational. However, Lindblom (1959) states that this method is not realistic due to the fact that people never act fully rational. The Branch method on the other hand, is a method in which small steps of decision making follow each other up. Eventually, all these small steps can be combined to coherent policy.
Lindblom’s theory is mainly focused on the incremental process of decision-making and not so much on practical implementation. However, his Branch method can be applied to incremental planning. In practice, all (small) initiatives in a city or district can form a certain policy for a city. 
Linking Lindblom’s theory to this research it can be used to see if the developers can all together create the city by taking small steps in urban development and that the regulation regarding planning and urban development is a result of all the developments together. The ideal course of events would be that the developers eventually implement the ideal planning policy in a city without any intervention by the municipality. However, this is hardly a realistic course of events but it is interesting to see in what gradations just developers can plan a city. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133746][bookmark: _Toc349587216]3.2 Institutional conditions

Institutions, as mentioned before in this research, are sometimes hard to define. However, every market, organization or person is influenced by certain norms, values, beliefs, rules and procedures (Scott, 2008). The norms, values and beliefs are often not clearly defined, but they still give structure and guidance to organizations and processes. On the other hand, these are often seen as natural because people don’t really experience them. This, however, makes it very difficult to change them due to the fact that they became ingrained patterns and processes. The norms, values and beliefs became institutionalized (Vermeulen, 2012). Norms, values and beliefs can be defined as informal institutions. Rules and procedures are also considered to be institutions. These institutions can be placed among the formal institutions. However, these are described and worked out in laws (national) or in organization’s articles. These are, contradictory to the norms, values and beliefs, easier to change because everyone has to adhere to it. The strange and also important thing about institutions is that nobody can really explain how they arise, get reproduced or disappear (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). However, they can still have a major impact on processes, markets and organizations.
For organizations, a lot of institutional theories have been described. Central in these theories, it is stated that the choices and actions of organizations are influenced by the organizational field that they are part of (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Organizations are inclined to conform themselves with the institutions present in their organizational field, even when this is contradicting with efficiency (Vermeulen, 2008). 
Organizations within the process of urban development are guided by the norms, values and beliefs within that organizational field. In general, organizations do so in order to gain legitimacy in their field (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Scott (2008) actually even argues that organizations have to gain legitimacy from their institutional surroundings in order to survive. This, however, can result in a high degree of homogeneity among organizations in the same organizational field according to DiMaggio & Powell (1983). If a certain organization embraces a certain innovation, they usually do this from an economic standpoint. Generally speaking: to make more profit (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983; DiMaggio & Powell, 1993). In case of urban development, an innovative way of project financing, or the findings of new niche markets might get institutionalized as well if other developers see salvation and future profits in the innovations.
On the other hand, there are also complexities connected to institutions. These complexities mostly come to light when there are substantial changes in the organizational field. There is a strong difference between how organizations react to these changes (North, 1993). Some organizations react in a very pro-active way and others in a very passive way or not at all (Oliver, 1991). These reactions can be related to the theory of path-dependency. Djelic & Quack (2007, p. 161-162) describe path-dependency as follows: 
“Path dependency characterizes historical sequences in which contingent events set institutional patterns with deterministic properties into motion. Trajectories that stabilize technological developments as a result of increasing returns are a prime example […] On the whole path dependency arguments tend to focus on mechanisms that anchor and stabilize trajectories while paying less attention to the sources and mechanisms of change. In the strongest versions of path dependency, path transformation is presumed to be highly unlikely except through rare radical ruptures or reorientations, which are often associated with violent external shocks”. 
This, however, is a very extreme version of path-dependency, which might only take place with world changing, shocking events like a war (Djelic & Quack, 2007). A more accessible and common explanation of path dependency is given by Sewell (1996, p. 262): “What has happened at an earlier point in time will affect the possible outcomes or a sequence of events occurring at a later point in time.” All in all, historically occurred events can affect institutions at a later point in time. This does not necessarily mean that these events are affecting institutions in a negative way, but most of the time it does not follow a pure logic of efficiency at that point, which means that organizations have to adjust to the changes (Kay, 2005). 
[bookmark: _Toc450133747][bookmark: _Toc349587217]3.3 Market conditions

Just as the institutional conditions, the market conditions are an important factor within urban development and can have a major impact on the process. What is understood by market conditions in this research is described by The Financial Times (2016) as follows:
“These are characteristics of an industry sector, e.g, retail, which can affect buyers and sellers in that sector.  Factors to consider include, for example, the number of competitors in the sector, if there is a surplus then new companies may find it difficult to enter the market and remain in business.”
For this research this definition can be applied in a way that certain characteristics of the urban development process can affect the stakeholders in the process. The surplus that is mentioned in the definition can be translated to an analysis of the financial situation of the market to see if it is interesting for the stakeholders to adopt their ‘new’ role. It could be that developers are not interested in initiating urban development in an incremental way because the profits are low, or the sale conditions are too risky. These market conditions eventually affect, together with the institutional conditions, the possible opportunities in a private led urban development process. The dimensions that will help to describe and analyze the market conditions, as can be seen in figure 5, are ‘Stakeholders’ and ‘Financial situation’ and will be elaborated later on.
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Important dimensions that have to be kept in mind are the stakeholders within the process of urban development. Because there are multiple actors and stakeholders who are active on the urban development market, it is important to get an insight in who the stakeholders are and what their interests are within this market. Van Gool, Jager, Theebe & Weisz (2013, p. 124) argue that there are six main actors that are involved on the urban development process:
· Constructors
· Financial institutions
· Housing institutions
· Investors and investing developers
· ‘Pure’ project developers
· Affiliated specialist project developers
On top of these actors, the municipality has a big role in the market as well (Van der Krabben, 2011; PBL, 2012; Sturm, 2014). The way Van Gool et al. (2013) meant this list is focused on the part of urban development beyond the involvement of the municipality. But in the preparations towards urban development, the municipality is next to the developer the most important actor in drafting the development plans. A municipality has its requirements when it comes to urban development (land use plan) and a developer has to take these requirements into account when creating a vision for development. In this research the interaction between the developer and the municipality will be the focal point and the other stakeholders will be complementary. This doesn’t mean that the other actors that are mentioned before won’t be taken into account, but those are not the centerpieces.
It has to be said that the other actors mentioned by Van Gool et al. (2013), can influence the strategies of municipality and developers. For example, a developer could be really dependent on financial institutions to get a loan in order to finance their development projects. This financial aspect for developers will certainly be taken into account, but more viewed from the perspective of the developer rather than the perspective of the investor. 
Other actors like the constructors and the affiliated specialist project developers will not be taken into account in this research. 
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An important aspect in urban development is the law related to it. Law regarding urban development creates the level playing fields for all the stakeholders involved. There are many different laws that they have to take into account, but the most important law for developers in The Netherlands is the ‘Omgevingswet’ (built environment code). The most important aspect of this law for developers is the ‘Kostenverhaal’ (recovery of costs). In the Dutch environmental code, it is set that municipalities can recover the costs for the construction or improvement of public space that is necessary for the new development. With this you can think of investments in roads, parks and other public facilities. Municipalities can recover these costs with the developers who initiate development projects (Vrom; VNG & VvG, 2008). The height of the costs that can be recovered is based on the volume of developments and the potential earnings. The more an initiator develops, the more that can be recovered. This recovery of costs from the developer to the municipality can be captured in different ways (Hobma, 2014; Vrom et al., 2008):
· Anterior agreement: The municipality and the developer have agreed on the amount that can be recovered prior to the establishment of the zoning plan
· Posterior agreement: the recovery of costs is linked to a building permit for the developer by the municipality. This agreement is usually only signed when both parties couldn’t agree on an anterior agreement.
· The recovery of costs is discounted in the land prices that municipalities were asserting. This way of recovering costs was very common when municipalities were maintaining a pro-active land policy, which is not the case anymore these days.
This is, however, a very basic explanation of the recovery of costs as obtained in the environmental code, while there are many side notes and uncertainties about how the cost recoveries are allocated. Nowadays, there are a lot of discussions and ideas about how to allocate these cost recoveries. This is mainly due to the fact that the Dutch area and urban planning has changed from a very comprehensive towards an incremental way of developing (VROM, 2014). This incremental way of planning asks for a different approach towards cost recovery for municipalities. A few years ago it was very clear what the end view was of a project even before it started, so the amount of cost recovery for the developer was clearly set beforehand proportionally to the eventual profit. Nowadays, the projects that are initiated from an incremental perspective do not have a clear end view, which makes it very hard for municipalities to allocate the recovery costs proportionally to the developers (Hobma, 2014).
 There are already several researches executed to the possible applicability of the recovery of costs principle in projects of incremental planning. Sorel, Tennekes & Galle (2014), for example, suggest that the process of cost recovery in incremental planning should be ‘tailored’ to the fundamental aspects of this way of planning. However, this is process with no clear end goal makes it very hard for municipalities to assess the quantities of public spaces that are needed for the area (Sorel et al., 2014). This is why it requires a change in approach of the municipality in which the focus should be more process oriented instead of plan oriented (Stauttener & Teoh, 2016)
The recovery of costs can be seen as a constraining requirement for developers because they have to pay more than they want. But on the other hand, the indistinctness about the recovery of costs in incremental planning also offers opportunities to developers when they negotiate about the amount with municipalities for an anterior agreement. Both the requirements and the possible negotiations opportunities will be taken into account and will be analyzed in this research.

[bookmark: _Toc450133750][bookmark: _Toc349587220]3.6 Regulation/Policy

Developers are dependent on regulations and policies set by the municipality or national government in their business. There are some very specific requirements set by the municipalities that developers have to take into account. When developers want to initiate a project, they have to apply for a permit with the municipality and this permit will only be granted in case the development corresponds with the zoning code that is set for the area. However, developers can also present a plan that is contrasting to the zoning plan, but with the presentation of the plan and the underlying foundation for the idea, they can apply for a permit to adjust the zoning plan in order to make the developments possible (De Gier, Nijmeijer & Robbe, 2014). 
The zoning plan is an example of very specific governmental regulation and policy. Municipalities in The Netherlands are also required by law to determine a zoning plan every ten years (De Gier et al., 2014). In the United States this is not required. On the other hand, there are some more abstract forms of governmental regulation and policy. The already often-mentioned facilitating role of governments in urban development is also a form of regulation or policy, or maybe even a strategy. By taking a more facilitating standing point within urban development, municipalities lose a little control of urban development. Especially when it comes to property and real estate that they do not own themselves. In pro-active land policy, municipalities are able to include certain additional requirements to the zoning plan. These requirements are, for example, the type of housing or the target group (Van der Krabben, 2011). Pro-active land policy also gives the municipality the opportunity to skim profits in order to finance investments in public facilities. However, this could result in a so called “dubbele pettenprobleem” (double hats problem), because municipalities have to distinguish between projects that are in the best interest of the spatial planning and projects that earn the municipality the most profit (Van der Krabben, 2011).  
In a more facilitating land policy, municipalities create a more invitational planning policy. This, on the one hand, is not the most profitable strategy for municipalities, but it does have the lowest risk because the municipalities do not develop by themselves anymore. However, due to the new spatial planning law (Wro), municipalities are still able to include additional requirements towards housing type and target groups, even to ground that they do not own themselves. This still gives municipalities a certain amount of control of the developments (Van der Krabben, 2011). These additional requirements that municipalities include in their zoning plans are part of the policies or strategies of a municipality. 
Another form of abstract regulation and policy are beliefs that municipalities stand for. These beliefs can be translated to a zoning plan, but also in the form of ambitions that are described in other policy reports. These ambitions could be decisive when a municipality tenders a certain area or project that is available for development. If a developer has a plan that corresponds with the ambition of the municipality, the chance they succeed for the tender is higher. 
Developers have to take certain regulation and policies, set by the municipality, into account when initiating their projects. The specific as well as the abstract requirements set by the municipality can be constraining for developers. On the other hand, it also offers opportunities to developers in order to distinguish themselves from other developers. All in all, municipalities are an actor that developers are almost always connected with. They have to request permits at the municipality, but they are also dependent on their policies and strategies, which has an influence on the strategies and opportunities of developers.
[bookmark: _Toc450133751][bookmark: _Toc349587221]3.7 Financial situation

As mentioned in the introduction, the shift towards more private led development is in some extend the result of the economic crisis (Deloitte, 2013; Van Jooling et al., 2009; De Zeeuw, 2011; Stumpel, 2014)). Before the crisis, municipalities were actively purchasing land in order to develop it. This was a very risky business and municipalities painfully experienced the consequences of it (Van Joolingen et al., 2009). Because of the crisis municipalities weren’t able to develop their grounds, which led to sizeable depreciation (Kersten et al., 2011).
The huge developments that municipalities had in mind for these grounds did not take place due to the economic situation, which led to a different approach to urban development by municipalities. 
For developers it is important to have a clear prediction of what a project will cost and how much the eventual profit will be. This is important to get credit from the bank and to initiate urban development. For that it is important to have a focus on the financial possibilities for urban development, not only for developers but also for the market as a whole.
[bookmark: _Toc450133752][bookmark: _Toc349587222]3.8 Market Strategies
[bookmark: _Toc450133753]
The dimension ‘market strategies’ is actually the one that has to be analyzed and examined in this research in order to find out what the opportunities are for developers to actually initiate urban development. There are a lot of theories and literature that describe and analyze market strategies and how they changed over time (Van der Krabben, 2011; Van Mierlo, 2010; Buskens; 2014). However, this research tries to analyze the opportunities that developers have in urban development. Eventually, the market strategies of developers say something about their role in the process of urban development and how they approach certain shifts of initiative. Their approach towards urban development describes their strategy and how they profile themselves. The expectation of this research is that developers have their own strategy or their own ‘belief’ they stand for on how to initiate urban development. In this research, the market strategies in general, how they work, will be further explained in the sub question that describes the role of developers.


[bookmark: _Toc349587223]4. Urban development in The Netherlands
[bookmark: _Toc450133754]The Dutch urban development process and the changes that it faced in recent years, and maybe in the years to come, is the reason why this research tries to look at opportunities for stakeholders on how to act in a private led urban development process. On top of that, this chapter will also pay attention to the ‘classic’ and current Dutch urban development process and the discussions and opportunities that are present in the current situation. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587224]4.1 Shift in urban development
The last couple of years the Dutch market for urban development has been in transition. Ten years ago it was a very common occurrence that municipalities had a prominent role in the process of urban development. Nowadays their role in the process is, in most cases, less prominent according to scientists (Buitelaar & Sengeren, 2008; De Boer, 2013; Ravestein, 2012; Buitelaar & Bregman, 2016). To get a clear understanding about the change in urban development, the past as well as the current situation will be clarified. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587225]4.1.1 Public led urban development 

Dutch urban development used to be characterized by an active land policy by governments (Buitelaar & Sengeren, 2008). The main aspect of this active land policy was the fact that municipalities actively purchased land in order to develop those lands for housing. They usually bought these lands at the outskirts of the city and less in the existing (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). A good and well-known example is the VINEX-locations. This was a national campaign (and a law at the same time) of creating and building large neighborhoods near the bigger cities in The Netherlands in order to provide housing for the rising demand for housing in the 1990s (Jókövi, Boon, Filius & Egmond, 2006). The national government had some location preferences for these neighborhoods, but eventually it was the provinces and the municipalities who had to decide on the actual location. 
Initiative for urban planning by the government (multi-level) was until the eighties and early nineties very common. In fact, before these years, the Dutch authorities had more or less a monopoly in urban planning. They were the ones who decided which lands were designated to become housing. Municipalities purchased lands at the outskirts of the city (and sometimes in the inner city) and prepared these lands for development (“bouwrijp”) (Jókövi, Boon, Filius & Egmond, 2006). When these lands were prepared for development, municipalities sold these lands to developers or investors who then developed houses on the plots (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). The reason why municipalities acted this actively in urban development was first of all because of the profit they could generate from selling these plots. The municipality bought these lands for the price of agricultural land, changed the designation from agricultural to housing, and eventually sold the plots for the price of housing land, which is much higher than agricultural. This process, which in practice is more complex, is called land utilization (“grondexploitatie”). The municipality had to make incur costs before they could sell the plots. These costs consisted of the planning process, the preparation of the lands and the construction of public facilities, like sewers. These costs were included in the selling price of the plots so the municipality could recover these costs and didn’t have to make any costs for it themselves (Ekkers, 2002; A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). Overall, this land utilization and the preparation of plots became a business model for municipalities to earn themselves a lot of money (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). The profits they made from these projects could then be invested in other projects of the municipality for which they didn’t have adequate resources (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016).  
The second reason why municipalities preferred an active land policy was because of the control they wanted to have over urban planning. If the authorities were the ones who decided where to develop housing and then bought and prepared the plots, they would be in control of the whole process, which gave them a sort of certainty (Jókövi, Boon, Filius & Egmond, 2006). 
This active land policy by municipalities slightly decreased in the 1990s, when market parties were granted more access to the land market and municipalities lost their monopoly. It was not something that occurred accidently, but it came with the memorandum of the “Grondbeleidsinstrumentarium en de uitvoering van de Vierde Nota Extra” (Land development instruments and the implementation of the fourth memorandum extra) in 1994. This memorandum stated that municipalities had to cooperate with market parties in order deal with urban challenges. It also suggested that municipalities and market parties could split financial risks in bigger development projects and that market parties could become the active actor in the process. This also meant that municipalities had to conduct a more passive land policy in which they were mostly setting frameworks and supervising and when municipalities wanted to achieve something which was in the public interest, they could always turn back towards an active land policy (Groetelaers, 2004). 
In 2001 the “Nota Grondbeleid” got set. This memorandum described the vision of the national government on the changed circumstances on the land market and the role they saw for municipalities in this process. They still preferred a passive land policy because when municipalities conducted an active land policy, there was a risk of becoming an actor on, as well as the regulator of the land market what could lead to a conflict of interests. The national government considered the primary task of a municipality to be serving the public interest and setting conditions and quality requirements for market parties regarding urban development (Jókövi, Boon, Filius & Egmond, 2006).
These are examples of acts and memorandums that had an impact on the allocation of roles and the process as a whole in urban planning. Next to these there were a lot of other acts and memorandums that affected urban planning. Some of these focused on the way municipalities could recover the costs they made for public facilities and others that made sure municipalities could still keep control of the process of urban planning (Jókövi, Boon, Filius & Egmond, 2006).
So the role of the municipalities changed over time, but also the role of market parties changed. Initially they made their profits from purchasing the prepared plots from the municipalities, develop houses on these plots and eventually selling these houses. When they got more involved in the land market there also occurred other possibilities for market parties to make profits. The first way they made profits was by speculating on grounds to be designated for housing by the municipality in the future (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). Investors and developers bought (mostly) agricultural lands at the outskirts of the cities from farmers, or other landowners, with the idea that these grounds would be developed to housing in the future. The way they made profits in this perspective was the same as municipalities did: a change of designation from agricultural to housing. The only difference is that developers and investors take a higher risk when buying these lands because they are dependent on the municipality to change the designation. But when the municipalities changed this designation, it was a very lucrative investment and with those profits they could easily finance other projects. So developers mainly acted from the perspective of their own land positions (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). 
The second way developers could earn some profit, which was less risky than speculating on lands, was cooperating with municipalities in a joint venture (GEM). This is a joint venture in which every party is shareholder, which is specifically established to realize a desired urban development. These joint ventures were especially established for the development of the earlier mentioned VINEX-locations. Such a joint venture was very interesting for market parties because they could share the financial risks with the municipalities and eventually they could still make a profit from the sale of houses (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc349587226][bookmark: _Toc450133755]4.1.2 Results of the crisis on the housing market

The economic crisis, which hit the market around 2008/2009, had big consequences on the housing market as well. One of the main consequences was that the selling market for housing took a big hit. It became very hard for developers and individuals to sell their houses on the market (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). This was because the demand for owner-occupied housing decreased dramatically and with it the selling. Besides the effect on developers that the sales were falling behind, it also affected their cash flow in another way. 
When the developers were granted more access to the land market, a lot of them started to acquire land as mentioned earlier. They often bought lands that had an agricultural designation, but the thought was that these lands would be designated for housing in the future (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). However, due to the crisis, these lands weren’t designated for housing, because there was no demand for it, and developers had a lot of land which they had to depreciate (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). This lack of demand for private-occupied housing was also a result of the philosophy that developers were conducting. Developers thought that the sky was the limit in The Netherlands and that every house they built would be sold within days or weeks. However, because of the crisis, people became more critical to the type of house they wanted to live in, while most developers only built the kind of housing on which they could make the highest profit. Their business became very profit driven instead of demand driven (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016).
Developers wanted to sell the undeveloped lands as soon as possible because of the low demand, but also to keep away the banks, from whom the developer loaned money, who were asking for their money (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). 
Not only developers lost a lot of money due to the crisis, also municipalities did lose a lot of money. Just like the developers in The Netherlands, the municipalities who were conducting an active land policy purchased land with the idea that it would be developed to housing in the near future (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). In The Netherlands, all municipalities together lost an amount of three billion euros on land depreciation over lands they purchased before the crisis. The part where it went wrong for municipalities was that they already spend money they didn’t receive yet. So they took a very high risk when they purchased the land, which in some cases almost led to bankruptcy (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). 
The effect of the crisis was different in every part of The Netherlands. Amsterdam, for example, recovered relatively fast from the crisis because the demand for housing (especially rental housing) didn’t decrease as much as in other parts of the country. In the northern provinces of The Netherlands, Groningen and Drenthe, the effects were way bigger. These parts of the country are not as attractive as Amsterdam and the demand for housing is still low (P. Heering, personal communication, May 30, 2016). Overall, the main effect of the crisis was on the number of projects and the number of houses in projects that were initiated. The projects for which the plans were already made were moved to the long term, but just a very little got repealed. This, however, led to a large backlog in housing development for years. (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). Another effect of the crisis on the real estate that was already developed was a high vacancy rate, especially for retail. The main reason for this high vacancy rate was the fact that municipalities (but also other governments) paid little attention to municipality crossing projects. Paul Heering (personal communication, May 30, 2016) gives an example: “We did an asset management project for an investor in Drente who owned property on an industrial park. After some research we figured out that in the surrounding were four other industrial parks who were still distributing land. It turned out that because of this over supply for industrial land, all the industrial parks had a huge vacancy rate.” There was very little communication between municipalities when it came to zoning, which led to the high vacancy rate and big losses for investors as well as municipalities (P. Heering, personal communication, May 30, 2016). 
A positive trend that can be defined since the crisis was the demand for rental housing, especially in the medium-prices segment. Because individuals saw too much risk in the purchase of an owner-occupied house and because it was not as easy as before to get a loan for an owner-occupied house, the demand for rental housing grew. A lot of investors considered this type of housing to be a profitable investment (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016; M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). 

[bookmark: _Toc349587227]4.1.3 Current urban development 

Today the effects of the financial crisis on the housing market are still being felt in Dutch urban development. Municipalities and market parties are still selling land they bought before the crisis, because the focus of urban development shifted from the outskirts of the city towards redevelopment of the existing city (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016; M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). This is mainly due to the fact that municipalities shifted focus; when it comes to the wish of market parties, they would still be developing at the outskirts of the city, because inner city redevelopment is costlier and the ownership is shredded (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016).
Another trend that can be defined in Dutch urban planning is the shift from a supply-led approach to a demand-led approach. Before the crisis the demand for housing was so high that it almost didn’t matter what kind of houses were built because they would sell anyway. After the crisis it turned out that focus should be more on what the end-user actually wants. So nowadays the end-user of the real estate got a very prominent role in the process of urban development (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). 
Besides the fact that the market is almost at the same level as it was before and the focus shifted from a supply-led towards a demand-led approach, the process of urban development and the allocation of roles changed after the crisis (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016; R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). Both parties are still developing in the urban area. The spots where municipalities are still conducting an active land policy are often and almost exclusively the pieces of land that they still have in their land portfolio (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016), the projects they started before the crisis and are still in development (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016) or the places in the city in which market parties have no interest, but which municipalities would like to see developed as an upgrade for their city (P. Heering, personal communication, May 30, 2016). 
However, in general, municipalities are more and more conducting a facilitating land policy instead of an active one. There some different thoughts about what this facilitating land policy actually means, but the key points of a facilitating are (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016):
· Municipalities operate more in a framework-setting way;
· Municipalities create a vision with conditions for a certain area;
Municipalities came to the conclusion as well that urban planning and urban development should not be an instrument to make money. Not now and not in the future (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). On top of that, if they set the framework and create condition for a certain area, a market party should be capable of creating the same as a municipality, or even better. 
This new role by municipalities can also be found in a new way of urban development, which is called ‘incremental planning’. This incremental planning also means that the municipality conducts a facilitating land policy. On top of that it also means that the projects are initiated a little more open with no clear end view and end date. But the most important aspect of this incremental planning is that the municipality leaves the initiative to the market, wherever these are individuals or developers. In this way of planning, municipalities sometime do not even have a vision or conditions for a certain area and leave it completely to the market (PBL, 2012). It is a very upcoming idea for how to plan the city, but in most of the cases municipalities find it hard to leave it all to the market. They prefer to keep the processes under their own control (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 25, 2016). 
Developers took a different position in the process of urban development as well. Developers are nowadays less willing to purchase land at risk. Nowadays, they often work in a corporation or cooperation with investors and potential end-users. By finding an investor or end-user up front, it gives the developer a guarantee they can sell their real estate right away when it is completed. This, on the one hand, takes away the original role of a developer and makes them more an advisor for an investor or group of end-users (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). Developers still purchase land at risk, but mostly when they think it is a special opportunity (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). However, banks are not as willing as before to provide a loan for the purchase of land that does not have a housing designation yet, so it also became harder for developer to purchase at risk (P. Heering, personal communication, May 30, 2016). 
The new, more facilitating, role by municipalities requires a different role of the developer as well. Municipalities require a more initiating role from developers now that they more or less took their ‘active’ hands of the process. Developers are expected to take an active and initiating role in the process of urban development. They still have the frameworks and vision of the municipality they can use as a handhold. In practice it also turns out that market parties need these frameworks and conditions in order to initiate urban development. It turned out that it is pretty hard for market parties to make plans for an area without knowing what the municipality wants with it (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). Overall, the times that developers could wait until a municipality started to do land utilization is over (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc450133756][bookmark: _Toc349587228]4.2 Institutional conditions
[bookmark: _Toc450133757]
An important part of this research is the institutional conditions present in the process of urban development. These institutions can be divided in formal and informal institutions, which both have their own impacts on the process itself. This section will also focus on the changes in the institutions that have occurred in The Netherlands in recent years and how those changed affected the urban development process. But first, the stakeholders that are active in Dutch urban development will be elaborated and how they affect the institutions.
[bookmark: _Toc349587229]4.3.1 Stakeholders

In every market there are different stakeholders who influence the market in their own way. In the market of urban development, municipalities and developers called the shots. In recent years, however, other important stakeholders influenced the market and now have an almost equal role as municipalities and developers in the process. 
Developers
The new role of the developer is already often discussed in this research. Besides the fact that municipalities expect the developer to be the active and initiating actor within the process, there are also some experts who think very differently about their role, especially for the future. Henk Harmsen (in A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016) even suggested that developers won’t even exist in the future because of their weak financial possibilities. They now have to work more commissioned by a client. Harmsen suggested that in the future, these clients might get more experienced with urban development and perform the development themselves. This, however, is a very rigorous and highly speculative statement, but it is something to keep in mind for developers when thinking about their future.
Others say that developers will function more as a hatch for an investor in the future. Some developers don’t have the financial capacity anymore and have to work commissioned by a client (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). Additionally, they could function as an advisor for investors. Investors see real estate as a very reliable investment in recent years, but they don’t seem to have a lot of knowledge about real estate finance according to Paul Heering (Personal communication, May 30, 2016). Several investors bought real estate without even knowing what the possibilities were for it. Some developers already fulfilled an advising role to investors in what kind of real estate was worth investing in (Paul Heering personal communication, May 30, 2016). 
In every negotiation, developers have to work together and negotiate with municipalities in order to get a permit to build or to get an adjusted zoning plan for their lands. A common occasion that developers encounter in these negotiations is that projects get delayed because of understaffing within municipalities. Such a delay can be disastrous for a developer because of the interests they have to pay on their loans. In order to prevent, or at least minimalize, these delays, developers can take over some tasks of the municipality. Of course not every task can be taken over by a developer, but, for example, the developer can do all the environmental tests that have to be performed. This can shorten the preparatory phase and can save the developer a lot of money (Paul Heering personal communication, May 30, 2016).
Municipalities
Just like the role of the developer, the municipality’s role is already broadly discussed. However, what is interesting to see and also contradicting with the literature, is that municipalities are still quite often conducting an active land policy. Although not on such a large scale as they did before, but in some cases they still purchase land (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). 
Anyway, in general the municipalities are conducting a facilitating land policy with conditions and requirements for development. In some cases, these conditions and requirements are enough in order to excite developers to initiate urban development. In other cases, it is hard for municipalities to find developers who want to developer there. In these places, municipalities have to take a more stimulating role, which doesn’t necessarily have to be in a financial way. It can also be in a more process-oriented way in which the municipality tries to create a platform for all the parties involved. This way the municipality can try to create interest for the area (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016), but they can also bring different developers together to get them all on the same page (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). 
In this platform, the municipality can also function as an advisor when it comes to, for example, the organization of the public facilities. 
(Institutional) Investors
Before the crisis, real estate wasn’t very interesting for investors, because other investments were more profitable. After the crisis, it turned out that real estate was a very safe and solid investment with constant profits, which is the reason why developers increasingly enter the real estate market (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). For developers, this is a most welcome addition to the urban development market. The investors have money they want to invest in real estate and developers need money in order to initiate urban development: a complementary situation for both (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016).
Another investor that is entering the market again lately is the housing association. In the past, housing associations had some financial problems themselves, but in recent years they became more active again. They are now looking to expand their real estate portfolio and to renew their existing stock. Since housing associations aren’t allowed to develop housing themselves anymore, they shed it to the market, which creates a lot of opportunities for developers to anticipate to this shift (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). 
For municipalities, (institutional) investors are very interesting because of their connectedness with the area. Investors who invest in real estate focus on the long term and try to keep their real estate and the surrounding area as attractive as possible for their renters in order to prevent vacancy. This is exactly what municipalities want and is also the reason why some municipalities, especially the ones who have to deal with attracting new citizens, are specifically looking for investors to invest in their city (D. Van Grinsven, personal communication, June 23, 2016).
End-users
The second stakeholder that is becoming more important in the process of urban development is the end-user. Ever since the crisis, there is a transition from a supply-led market towards a demand-led market in which the demands of the end-user are the focal point. Nowadays, they even get involved in the draft of the plans in the initiating phase of a project (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). This is for the developer also related to the fact that they need some guarantees that their houses will be sold once delivered. For the municipality the end-user is an important actor because they are the ones who have to live in their municipality and they want to make sure it is an attractive living environment for them (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). 
On the other hand, there is also an increase in collective private commissioning in recent years. This collective private commissioning means that a group of individuals organized themselves in a foundation and who have the same idea about how and where they want to live. When they organized themselves, they address themselves to the municipality to see if such a collective private commissioning is possible and then they start looking for a developer who can realize their ideas. It is usually not a project of a large size, but when there are five of these initiatives in one city, then they are already considerable stakeholders (M. Janssen, personal communication, May 14, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc349587230]4.2.2 Change of institutions

Through time, the existing formal and informal institutions changed due to several events. But both types of institutions changed due to different reasons. The formal institutions mainly changed due to changes in the law. The informal institutions usually changed due to events that occurred in the past (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The main cause for changed informal institutions was the crisis on the Dutch housing market. This resulted in a lot of changes within the process of urban development. 
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[bookmark: _Toc349587231]4.2.3 Formal institutions

As mentioned in the theoretical framework, formal institutions are institutions that everybody has to adhere to. Common examples of formal institutions are laws and acts that are installed by the government. On the other hand, there are also rules and procedures that are formed on a lower scale by municipalities. 
On a national scale, there are a lot of laws that market parties and government have to adhere to. When it comes to urban development there are a few important laws. One of them is the “Bouwbesluit 2012”, which explains what a developer can and can’t build (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). Another formal institution that every market party has to adhere to is the spatial planning law (“Wet ruimtelijk ordening”), which got into use in 2008. This law clarifies the government’s duties and the rights and obligations of the citizens, companies and institutions. This law is very important for municipalities as well as developers when it comes to urban development. In 2019 the new environmental law will get into force, which is assumed to have a major effect on the development process in The Netherlands as well.
The spatial planning law gives municipalities the opportunity to recover costs for the investments they have to make in public spaces when a developer wants to initiate a development. To recover these costs, an instrument is introduced in the Dutch spatial planning law. This is called “Kostenverhaal” (Cost recovery) and it is mandatory for every developer who wants to initiate a development. A municipality is required to formulate a note in which all the interventions in the public spaces are listed so they can justify the costs they want to recover from the developers. However, developers still have to get used to this new instrument of the municipality (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). Nowadays, they think they pay more than before this law was introduced, but which is not the case. When municipalities were still conducting an active land policy, the costs they made for the public spaces were included in the selling price of the plots. Now the cost recovery is mentioned specifically, developers feel like they are paying more than before (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). Here, a certain form of path-dependency can be defined. Some private parties are still used to the old way of how costs for public spaces are recover and now these costs are recovered in a different way, you see that developers don’t know how to cope with it, which leads to a lot of discussion between municipalities and developers. 
Not every developer reacts confused to the introduction of the “Cost recovery” act, but mostly the old fashion developers, who are used to the old way of urban development. This matches with the argument North (1993) made that not every organization is responding the same to a change of institutions. 
Another important formal institution that developers as well as municipalities have to adhere to is the “Bestemmingsplan” (zoning plan). The zoning plan is a plan that municipalities are required to draft every ten years. In a zoning plan the zoning for every piece of land in a municipality has to be defined. In the zoning plan, municipalities can include a lot of requirements and conditions for developers. However, when a developer drafted a plan for a certain area, but which is contradicting with the zoning plan, they can go to the municipality with their plan and try to convince them that the project is in the best interest of every party involved (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). So the zoning plan is a formal institution that developers have to adhere to, but it also offers the possibility to differ from this plan when they have a good motivation for their upcoming project. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133759]It can be concluded that formal institutions are closely linked to laws and acts. The changes of these can lead to complexities and discussion between municipalities and developers. However, because it is a law, every party must adhere to it, which makes these formal institutions very interesting. Especially when in the future new laws will be introduced that will have a big impact on the process of urban development.

[bookmark: _Toc349587232]4.2.4 Informal institutions

Informal institutions are institutions that are not clearly defined in laws or acts. The norms, values and beliefs that are present in a certain market are so commonly accepted that they became institutionalized and were part of the daily operations in urban development. Before the crisis, there was a very clear informal institution linked to urban development. Municipalities acted like they had a monopoly when it came to land utilization by purchasing the land, prepare them for development and sell them to a developer. However, municipalities never actually had this monopoly, but most of the developers got so used to this process that it became institutionalized within the market. This course of events is argued to not be the most efficient one, because market parties are believed to be more efficient in their work than municipalities because they are profit driven. This matches with Vermeulen’s (2008) statement that some institutions can be contradicting with efficiency principles. Market parties just got used to this course of events and didn’t see the necessity act differently. 
When market parties were granted more access to the market, in the form of cooperation with municipalities, in 1994, a transition was visible. Almost every market party acted proactive to this transition and started speculating with land and started to establish partnerships with municipalities in order to make developments possible. What can often be concluded from a shift in institutions, is that is financially driven (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983; DiMaggio & Powell, 1993). This was also the case for this transition. The cooperation between market parties and municipalities took away big risks for market parties to initiate urban development because now the financial risks could be split evenly. On top of that, the municipalities had a guarantee on their loans, which lowered the risks even more. Furthermore, the situation on the housing market caused that market parties dared to purchase land at risk because of the high profits that could be made. 
Since the financial crisis of 2008, a new shift in informal institutions can be perceived as well. Since the crisis, municipalities are more and more conducting a facilitating land policy instead of an active land policy in which they actively purchased land for development (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). This transition within the process of urban development has some major effects on the informal institutions of the process. 
First of all, there are some effects on the informal institutions within the government. The shift from an active land policy towards a facilitating land policy requires a different mindset of the municipality. When conducting an active land policy, municipalities are the ones who determine what happens with the lands in their municipality. They are the ones who can set out the lines and through this kind of policy they can achieve their goals easier and faster. However, when conducting a facilitating land policy, they can only establish guidelines and requirements for a certain development, but they are dependent on the market if those developments actually occur. Practice turns out that municipalities still have to get used to this new policy and that they have a hard time letting go of their directing role (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). In some cases, this still leads to an active land policy by municipalities, mostly on a smaller scale. They see this active land policy as a steering mechanism to achieve their ambitions. In contrast to what happened before the crisis, municipalities only conduct this policy on very small scales in order to minimalize the risks (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). So you can see that some municipalities have troubles with the change of institutions because of the path dependency that links back to their original role in the process of urban development. Their new role in the process still has to get institutionalized, if it will get institutionalized at all. 
Secondly, there is the effect on the market parties. The changed policy of the municipalities has an effect on the business of the developers. Just like the municipalities, the developers got very used to the way the urban development market worked for many years. Now most of the municipalities are conducting a more facilitating land policy, this requires another approach from the developers as well (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). The more facilitating role of the municipalities automatically leads to a more active role by the developers. This active role for developers means they have to take more initiative when it comes to urban development. Some developers easily shifted to their new role in the process, but other, more traditional developers had more difficulties with this shift. These more traditional developers are still looking for opportunities where they can develop the old way with an active municipality (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). This goes hand in hand with the fact that developers are still looking for guidance by the municipality (R. Van Schaik, May 24, 2016). This shows that some developers have problems with the change of institutions. These developers got too used to the old way the market was structured and now this structure changes, they experience difficulties. 
The third major informal institution that can be defined within urban development is the way projects are approached. From a historic perspective, the way both municipalities and developers approach urban development projects is from a financial perspective. Even though both parties will suggest otherwise, practitioners admit that this is still the case in modern urban development (P. Heering, personal communication, May 30, 2016; R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). These experts suggest that the focus in urban development should be more on the social and environmental profit. However, they also conclude this is a very difficult institution to overcome because the eventual profit is essential for developers in order to keep their business going. But if these social and environmental (and any other side effect) profits could get institutionalized, the outcome of urban development could be in the best interest of every party involved.
[bookmark: _Toc450133760][bookmark: _Toc349587233]4.3 Market conditions	

Besides the institutional conditions related to urban development, the market conditions are very important as well. Urban development is a market itself that runs on demand and supply. There are a few characteristics of the market of urban development, which affect the working of the market and the stakeholders involved. Furthermore, this chapter will focus on the changes that occurred in urban development that affected the market most. For developers it is important that a project is financially feasible. Because of that, an insight in the financial situation and possibilities for developers will be given. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587234][bookmark: _Toc450133761]4.3.1 Changes within the market 

The Dutch housing market is regaining strength again, really fast. Almost so fast it nearly reached the same price level in some parts of the country, especially in bigger cities like Amsterdam (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). In some cases, experts are scared that the market is regaining strength a little too fast. Arnoud Treuren (personal communication, June 22, 2016) suggests that in the city of Amsterdam it almost seems like no one drew lessons from the crisis and that every developer is falling back into their old habits. The cause for this can be found in the fact that the production of new housing was practically on hold since the crisis. People who wanted to move somewhere else couldn’t move because there was no supply of new housing. So the demand for housing grew, while the supply of it stood still and now the supply of housing and the bidding wars for new housing started again. Because of this, developers want to build more and more, which might lead to craziness there was at the housing market before the crisis (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016; M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). These developers still believe that the focus in urban development should be on green field developments, while municipalities argue that the focus must shift towards inner-city redevelopment. However, developer Marten Boerema (personal communication, June 16, 2016) thinks there will be an equal distribution between inner city and green field development, because not all of the housing demand can be supplied in the existing city. 
Another change in the market of urban development that can be defined is the end-goal on which projects are focused. As mentioned before, the focus within the market shifted from supply-led to demand-led development. Developers have to pay more attention to the demands and desires of the end-user, or else they take the risk houses won’t sell. On top of that, municipalities demand developers more and more to add value to an area, not in a financial way, but in a social and living environmental way (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). In these developments, they are now often the ones who have to take the initiative and the municipalities establish the requirements and conditions for the development. On top of this, municipalities want developers to be involved with a certain area for a longer period after the realization of the project to put it on the map and make it more interesting for potential buyers. Most developers, however, still prefer a more ‘hit-and-run’ approach: after realization of the development they sell all the real estate and move on to the next project. There are some developers, Heren2 and ERA Contour for example, who did commit themselves to a certain area for a longer time (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016; Paul Heering personal communication, May 30, 2016) and they now experience the profits of this approach. 
Sustainability is another concept that is gaining interest within urban development, especially from the municipalities. This sustainability principle stretches from energy neutral houses to self-sufficient drainage systems. These goals score high in governmental plans and vision. However, it turned out that developers see less priority in these measures. These goals for sustainability are often points of discussion between municipalities and developers, which eventually leads to a delay of the development and high interest costs (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc450133762]When these conditions on the market for urban development are mirrored to the description of the New York Times (2016) a few things can be noticed. First of all, the characteristics of the changed market certainly affect the buyers and sellers on this market. The eventual buyers on the market became the focal point and the sellers have to meet more demands from municipalities and the end-users. Another important aspect of the market conditions of a sector is the number of sellers that are active in the particular sector and the possibility for new companies to enter the market. In urban development, there are a lot of developers active who do their business for quite a long time. Some of these developers have very good connections with municipalities and earned their existence in the market (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). However, as you can see, there are some issues that developers have to cope with when initiating urban development. For new companies entering the market, it could be very well possible to enter the market as long as they abide to the requirements and conditions set by the municipality. If a ‘new’ developer values sustainability (for example) very high, it could lead to a very fruitful cooperation with municipalities.
[bookmark: _Toc349587235]4.3.2 Financial possibilities 

Besides the changes on the market, it is also important to look at the financial possibilities for developers when initiating urban development. Developers remain profit-oriented organizations so ultimately they have to consider whether or not a development will be profitable.
The new occurring trend from greenfield development towards inner-city redevelopment demand a lot of customized development in which a developer has to take more care of the surrounding area. In greenfield development, developers have some bigger margins, while in inner-city redevelopment the margins are very small and every mistake can lead to an unprofitable development. These small margins in inner-city redevelopment are related to the higher costs involved with redevelopment projects. Part of these costs is demolishing, but the difficult accessibility of the construction site is a factor as well (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). So it won’t be as easy as it was before for developers to make huge profits from urban development, which makes it that they have to choose their projects thoughtfully. When up front it turns out that a development isn’t profitable, a developer will never start with the development at all. That is what makes inner-city redevelopment projects so difficult for developers (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016).
A factor that affects the financial possibilities of developers even more is the way they have to finance their projects. In the past, developers purchased land at risk with money loaned from the banks. After it turned out how risky this business was, the banks didn’t provide loans for urban development that easy anymore. Banks want guarantees for their loans and won’t provide loans for a period of fifteen years anymore, which also makes it very hard for a developer to stay involved with a certain area for a long time (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016; A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). This is why urban development projects are nowadays more approached from a financial security perspective. Developers can pretty much only get this security if they have a guarantee that someone will purchase the real estate (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). That is why developers are looking more often for an investor up front in order to get the financial security that the real estate will be purchased when delivered (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). 
There is, however, a big difference between developers when it comes to project funding. The developers that are affiliated to institutional investors and financial institutions turned out to have fewer problems with the finance of their projects because of the financial security that their partner can provide (P. Heering personal communication, May 30, 2016). Developers who emerged from construction firms and independent developers turned out to have more difficulties with their project finance. Some of these developers still purchase land at risk, but they only do so when they are very sure that those lands will be designated for housing in the near future (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). These lands are usually purchased from own equity of the developer. For other projects these developers have to cooperate more and more with (institutional) investors in order to initiate urban development. 
Not only the way developers get their finance for projects affects their possibilities, but also the willingness of municipalities to make investments up front or to provide subsidies has decreased. This is part of their facilitating role in which they won’t facilitate in a financial way. So developers have to do the land utilization themselves now and transfer the public spaces to the municipalities after completion (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). 
However, some municipalities are willing to financially support an urban development with a revolving fund. This revolving fund should function as an investment up front in order to increase the livability, the public services and the attractiveness of the area (place making). After completion of the urban development, the up-front investment by the municipality has to be paid back by the developers, but it does give the developer some starting capital for their development (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016).

[bookmark: _Toc450133763][bookmark: _Toc349587236]4.4 Initiating urban development

The initiating part of a development is often the most important one, but can also be the most difficult. This can be because of the different stakeholders that are involved with an urban development, but the change of initiating actor plays a significant role as well (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). On the other hand, this change of initiating actor can lead to opportunities to initiate urban development. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133766][bookmark: _Toc349587237]4.4.1 Obstacles

Throughout the research, a lot of obstacles that occur in the urban development market have been discussed. However, the obstacles that will be discussed hereafter are the obstacles that occur between the municipality and the developers. To get a better overview of the obstacles within the market, the earlier mentioned obstacles will be briefly worked out as well. 
The most occurring obstacle for developers is the haziness of what a facilitating government actually is and what they do differently compared to an active government. The new allocation of roles within the process seems to be difficult for some developers. They find it hard to take the active role in the process because it requires a different mindset within their business, but also another approach of the market (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). The other side of the story is that municipalities find it hard to let go of their guiding role in which they set the standards for urban development (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). On top of that, municipalities argue that developers don’t take enough initiative in urban development and that they still try to fall back on the municipalities in the initiating phase, especially financial (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). 
A second obstacle for developers is the shift of focus from the outskirts of the city towards redevelopment within the existing city. Developers prefer to develop at the outskirts due to the lower costs for development. However, they are dependent on the municipality to change the designation (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016; R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). This might be a pretty difficult obstacle to overcome, because, when conducting a facilitating land policy, municipalities are dependent on developers to develop. If a development is not financial viable, a developer will never do it. So there is a clear contradiction between what a municipality wants and what a developer can. 
Another obstacle that can be defined refers to the period that developers remain involved with a development. Where developers prefer to approach a project from a ‘hit-and-run’ perspective, the municipalities want a developer to be involved with a development for a longer period of time. This obstacle also occurs from a financial perspective. Developers make money with the development of housing and the sale of it directly after completion. So staying involved with a development is not part of their work ethics (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). 
The fourth main obstacle is the importance of the environment in a development. The environment is becoming a focal point for municipalities in urban development and in 2020 all houses that are built should have an energy performance index of 0. This energy performance index tells you something about the energy performance of a building. An index of 0 indicates that a building is very energy efficient. Municipalities already want to set standards for new development and require developers to build very energy efficient housing. Developers don’t see the necessity of already building these energy efficient houses because it saves them a lot of money if they don’t and the national requirement starts in 2020. This discussion about the environment and energy efficiency is the biggest obstacle in the project ‘ Erasmusveld’ in The Hague and already led to a huge delay (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016).
Another obstacle that is faced by developers in initiating urban development is the so-called concept of “aanbesteding”, in American practice often referred to as Request For Proposals (RFP) `. In urban development, such an RFP implies that mostly governments start a bidding process for a piece of land or real estate that they want to sell. Basically, this means that market parties can send in a proposal in which they explain their plans for the land and/or real estate. In some cases these bids are open for every party interested, but in most cases the concerned municipality invites only a few interesting market parties to send in a bid, this also because municipalities often don’t have the time and capacity to review a large amount of proposals. In The Netherlands, these RFP’s are required for governments by national and European law when a project exceeds a certain amount of money. Some municipalities are very strict when it comes to RFP’s and they start a bidding process for every single project, while other municipalities are more flexible and use these laws more as guidelines (M. Janssen, personal communication, June 14, 2016). Usually there are multiple criteria for a valid bid, but money is usually the decisive criteria for who will win the bidding.
Some developers have made these RFP’s their main focus for urban development and barely take initiative themselves. Other developers prefer not to wait for these RFP’s and try to take initiative themselves by presenting a plan to the municipality explaining their ideas for an area or piece of real estate. What bothers a lot of developers who do take initiative is that when municipalities see their plans for the first time, they are very excited and encourage the developer to further work out their plan. When it comes to the point that the actual permits have to be provided for the development, some municipalities back down and start the discussion of a bidding process through an RFP. This process upsets a lot of the initiating developers, because they argue that they came up with a plan for an area that the municipality might not even considered to be a potential development area, and now other market parties might run off with their ideas. This is one of the main reasons why some developers don’t want to take that kind of initiative in urban development because the whole process of getting to an actual plan takes a lot of time and costs a lot of money, that some developers would rather save for an actual process. But as mentioned before, every municipality has very different perspectives regarding the RFP’s, so for a developer it will also depend on the municipality if they want to take initiative or not (G. Van Randeraat, personal communication, August 17, 2016). 
The last main obstacle between developers and municipalities that can be defined in the process of urban area development is related to trust and transparency. Municipalities see most of the developers like ‘cowboys’, who come in fast, make a lot of money with transactions of land and then leave again. This is why municipalities are very suspicious towards developers: they think developers earn too much money with urban development (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). 
On the other hand, developers are very suspicious towards municipalities as well. They state that municipalities are very mysterious about their numbers and prices during negotiations (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). The result of this is that developers are anxious to present their numbers openly to the municipality because they think the municipality will be very critical to their numbers, which might lead to a lower eventual profit (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016). 
All in all, it can be said that there is a very mysterious atmosphere hanging over the negotiations between municipalities and developers, especially when it comes to the financial aspect. Both parties seem to be thinking that the other is making too much money from a development and that they take part in the negotiations for their own interests, and their own interests only (R. Janssen, personal communication, June 2, 2016). 
This is an obstacle that in theory can be overcome pretty easy, but which is a lot harder in practice because both actors have to give in during the negotiations, otherwise the other won’t give insight in their numbers. So there has to come a shift in mutual trust, but also in mutual transparency.
What can be concluded from these obstacles is that they are all a result of either a change in institutions (facilitating government, shift to redevelopment) or a change in market conditions (involvement, environment and trust). So you can see that changes in both institutions and the market have an impact on the eventual process of urban development and that it can actually cause obstacles that are not very easy to overcome. The changes that cause obstacles are not only changes that occurred in the past, but also future changes that already affect the process. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133767][bookmark: _Toc349587238]4.4.2 Opportunities

Next to the obstacles that are present in a market, there are also some opportunities for the actors involved to distinguish themselves from others or to anticipate to (future) trends. Hereafter, a few opportunities for the parties involved will be discussed. These opportunities aren’t necessarily the solutions to the above-mentioned obstacles, but more as a possibility for developers to act differently within the market. 
The first opportunity for developers to act in the market is focusing on the creation of an area fund (H. Van der Wal, personal communication, May 24, 2016). In some areas in The Netherlands there are already these kinds of funds, for example in Nieuwengein, but these are most of the time initiated by the municipality (R. Van Schaik, personal communication, May 24, 2016). If a developer can create such a fund, which can also consist of a couple thousand euros, they can use it to gain attention for the area and make it more attractive for future inhabitants. If there are multiple developers present in an area, they could also contribute to this fund. However, the free-rider problem is always lurking with such a fund. This is the case when a present actor doesn’t want to contribute to such a fund, but who does profit from the results of the fund. This is for some developers a reason not to contribute in such a fund. R. Janssen (Personal communication, June 2, 2016) argues that by saying that every actor should not look at the profit for others, but at their own profits. Creating an area fund can absolutely benefit to the profits of just a single developer, but with multiple developers who put money in the fund, the area can be made even more attractive. 
Another opportunity for a developer to act in the market is to involve parties that you won’t usually see in the process of urban development, but who can help improve the eventual living environment (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). An actor that is already getting more involved in urban development is the energy company. Developers work together with the energy companies to offer an all-in-one package to the end-user, sometimes in combination with sustainable energy sources like solar panels. 
Next to the energy companies, who are already pretty integrated in urban development, there are also some more odd actors that can be involved. An example of such an actor could be a car company. By integrating a car-sharing system in a new neighborhood, a car company can be approached to provide the cars. It comforts the new inhabitants so they don’t have to buy their own cars and fewer cars are also better for the environment (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016).
Another actor that can be involved in the process is the “Waterschap” (authority who is responsible for the water management in an area). The can contribute to the optimization of the water drainage and purification in an area. Especially in the western part of The Netherlands, which is mostly polders, the contributions of the “Waterschap” can really improve the living environment and safety in an area (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016)..
These are two different examples of actor that can be involved, but there can be many other actors who can contribute to urban development.
A third opportunity for developers is to work with co-makers (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). This concept of co-makers tries to create a partnership of actors that are involved in urban development for a longer period of time. These actors are developers, (institutional) investors, contractors and possibly external advisors. By bringing together the right partners, they can create a ‘dream team’ (R. Janssen personal communication, June 2, 2016). The idea behind such a partnership is that all of these actors have to focus less on acquisition and more on innovation. If all these actors work only by themselves, they constantly have to look for new projects. When they commit themselves to a partnership they can assign a small group to the acquisition, while the actors themselves can focus on innovation within their business or products. On the long term, this can lead to a better product or to a significant efficiency boost (A. Treuren, personal communication, June 22, 2016). 
Although all of the opportunities are different, they also have the same thing in common: cooperation. According to experts, cooperation should be the focal point in urban development in order to come to the desired outcome and there are many ways to cooperate with other actors. Mainly due to the small financial possibilities that are present for developers, they have to look for these partnerships with others, but the institutional changes also force developers to interact more with other stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Toc450133768]

[bookmark: _Toc349587239]5. Urban development in the USA
[bookmark: _Toc450133769]The Dutch process for urban development has made some transitions that caused some points of discussion among stakeholders, but it also offered opportunities. The eventual goal of this research is to make recommendations to the Dutch practice on how to act in a private led urban development process in which the market parties are leading. As mentioned earlier in this research, this goal will be achieved by drawing lessons from a country that has a long history with a private led urban development process. The United States has always been known as a country that is strongly private led for different markets (G. van Randeraat, personal communication, August 17, 2016). For that reason, the United States will serve as a test case for The Netherlands in order to formulate recommendations. 

[bookmark: _Toc349587240]5.1 American private-led urban development
In order to get useful recommendations, it is important to know more about the American process of urban planning in general. This includes the stakeholders, the allocation of roles, the situation on the market, etc. After the overall situation of the American urban development process is clear, some advantages and disadvantages of that process will be discussed. They will serve as a starting point for the next chapter about the actual recommendations that can be made.
[bookmark: _Toc349587241]5.1.1 Private led urban development

The urban development process in the United States is known to be a process in which the market has a very active role, which causes that the American urban development process, is often described as a private led process. This, however, doesn’t mean that the municipalities have no power at all in the process. They are still mandating the planning process of the city and they make the zoning plans, the comprehensive plans and the visions for the city (M. Gay, personal communication, October 14, 2016). However, the planning process in the United States is also argued to be very reactive to the developer and the market (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). This reactive way of planning mainly refers to the conditional uses that are included in the zoning codes (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). These conditional uses offer the opportunity and possibility for municipalities to negotiate with developers on the eventual outcome of the development. The only ‘problem’ attached to the negotiations is that, once they change the zoning for one developer, a lot more developers will also come in with a request for a zoning exception (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
According to Dave Cieslewicz (Personal communication, October 6, 2016), former major of the city of Madison, Wisconsin, the typical process of urban development in the United States is:
“The typical process of urban development in the US is that the city has a comprehensive plan. And the city has a zoning code, which should agree with the comprehensive plan. A developer will come to the city and propose something. Usually consistent with the zoning plan, but sometimes not.” 
What makes the urban development process in the United States private led is the fact that municipalities are largely, if not entirely, dependent on developers and the market to actually implement their plans (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Municipalities create the plans and the zoning and then take a backseat until developers come up with a plan (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). There can be several motives for a city to take a backseat in the process instead of conducting an active role: Most of the cities simply don’t have the human and financial capacity to actively initiate development (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). Another motive is that bigger cities don’t feel the need to invest money in development, because there are so many developers who want to develop something that the development will happen anyway (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
All in all it can be concluded that American municipalities are very dependent on developers and that market parties in general are very important in American urban development (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). It still is a process in which the public and private sector negotiate about the eventual outcome of a development, but for the actual implementation of plans and visions the market is tremendously important.

[bookmark: _Toc349587242]5.1.2 Pre-crash urban development

In the 1940’s and 50’s an overall trend occurred in the United States in which a lot of people moved from the inner city to the suburbs. There was a lot of greenfield development at the urban fringes of the cities in which mostly single-family housing was developed. This phenomenon is often referred to as urban sprawl. By many the phenomenon of urban sprawl is considered to be a big problem in the United States (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016; D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016; T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). In a certain extend it also contributed to the high car dependency of Americans in general (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). 
Typical for the pre-crash urban development process was that developers approached municipalities and told them they were holding or wanting to buy a piece of property in their city that they want to develop. Usually there were some negotiations between the city and the developer on the details of the developments, but the projects were very much driven by the market. These developments mostly occurred at the urban fringes because the price for development was the lowest in those parts of the city and people were actually buying the houses (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). Tony Manno (personal communication, November 2, 2016), Senior Planner at Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning, even suggests that the developers contributed to the economic downturn around 2008 because of the reason that they just kept building single-family houses.
For American cities it was, and actually still is, very important to have adequate property tax revenue. Generally speaking, this means that every property owner has to pay a certain percentage of the equalized assessment value of the property as property tax (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). A trend that was occurring prior to the crisis was that some municipalities were inclined to approve the projects that would have the highest tax revenue (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). There are a lot of cases in which it wasn’t the best project that was build, but because municipalities just wanted to see any type of development happen, they took the offer anyway. These kinds of situations caused a lot of problems: firstly, there wasn’t any regional vision for what to develop and what was needed in the area. Cities were solely looking at their own interest and future tax flow. On the other hand, it was also the fault of the developers because they just kept building and weren’t aware of the potential risks of their developments.
Tony Manno (personal communication, November 2, 2016):
“I think developers are also partly to blame for the housing crisis and not only the banking system. They build a lot of units and they got fairly risky and greedy with it. They just kept building things”.
[bookmark: _Toc349587243]5.1.3 Post-crash urban development

Just as The Netherlands, the United States’ urban development market got hit really hard by the results of the economic recession in 2008. For years there wasn’t any development happening in the cities. Municipalities and communities tried to step up during that process to try making development happening, but there was no market for any type of development (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
That was the point when planning in the United States became very important for the city in order to make the desired developments happen. The focus was no longer on the expansion of the city, but on the redevelopment of the existing city, usually the blighted sites that were former industrial areas in the city (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). The focus for these inner city redevelopments has mainly been on the creation of mixed-use developments with commercial areas on the first floor and residential above them. This is partially the response of cities to prevent further sprawl and also to create more density in the cities. The so called ‘millennials’ generation in the United States are also known for their desire to live in the cities and especially in rentals apartments instead of buying a house (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
Now that the economy is getting better, developers want to develop again and cities are crowded with cranes again. Especially in bigger cities like Chicago and Minneapolis, new high-rise developments are occurring throughout the whole city. The urban development market in the United States is getting stronger and stronger again and some of the practitioners are even saying that the market is about as crazy as it was prior to the crisis (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016; M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016).
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The institutional conditions that are present on a market can influence the way things happen very dramatically. In the United States, just as in The Netherlands, there are two types of institutions that can be defined: formal and informal. Again, the stakeholders that operate in the American urban development market will be analyzed first to see what their effect is on the institutional conditions and the development process in general.
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Just like the Dutch situation, there are also several stakeholders involved in the urban development process in the United States. However, in the United States there are slightly different stakeholders involved and the similar stakeholders have a different role compared to The Netherlands.
Municipalities

Generally speaking, municipalities in the United States and The Netherlands have the same tasks regarding urban development. The American municipalities are mandated for the planning of the city, which includes making zoning plans and the additional codes, create comprehensive plans and establish visions for future development in the city (M. Gay, personal communication, October 14, 2016). Overall, American municipalities have a very testing and facilitating role when it comes to urban development. As mentioned before, municipalities in the United States usually take a backseat until developers who want to initiate a project in their city approach them (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). 
Although it might seem very logical that municipalities fulfill these duties, there are some heavy critiques on the way municipalities actually act from the market:
“The actual role of the government is that they do what has to be done without thinking one step further. They work in a very constructed timeline that doesn’t address the whole city. […] They aren’t very hybrid in their thinking.” (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016)
This is a very critical view on the municipalities and their role in the urban development process. This, however, doesn’t apply to every city in the United States and really depends on the quality of the planning department of a city and the responsibility that planners are willing to take for their ideas. 
Heather Stouder (personal communication, October 24, 2016), planning director of the city of Madison, agrees in some extend to the critiques that are given on the role of municipalities:
“We have a lot of things that we can improve on. Be more responsive and streamlining the process. Clear communication, so the developer also knows what to expect and when.”
People working for the municipalities do agree that their role in the process can be improved and there are definitely examples of cities that act in a way more active and facilitating way, like Minneapolis, that a very progressive strategy and try to catalyze and facilitate development as much as possible (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). 
Voices from the private sector indicate that they would like to see the municipalities taking stronger leadership in planning and look at what is best for the city in the long term (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Others would argue that the municipalities should be more overarching and try to be more collaborative with the other stakeholders in the process (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). On top of that, they say that the municipalities should focus on creating strong visions, comprehensive plans and strategies for their city and to send these out to the market to let them implement these visions, plans and strategies (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016).
Although these voices from the private market sound alarming, some American municipalities actually try to facilitate developers as much as possible. Municipalities have a couple of different strategies and tools when it comes to facilitating development. Examples of these strategies are Landbanking and Tax Incremental Finance (TIF) and will be further elaborated later in this research.

Developers

“Market parties are tremendously important in US urban development.” (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016)
This statement already describes how important practitioners in urban development think that market parties are in the process. This is consistent with what is mentioned earlier about the municipalities: the municipalities make the plans and the market parties are there to implement these plans. American developers are very pro-active in initiating urban development by informing with the municipality what their plans and visions are for a particular piece of the city (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). 
Developers are still a market party, what makes them profit oriented. That is also the reason why they always try to find ways in which they can make a little more money. A lot of developers look at the conditional uses for a certain area to see if there is another use that would give them a higher profit. If they feel that there is a conditional use that could make them more profit, they will go to the municipality with a project proposal and a request for a change of the zoning (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). A strategy developers use to stimulate their cause is by involving the community in which they want to develop something. This involvement can be in the form of the organizations of community meetings in which the developer will try to explain to, and convince the community that their project will contribute to the community (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Sometimes this works but sometimes it doesn’t and then the municipality won’t approve the plan.
Overall, the role of the developer has changed after the economic downturn. As mentioned earlier, cities and communities tried to step up during the downturn, but there was no market for any type of project because the economy was so bad. That is why some municipalities and communities tried to involve developers in the creation of their plans. The developers were providing the municipalities with information on how to prepare for when thing get better (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
Communities

A very strong and important stakeholder in the American practice of urban development is the community. A community in this research means a certain part of the city that is represented by a councilor in the city council. A community in this context can also be viewed as a neighborhood.
Communities are very important and powerful in American urban development, especially the community associations in the decision-making process (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). The community councilor is the person who represents the community in the city council and is chosen by the community itself and they usually have the final call in whether or not a plan will be approved (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). 
Communities can also really be a burden for urban development because of their power, because it will rarely happen that a community councilor will vote against the will of its constituents. This can sometimes be very constraining for municipalities when they try to create plans for the whole city, because every community basically has to approve it in some way (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). This, however, really depends on the community, because not every community is as active as others. Usually the communities in the downtown area of a city are more involved because of the fact that in the downtown area in general most of the developments take place. 
Because of the power of the communities, developers often approach the community prior to their plan presentation to the city. They usually do this in order to gain trust and common interest from the community (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). Developers sometimes organize community meetings in order to present their plans in which the community can express their priorities and concerns. The most common priorities for a community are (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016):
· Future property tax 
· Job creation
· Historic preservation 
· Environmental concerns
This story so far might suggest that communities only prevent development from happening and that they have a bad influence on the city planning in general, but communities are usually also very engaged with the developments happening in their community. The community tries, in that case, to help as much as possible to get the best final outcome (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016).
Non-profits
A stakeholder who turned out to be important and who might even be a little undervalued is the non-profit organization. Non-profits are getting more involved in the process, often times to be the bridge between private and public entities (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016; C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). Non-profits can have different shapes within urban development, but most often they are focused on the social and/or environmental issues related to a certain project (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). An advantage of a non-profit in the United States is that they can apply for grant funding and subsidies that can lower the costs of development (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). These grants and subsidies are usually for the cleanup of blighted, mostly old industrial, sites in the city. On top of that, non-profits can also do environmental or social researches and tests on behalf of the municipality when they don’t have the capacity to do it themselves (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). 
Another reason why non-profits can be very valuable in urban development is the fact that they can engage in real estate deals. This can be very beneficial when they try to make a deal on behalf of the municipality. When a municipality approaches a property owner, the owner usually only sees dollar bills, but non-profits can usually strike better deals because they aren’t known for their financial capacity. After their purchase they can use the grant money to clean up the site and then they can sell it to the market (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). 
Non-profits often get a lot of pro-bono help from lawyers and other advisors who will ‘get paid’ in tax write-offs. By getting help from a lot of different fields, they can also increase the common interest for the redevelopment of a certain area (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016).
Non-profits generally speaking don’t have a lot of power regarding decision-making or the large financial capacity to make significant investments, but they can still play a major part in urban development, especially because of their focus on social and environmental issues (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc349587246]5.2.2 Formal institutions

Rules and procedures can be defined as formal institutions regarding Scott (2008). These rules and procedures are often established in laws and acts that are binding for stakeholders in the process. 
Probably the most important formal institution that influences the urban development process in the United States is the zoning plan. The municipality establishes the zoning, which contains all the codes for every single site in the city. However, this doesn’t mean that the municipality can’t change the zonings. Municipalities and developers can negotiate about a change in zoning usually to one of the conditional uses that are included in the zoning plan, but also to initially prohibited zoning codes. This rezoning eventually has to get approved by the common council of the city. The city planners usually have an advising role in the process and try to make recommendations to the common council whether or not to change the zoning code (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). 
Another zoning code that has gained more interest over the past few years in American zoning is the Planned Unit Development (PUD). PUD is a zoning code that offers the municipality some more flexibility and control in the negotiations with developers because it has no set zoning. In these negotiations the municipality and the developer try to come to the best outcome (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). 
On top of these zoning plans there also is a Building Code that developers have to adhere to (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). This Code is very similar to the Dutch “Bouwbesluit” and it contains the standards and set of rules for buildings, especially regarding the streetscape but also regarding safety.
The American laws regarding urban development, and the laws to prevent urban sprawl in particular, are very much in favor of the developer, which is considered to be a big problem by many people (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016; C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Because the United States is so market driven with a lot of power for the market parties, it is hard for municipalities to control development. When a developer initiates a plan that fits within the zoning plan, then there is pretty much nothing the municipality can do about it (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). 
Another institution within the American decision-making process that can be viewed as formal is the power of the communities. As mentioned earlier, communities in American cities have a lot of power in whether or not a plan in their community gets approved. This again takes some decision-making power away from the municipality. This is often referred to as the weak mayor system (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). It means that the mayor pretty much only has control over his staff, but isn’t the one that can make decision on his own. 
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Besides the formal institutions, there are also norms, values and beliefs that are often referred to as informal institutions. These norms, values and beliefs aren’t registered or enclosed in any papers or laws, but they became so integrated in the process that all the stakeholders take them for granted (Scott, 2008). 
Probably the most influential informal institution in American urban development is the assumed leading role by the market:
“In the US, private led urban development is pretty much the only way there is to develop. But everybody would actually only assume that it is privately led.” (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016)
In American urban development, the developers are expected to be the initiating actor for development, but this allocation of roles is not established in any rule or law. It is a process that is expected by especially municipalities, because they make the comprehensive plans and visions for the city and then take a backseat until developers come forward with plans for development (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). This pattern has long been the case in American urban development and led to a certain degree of path-dependency among the stakeholders involved. Municipalities usually don’t have enough capacity and financial possibilities to actually invest in development projects, which made them sticking with their facilitating role. The developers, on the flipside, were used to taking the initiative and wanted as little municipal involvement as possible, because that usually meant that the developers got restricted in one way or another (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). 
After the financial downturn, however, this institution somewhat changed. Because there was no outlook for profit for developers, they weren’t developing any new projects, which led to stagnation in development in general. As mentioned in the previous section, municipalities and communities tried to take more initiative by actively marketing their cities/ neighborhoods, but because there was no market for any type of development, these efforts failed (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
Nowadays municipalities start to take a more active role in the process by getting all the stakeholders in the process together and looking at the bigger picture of the city (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). Developers were offered a seat at the table more often to help creating plans. By inviting the developers, the goal is to see what the market thought about the plans and if they were actually enforceable (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
As you can see, the stakeholders in the United States didn’t get caught in a path-dependency regarding the allocation of roles and they tried to adjust to the situation. Although, by inviting the developer to the plan creation process, it gives them an even stronger position in urban development because they will always be focused on what is best for them (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). However, it is a good sign that some municipalities try to take a more active role in order to get any form of development going. 
A trend that still has its marks on the American urban development process is sprawl. It had a big impact on the car dependency of the American citizens in general and the amount and availability of parking in new urban development projects is still very important (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). This importance of car infrastructure can be viewed as a path-dependency pattern that is really hard to get rid of in American urban development. Urban sprawl in general is considered to be a big problem in the United States (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016; R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016), which is also the reason that many American cities have created comprehensive plans and visions to shift the focus back on the existing city and especially on the redevelopment of former industrial and abandoned areas in the city. So the American municipalities try to create a new belief that the focus should shift back to the current city instead of more low-density greenfield development. 
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The institutional conditions set the framework in which the stakeholders try to operate. However, to actually do something, these stakeholders are also very depended on the market conditions on their particular market. This chapter will focus on the changes and trends that occurred on the market, especially on the economic and financial aspect of the market, and on the financial possibilities for urban development. 
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The economy in general is in an upward spiral again and that is also visible on the urban development market. Especially in the downtown areas, cranes are dominating the skylines again and projects occur on pretty much every block (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). The main difference compared to the post-crash situation is the type of ownership. The ‘new’ generation (also referred to as ‘millennials’) doesn’t want to buy a house anymore because of the high mortgages, so the focus of developers shifted towards creating a bigger rental market (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). The fact that the millennials want to live in the downtown areas is that the rental prices in that area are very high. As a response, municipalities try to unlock land in the downtown areas for more apartment development so the supply of apartments will be higher and the prices will go down (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). On the flipside, there is still a high amount of poor people living in the downtown areas who can’t be moved, so both municipalities and developers have to take into account that they also have to provide affordable housing in the downtown area (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
Another type of development that is generating more attention in American urban development is mixed-use development, which means there are commercial spaces on the first floor and apartments above (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). Mixed-use development goes along with the goal of municipalities that the focus has to be on the current city and creating more density. The city also takes a more active role in promoting mixed-use development by making small investments, for example to improve the existing infrastructure, to stimulate and lure developers into mixed-use developments (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). Developers who specialize themselves in downtown redevelopment or brownfield development definitely have an advantage over developers who only know how to do greenfield development at the urban fringes (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
Transit oriented development (TOD) is another way of developing that becomes more popular on the American market of urban development. Downtown areas are getting full, but by improving the transit in and out of the downtown area it becomes more interesting for people to live a little outside of the downtown area (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
For municipalities it is an interesting type of development because people don’t mind living a little further outside of the downtown area as long as the transit is good, which also leads to lower rents in the downtown area. On top of that it is interesting for municipalities regarding environmental goals: by improving transit people outside of the city are more inclined to take public transit instead of their car (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). Cities also try to lure developers into TOD projects by being more flexible with the zoning regulations. The city of Chicago, for example, cut down the amount of required parking, because of the close proximity to transit, and allowing more density. Not only in Chicago, but also in Minneapolis this resulted in a ton of developments along subway and light rail transit lines in and out of the city (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016; T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). 
Practitioners aren’t sure if the development follows the transit or if the transit follows the development, but if both things are present in the city, then you know you are moving in the right direction (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). However, the critique on these TOD projects is that most of them are high-end apartment buildings that are only available to a certain percentage of the population and causes that the people who initially lived along the transit lines can’t afford to live there anymore and have to move further away from the major stations (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016).
A big critique on the planning process of American cities was that the municipalities made all sorts of plans without considering the feasibility of a plan (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). That also caused that the plans they made weren’t carried out and nothing happened on the urban development market (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Nowadays, American municipalities are getting more involved in urban development, especially financially. The main reason they do this is to try and catalyze urban development by making investments in infrastructure, site clean up, parks, etc. By investing in these amenities municipalities try to make it more interesting for developers to develop in their city because it takes away costs they actually had to make themselves:  “Public investment generate private investment” (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). Citizens don’t always appreciate these acts by the municipality because it usually means their taxes will be increased (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). 
A tool that is still relatively unknown in American urban development, but which can be very useful and effective is called land banking:
“Public land banking is a process by which a government authority assembles land […] with a view to selling it for development at some future date” (Carr & Smith, 1975)
Broadly speaking it means that municipalities purchase pieces of land or real estate with the purpose to sell it to the private sector so they can develop it according to the municipal vision (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). There can be several motives for municipalities to use such a strategy. A first motive can be when a development is in progress but the developer can’t finish the project, usually because of financial problems. In that case the municipality can step in to finish the development, usually in cooperation with a developer (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). Another reason why a municipality would use land banking is when an area in the city is blighted and there are no developers who want to develop it because it is too expensive. In that case the municipality can actively purchase the land, clean the area using grant money, divide the property in smaller pieces when it is a big site and then sell it to the market so they can develop (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). A third reason for municipalities to use land banking is to preserve areas in their city. This can be the case for agricultural and for land on the countryside, but also for historic pieces of property in the inner city that they would like to see preserved (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). However, there is also some opposition from the market to active land purchasing process by municipalities. In the case that municipalities step in a project that is in progress, develop it and finally sell it to end-users, a lot of developers accuse the municipalities of an unfair economic advantage. This is because they initially use tax money to purchase the real estate for a very low price and eventually sell it for a market price. Municipalities in that case, however, state that it was necessary for the city to step in and finish the project as soon as possible (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). So a financially active role by the municipality is mostly in the advantage of the developer, but in some sporadic cases the municipality might take away some opportunities from them.
The fact that the market for urban development is growing again sounds very promising for all the stakeholders involved. However, practitioners within this market also recognize that the market might be growing a little bit too fast and that it is reaching its old level very soon, especially in the bigger cities. They fear for another bubble to burst (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016).
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Except for just looking at the changes in the market and how the situation on the market looks in general, it is also very interesting to look at the financial possibilities to initiate urban development in the United States. Financial possibilities in this context tries to focus on the fact if it is actually possible for both developers and municipalities to actually initiate urban development, but also on some specific financial tools that can facilitate urban development and can lower the financial bars for urban development.
Nowadays the interest rates on bank loans are very low, which is very interesting for developers. Because of these low rates developers start to develop as many apartment buildings as they can now the rate is still low. However, American banks are now freezing on the dollars they are letting out (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). This means that banks do not have excess money to loan, or that they implement very strict rules regarding the qualification for loans for a certain period of time (Di Piatti & Sette, 2016). Banks do this because they don’t want the interest rate to go up again. For urban development specifically, the banks see a lot of cranes and they don’t want that many apartment buildings being build, which is why the loan very little money to developers (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016).
Although it is hard for American developers to get a full project loan from the bank, they still manage to initiate urban development projects with sufficient financial capital: they are ‘Collectors of money’. Obviously there are also developers who have a very stable financial base that makes it possible for them to develop without external money, mostly in greenfield development projects, but most of the American developers have to get their money from different sources. Suggested by practitioners is that it is almost impossible for developers to do brownfield development or redevelopment in the inner city without using financial assistance (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
For developers there are some different tools they can apply for, or receive from governments. Municipalities and governments offer these tools to stimulate development, especially for the areas in the city that require extra attentions due to blight for example (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). 
An example of a tool that municipalities can use to catalyze development is called Tax Incremental Finance (TIF). TIF is a tool that is used throughout the whole of the United States and has different kinds of legislation towards the use of it in different states and is considered to be the leading possibility for municipalities to intervene in urban development (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Basically, the goal of TIF is to defray the cost of development in order to catalyze development. Developers can ask municipalities for TIF support in order to close the gap they have on their balances (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). The definition and use of TIF can be a research itself, but to get a little understanding of the tool, a quick explanation: A municipality can designate an area in their city as a TIF district, multiple at the same time, for public projects (city halls, libraries, etc.) or for the redevelopment of blighted sites. It means that the value of the property or land at that point will be frozen for the next couple of years, usually more than 20 years. Due to investments in the TIF area, the value of that property will increase, which automatically leads to an increased property tax for the property. This increased tax value will solely be used to finance the developments within that district instead of financing all of the public services of the city. So it is freezing the value today and using the increased tax value of the area to pay for the improvements in the area itself. After 20 years, when the TIF district is repealed, the properties in the area will come back on the tax roles of the city on the actual value and will contribute to paying for all the public services again (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). 
Both municipalities and developers can benefit from TIF as a tool. For municipalities it is an interesting tool to use because it makes it easier for them to make some money available for urban investments. On top of that, municipalities can also attach some criteria to developments in that district through TIF, which gives them a little more control in those cases (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). By using TIF, municipalities can achieve their plans and visions faster (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). The possibilities regarding TIF districts are regulated very different in every state. Some states have very strict rules on what a public project or blighted area is, while other states have very flexible implementation of these terms (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). Besides using TIF only for public purposes or blight, some municipalities often use TIF in order to generate economic activity and employment for their citizens.  Municipalities also create TIF districts with the idea that it will attract developers because they can just take part in the project without all the negotiations, but that doesn’t necessarily happen all the time. There are some examples of municipalities that created TIF districts in advance, but where still isn’t any development happening because there is no interest in the project from the market. This shows that using TIF isn’t a guaranteed success (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). 
For developers, developing in a TIF district also has a lot of financial advantages. Generally, developing in a TIF district doesn’t mean that a developer has to pay fewer taxes, it says more about the taxing jurisdiction that receives the revenues from the property taxes (Chikow, 1998). The main differences for a developer between developing in a TIF district and a non-TIF district is the fact that the municipality is using parts of the property tax to make improvements on the site or that they can financially support the development in a different way (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). Nowadays, a lot of developers expect a municipality to give them TIF support, especially for redevelopment (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). Municipalities sometimes misuse the fact that they can help developers financially. Because of the future property tax that municipalities want to generate, they will set the bars for development very low and give developers a lot of incentives: “It is the whole idea of: if it is cheaper, they will come” (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). This gives developers a strong position in the negotiations with a city about TIF. They can threat with going to a different city that does offer them TIF support. It often comes down to a game of poker between municipality and developer (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
Although using TIF sounds like a good way to catalyze development and to attract developers, there is also a lot of critique on using TIF. The main concern regarding TIF is that it takes away tax money from other public purposes in the city that need money (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). This concern flows especially from the fact that TIF hasn’t been used the right way in multiple cities. Besides the allocation of TIF to pretty much every type of development in the past (even to greenfield development that increased sprawl (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016)), the timing of the TIF allocations was bad in some cases. A lot of cities created TIF districts when the market was bad with the idea that it would generate development again. Critics of TIF state that a city should only create a TIF district when they think development will happen in the near future. When a city creates a TIF district when there was no development happening at all, the result of the TIF district might even be negative (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). All in all it can be concluded that cities might have been too eager for development in their city that they didn’t think about possible negative consequences, which in some cases actually cost them money instead of increasing their tax revenues. However, the same critics of TIF also recognize that a lot of developments wouldn’t have taken place without the use of TIF (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016).
Another tool governments can give to developers to catalyze development is called tax credits. There are different kinds of tax credits that developers can apply for, but a few examples that are most common for developers are the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), the New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) and the Historic Preservation Tax Incentive (HPTI) (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). Just as TIF, the tax credit program is quite complicated, but a very useful and often used tool in American urban development. Basically it works as follows: The tax credit program is actually a three-way partnership between a developer, the government (mostly federal or state) and an investor. Every state, but also federal, has a certain amount of money available annually to use as tax credit: the population of the state multiplied with a certain amount of money. A developer, when developing property that is eligible for one of the tax programs, can apply for a tax credit by handing in the necessary paperwork. The amount of tax credit a developer receives depends on the value of the property, the percentage of the building that will be allocated for the program’s cause (amount of affordable housing units for example) and the height of the tax credit in percentage (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). For example: A developer wants to develop a housing unit with 50% affordable housing units, with an assessed value of $2.000.000 and a tax credit of 10%. This could give him a tax credit of 2.000.000 x 50% x 10% = $100.000 in tax credits. Before actually getting the tax credits, it has to be approved by the agency that allocates the tax credits based on certain criteria. If the developer gets the tax credit he applied for, an investor will join the deal by providing most, if not all, of the equity to pay for the construction costs of the project. After a certified inspector approves the project, the developer will receive the tax credit from the governmental agency. The developer will then transfer the tax credit to the investor who provided the equity for construction. This investor can deduct the amount of money the tax credit is worth from the total amount of tax they owe the state or federal government, depending on whether or not the tax credit program they applied for is a state one or a federal one (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). 
The reason for a governmental entity to provide tax credits can vary. The biggest reason they do so is to promote and try to catalyze development in areas and markets that initially are less attractive for developers to develop in (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). Affordable housing, for example, definitely needed some extra financial support. Because of the use of the LIHTC developers can now attract investors more easily to finance their project, which will lower their overall depth and what makes it possible for the developer to ask a lower rent to its tenants (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). The Historic Preservation Tax Incentive is mostly focused on the preservation of historic property and landmarks and bring them up to a higher standard (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). The New Market Tax Credit program provides financial incentives for developers who want to develop in low-income areas. By initiating this tax credit program the government tries to bring private investment to the places where it is needed most (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). Another reason why governments give a lot of tax brakes is because they don’t have the time and resources to do all of that work themselves (C. Zetts, personal communication, October 19, 2016). 
Although there are some criteria attached to the tax credits programs, they have relatively less regulation and private parties mainly lead it by applying for it. For developers it is very interesting to apply for a tax credit because it makes the finance of their projects way easier and cheaper because they can usually lower their depths (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). There are a lot of developers who are really focused on these tax credits, because they figured out that it really helps their finance (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). There are even developers who, when looking for new projects to initiate, solely look at the tax credit programs available in that state (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). On top of that, if developers received federal or state tax credits for their projects, they are very likely to receive more incentives from the city, for example additional TIF money, to show the developer they are willing to contribute to their project (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). However, it is not as easy as it might sound for a developer to get a tax credit, because, as mentioned before, the agencies who provide the tax credits have a limited amount of money they can allocate annually. This makes the tax credits programs throughout the United States very competitive (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). However, the fact they are so competitive also shows the success of the programs. In fact, the amount of increased property tax earned by the state and federal government annually is higher then the amount of money they provide as tax credits (Abravanal, et. al., 2013).
The United States have some very interesting and useful financial tools that affect urban development, but the two financial tools discussed above are just two examples. Other examples that developers can apply for, or that municipalities can use are grants for economic development or just simply cutting the tax rates (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). By using these tools, the American governments try to catalyze development in areas that, according to practitioners, would never have occurred if it weren’t for the financial incentive (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). As mentioned in the introduction of this section, developers can sometimes be defined as ‘collectors of money’ by collecting money through as many tools and ways as possible, provided by different layers of government to finance their projects and maximize their benefits. The amount of financial incentives that governments provide also shows that they definitely try to facilitate the market financially and try to make them the ones that initiate urban development. 
[bookmark: _Toc349587251]5.4 Advantages 

A different system then the one you are working in is always interesting to analyze to see what you can learn from it. However, that doesn’t always mean the other system is better. That is why this chapter tries to show what the major advantages, but also the major disadvantages are of an urban development system in which the market is leading instead of the government. Both the advantages and disadvantages will serve as the main foundation of the conclusion.
According to American practitioners, there are some very differing, but still very important advantages related to a private led urban development system. The biggest advantage that was discussed was the low financial liability of for municipalities and other governments (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016; H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016; S. Reichertz, personal communication, December 26, 2016). Because the municipalities usually only taking the facilitating role to themselves, they aren’t the ones making the big investments in development. This lowers the risk for a municipality significantly as long as everything is going according the rules. As soon as developers are breaking these rules it can start costing the municipality some money and especially time. On top of the low financial liability for municipalities, developers are the ones who are adding value to the city, which also leads to an increase in property taxes (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016).
To a lot of American practitioners in urban development, it is just the way it happens in the United States. Developers are used to being the one taking the financial risk and they accepted this risk. Because developers put in so much money and risk in urban development, they aren’t just looking at the short-term returns they can get from their development. They actually really want to improve the neighborhoods they develop in (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). Another advantage of the developer putting a lot of money in their projects is the fact that they try to finish their buildings as soon as possible so they can make revenue (M. Gay, personal communication, October 14, 2016). This way a municipality gets its property taxes faster, the surrounding neighborhood experiences as little disturbance as possible and the developer can start paying of its depths faster. This advantage gets slightly taken away when a developer and municipality collaborate because that usually leads to a lot of negotiations and discussions between both parties (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016).
By giving the developer some sort of a lead with what they are doing, the municipality also gives the developer some sort of control. That way, developers can come in and use their expertise and experiences to the fullest extend to say why they think it will be a good project. That way a developer can also get more emotionally involved with their project (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). In general, most developers are socially responsible and really try to involve the neighborhood in the development process. They usually ask the community in a community meeting for things they might haven’t thought of themselves or things the community really wants to see developed or happen (M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016). And according to Tony Manno (personal communication, November 2, 2016), asking the community up front leads to a better overall result of the development. 
Because developers are the initiators and the high amount of competition, they try to specialize themselves in some aspect of urban development (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). This specialization among developers also leads to a high diversity and variety of projects in the city and municipalities get to work with a broader variety of developers too (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). 
The specialization among developers also leads to a high level of innovative ideas regarding urban development. When speaking of innovative ideas, you should think about ideas like the use of materials, architectural constructions, social interaction, financial structures, etc. In general, the private sector has more ability to come up with solutions to issues in urban development that make more sense in the long term (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016).
The specialization by developers can occur on multiple disciplines within urban development, but an area in which this is very clear is sustainability. In previous years, developers tried to distinguish themselves from others by building the most sustainable buildings. This ‘battle’ for the most sustainable building had as a result that green and sustainable buildings have become the standard in the United States (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). It used to be very powerful for a developer to get a certain sustainability certification for their buildings in order to show they met certain sustainability criteria. These certifications are becoming less powerful now, because green-building techniques became the norm and developers are expected to develop green buildings (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). Sustainability is a very big thing in the United States and if a project doesn’t meet the requirements regarding energy efficiency they usually won’t get a permit at all (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). Although it is becoming the norm, it is still a good thing about developers trying to compete with each other and try to distinguish themselves by staying innovative regarding energy efficiency.
As mentioned before, there is a lot of competition in American urban development. This also causes that developers are actively looking for all kind of opportunities to develop or redevelop something. For example, if there are private owners or corporations owning property they can’t develop or maintain, developers will approach these owners to ask if they can buy the property from them so they can redevelop it (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). The fact that the market leads urban development causes that developers are very opportunity driven and basically look at every building in the city. This opportunity driven approach by developers and the fact that they are very eager to develop something helps revitalize (usually blighted) areas in the city that otherwise would never have been redeveloped (M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016). 
All in all, there are a lot of advantages attached to a private led urban development system. American municipalities also recognize the importance of private initiatives, which is why they try to facilitate them as much and as often as possible. The financial incentives are one way to facilitate market parties, but a flexible zoning code and the willingness of municipalities to cooperate with developers also show their facilitative nature. “Developers bring a market reality to a city’s planning work” (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). 
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Now the advantages are clear, it is also important to see what kind of disadvantages there are when the market leads urban development. By showing the disadvantages, the goal is to put the previous advantages into perspective and to show that every ‘different’ system also has its downsides. These disadvantages are indirectly mirrored and compared to a system in which the government is leading.
The biggest concern with a private led urban development market is that private parties aren’t necessarily operating in the best interest of the people who are affected most by it: 
“One persons vision for a development, led by their financial gain that they can get from developing that site. Developers are making decisions based on what will profit them the most.” (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016)
Initially, every private organization is focused on making the highest profit possible. Whenever they can increase the livability of a community without it affecting their profit too much, they are still willing to help the community. A developer will pretty much never take on a project that helps the community, but which will have a negative balance as a result for them (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). On top of that, developers don’t have a lot of interest in design and planning, which are also important aspects of the general urban development process (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). When solely the market is leading the urban development process, there is no one thinking about the bigger picture. So almost every decision made by a developer regarding urban development will be focused on the possible future profit they can make from that little piece of land, rather than improving the overall living circumstances of the city and its citizens (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). Sometimes developers want to improve the neighborhood, but that is only when they make a long-term investment in that neighborhood. When they develop condominiums, they just try to sell them as quickly as possible and don’t necessarily look at how those condominiums fit best in the community (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016).
In general, practitioners agree on the fact that developers have too much power in the American urban development process. If a municipality wants to initiates some sort of development, they are still very dependent on the market to actually develop something. 
“As a planner I can do the best planning in the world that checks everything, but as long as we don’t find a developer who wants to implement those visions, we are not getting anywhere.” (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016)
The developers are in control instead of the municipality (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). On top of that, for most developments, developers even expect the municipalities to give them financial assistance. In that way the municipality has its hands tight if they actually want something to get developed in their city (S. Reichertz, personal communication, December 26, 2016). The problem with this is that municipalities can be very desperate for development (because they need the extra tax money) that they sometimes value development over the strictness of their expectations and plans (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). This also shows how dependent municipalities are on developers just to get some development going. Some municipalities also tried to act as a developer in some small projects but they had very limited success. On the one hand because developers are just too powerful in the cities, and on the other hand because a municipality just differs too much from the free market in what they can and can’t do. 
“Sometimes municipalities sacrifice broader community benefits to their love for the free market” (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016).
It is hard for a municipality to control everything in an urban development process that is led by the market. This lack of control by the municipality results in having a lot of negotiations with developers to achieve additional goals they want to see in their city (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016; H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). It is hard for municipalities to achieve these additional goals, because when a project is generally in line with the municipal plans, then there is pretty much nothing the municipality can do about it (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). The laws regarding urban development heavily favor the developer instead of the municipality. When a plan is in line with the plans, municipalities can’t say anything about the final architecture and the materials they use for example (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016).
The control of market parties on the market of urban development is getting even more problematic now some municipalities get more progressive in their planning policies (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). As mentioned earlier in this research, since the economic downturn, some municipalities wanted to be more involved in the development process by taking an active role in urban development. However, due to the lack of control regarding actually developing something, they are still very dependent on developers (L. Thompson, personal communication, October 27, 2016). 
Nevertheless, it also has to be said that this lack of municipal control isn’t always a bad thing. As long as a developers’ plan goes according to the municipal plans, meets the zoning codes and pays the fees, there is no problem and the municipal plans will be carried out the way they wanted to. But as soon as developers start breaking the rules it starts to get problematic (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). 
On the other hand, it can also be the municipalities’ fault their plans aren’t carried out. Because they are so used to take the facilitating role in the urban development process, their plans aren’t updated often enough what causes that they can become bad plans (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). Plans aren’t evolving with the current market trends, which makes them even harder for developers to implement or to come up with projects that are conflicting with the current plans and zoning code while those plans are actually meeting the current needs (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Another result of the municipal plans not evolving with the current market trends is that the old plans aren’t feasible anymore. Some plans still originate from prior to the economic downturn (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). Rob Gottschalk (personal communication, October 18, 2016), principal at Vandewalle & Associates, says that in these cases the municipalities have to blame themselves: “The current role of the government is that they do what has to be done without thinking one step further. They work in a very constructed timeline that doesn’t address the whole city: “we will first do this, then that and then we will see.” They aren’t very hybrid in their thinking”. However, he also mentions that it really depends on the quality of the planning department of a municipality and the confidence of planners in taking responsibility for their ideas.
Another problem that can be defined as a result of a private led market is the lack of affordable housing in the United States (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). The lack of affordable housing was, and still is a huge problem in the United States that gains more interest in recent years (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). The government tried to develop really cheap housing for poor people in the downtown areas, where they were living. The problem with affordable housing in the United States is that are still related to issues of poverty and race and a lot of people in the cities don’t want to live with ‘those kind of people’ in their communities (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Because the business model for affordable housing can be very complicated, it hard to get the right amount of affordable housing by just market forces alone. There has to be some sort of organizations by the government to make sure there is enough affordable housing (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). The government knows it is a big problem and they also try to focus on it, for example through the affordable housing tax credit, but the private sector still has to develop a lot of the affordable housing and it is hard to get developers who usually don’t develop affordable to actually do so (C. Johnson, personal communication, October 17, 2016). 
There were some attempts by local governments who tried to increase the amount of affordable houses in their cities. The city of Madison used a policy called ‘Inclusionary Zoning’ which means that every developer was required to include a certain percentage of affordable housing in new development projects (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). However, there were all sorts of ins and outs for developers to get exempted from it, for example by just paying a fee so the municipality would waive their fees. This led to the complete opposite of what municipalities wanted, namely an increase in rents of the market rate apartments in order to compensate for the fees they had to pay to the municipality (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016).
Another way municipalities tried to lure developers into developing affordable housing was by offering them attractive sites in the downtown area. This way developers could ask more rent for the apartments that weren’t affordable housing units (H. Stouder, personal communication, October 24, 2016). 
In the United States there are also organizations that are solely focused on developing affordable housing and their business model is also adjusted to it. These organizations use lots of tax credits provided by the federal and state government to keep their business running (T. Manno, personal communication, November 2, 2016). However, even by using these tax credits, these organizations have troubles with keeping their balance even. This is why affordable housing agencies now also shifted to the development of privately owned housing to lower their depths quicker (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). All in all, it is very hard for developers to develop affordable housing because it is not feasible for them. For municipalities it is also very hard to come up with significant solutions because they don’t have the money and capability to do so. 
The complexity of the financial aspect of a private led urban development system also doesn’t contribute to achieving the most desired outcome in American urban development (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Because of the complexity for developers to collect equity for urban development and the limited financial possibilities of municipalities to directly intervene, makes it very difficult to achieve all the goals for both municipalities and developers. A private led market is very dependent on the economic situation at that time and in cases of an economic decline or maybe even a recession, the effects might even be felt harder (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 


[bookmark: _Toc349587253]6. Comparison 

Before an actual conclusion with additional recommendations can be drawn for the question what the influence of changed institutional and market conditions are on the opportunities in a Dutch private led urban development process and what lessons can be drawn from the American experience, it is important to compare both countries on the institutional and market conditions. Firstly, this chapter will focus on the similarities between both countries and then on the differences. By making this comparison, recommendations made in the conclusion can be put into perspective to see if a certain policy or tool would work in the other country. 

[bookmark: _Toc349587254]6.1 Similarities.

This part of the comparison between The Netherlands and the Unites States will focus on the similarities between both countries. Although both countries have their own system and way of development, there are always some similarities that can be defined. In this part will also be focused on the earlier mentioned obstacles that occurred in urban development in The Netherlands and see if these obstacles also occur in the United States.
Initially, the urban development process in both The Netherlands and the United States occurs in the same way. The planning department of a city creates a zoning plan with the additional codes in order to indicate what kind of development is permitted, conditional or prohibited and the additional permit requesting process (M. Gay, personal communication, October 14, 2016). On top of that, cities create visions of what they would like to happen in their city. Some municipalities are a little more pro-active in creating these visions than others, but the same process occurs in both countries (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). So even when people suggest that The Netherlands is very publically led and the United States very privately led, has nothing to do with the planning process of both countries that initially lays the foundation for every development.
Another striking but unexpected similarity is that municipalities in both countries have tools to actively initiate urban development. The abovementioned zoning plans and visions are a more passive way of initiating urban development, but by actively purchasing land or real estate municipalities in both countries try to actively initiate urban development. This actively purchasing of land and property is what actually defines the public led urban development process. Practice turns out that the United States, which is considered to have a private led urban development process, has a tool for municipalities, counties, states and even the federal government that allows them to actively purchase land and real estate in order to achieve their goals and visions. This tool, which is already discussed in one of the previous chapters, as used in the United States is called land banking. In theory it pretty much comes down to the same in both countries: governmental entities assemble land with the purpose of eventually selling it to the market. In The Netherlands they used this tool for pretty much every type of development in both the periphery and the inner city, while in the United States the focus is mainly on the redevelopment of existing, often problematic, property (M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Municipalities in both countries also used it as a tool to make some profit to finance other public services within their city (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). 
Another similarity between both countries, which also caused frustration among developers in both countries, is the trend from greenfield development towards inner city redevelopment. Municipalities don’t want their cities to sprawl, which is why they try to get the focus of development back to the inner city and especially to the areas of the city that desperately need redevelopment and investment (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). Through visions and direct investment, municipalities in both countries try to attract developers back to the inner city. However, in both cases practice shows that developers aren’t very inclined to shift to the inner city and try to convince municipalities of the urge to keep developing on the urban fringes in order to keep up with the rising housing demand (M. Boerema, personal communication, June 16, 2016; R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). 
Just as in The Netherlands, there is also a lot of distrust between municipalities and developers in the United States (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016). Municipalities think developers make too much money without looking at the needs of a city and developers feel like municipalities refuse to cooperate with their plans. It is an obstacle that is hard to overcome, because it is a very personal and subjective and it really depends on the people who are working together. In both countries people from municipalities and developers recognize this as a problem that has to be overcome but they also state that it is the other actor’s fault. All in all, in both countries, with both a different system regarding urban development, mutual trust is considered to be a big obstacle when trying to initiate development and there is no simple solution to it. 
The final similarity that also reflects on the obstacles that are present in the current urban development process of The Netherlands is the extensive use of Requests For Proposal (RFP) by municipalities in both countries. Municipalities still see it as a very good and useful tool to achieve exactly the type of development they actually want (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016). Developers in both countries, on the flip side, got really frustrated about this extensive use of RFPs. Developers see it as a tool that municipalities send to a lot of developers, which lowers the chances for them to actually win the RFP and develop a project. They have to compete with a lot of developers and creating a plan for an RFP costs them a lot of time and money without having any certainty (M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Developers in both countries agree on the fact that municipalities should invite fewer developers to submit an application in order to make the competition a little bit more reasonable (G. van Randeraat, personal communication, August 17, 2016; M. Slavish, personal communication, October 18, 2016). Municipalities also realize that inviting a lot of developers isn’t the best solution to them anymore because there are a lot of developers who submit a plan that is more like a figment than an actual plan, which doesn’t help the municipality either (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016).
These aren’t the only similarities between The Netherlands and the United States, but for this research they are the most relevant, also when you look at the obstacles that arose from the Dutch case. However, by showing these similarities the goal is to show that a publically led and a privately led country have more in common regarding urban development then someone might assume at first sight.
[bookmark: _Toc349587255]6.2 Differences 

As has been made clear throughout this research, is that The Netherlands has a public led urban development system and the United States a private led urban development system, which obviously leads to differences between both countries. Just as in the similarities section, this part will also focus on the differences in the obstacles that are present in both countries.
A first important difference between The Netherlands and the United States is the fact that the United States is very privately (/market) driven in general. Not only in urban development the market is assumed to be the leading actor, but also in for example health care, infrastructure and even the army there are a lot of private parties who play a big role (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016; G. van Randeraat, personal communication, August 17, 2016). The United States is highly entrepreneurial driven with a great love for the free market, which is the economic motor of the country (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). In The Netherlands the market mainly functions as the employer for the country and is regulated by the national government (G. van Randeraat, personal communication, August 17, 2016). So in the United States the market has more power and has to deal with less market regulation from the government. Some even suggest that regulation follows the market, while in The Netherlands there is a lot more regulation regarding what market parties can and can’t do and that the market follows the regulation. 
Another second difference between both countries is the political nature of both countries. The Netherlands has a more centralized governmental system in which the national government creates most laws regarding urban development, while in the United States there is a combination of national laws, state laws, county laws and in some cases even municipal laws regarding urban development. The role of the governmental entities in both countries is different as well in both countries. In The Netherlands, which is considered to be a more social democratic country, the government is very active and powerful in many ways. In urban development municipalities are, and used to be even more, active by initiating projects and creating large-scale plans for urban development. They also have the financial capacity to actually do something. In the United States, a country with more capitalistic beliefs, municipalities have less power and they usually take on a facilitating and supervising role in order to help the market where and when necessary. This, however, doesn’t mean that American municipalities don’t want to take on a bigger role especially regarding urban development. The problem is that they don’t have the financial capacity to actually take on this bigger role and that the laws for urban development are heavily in favor of the market instead of the municipality (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016).
Another big difference between both countries is the tax system. Besides the fact that the American tax system is considered to be very complicated (C. Laurent & C. Jillings, personal communication, October 10, 2016), there are some big differences in taxes that can affect the process of urban development. The tax that is considered to be most relevant for urban development is the property tax. In The Netherlands this tax is called the ‘OZB’ tax, which literally stands for real estate tax. The OZB tax is a municipal tax levy and has to be paid by the owners of the property. In the United States it is called ‘property tax’ and in essence it works the same as in The Netherlands: it is a municipal tax that has to be paid by the owner of the property (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). However, the biggest difference between both countries regarding the property taxes is the height of the taxes and the importance of it to municipalities. In The Netherlands the property taxes are way lower compared to the United States. The highest local property tax rate in The Netherlands was in the city of Nijmegen with 0,22% of the assessed value of the property, while the national average is around 0,1% of the assessed value. On top of that, the income from the property taxes only represents 8% of the total municipal revenue per year (Allers, Hoeben, Janzen, Kwakkel, Geertsema & Veenstra, 2015). In the United States, however, the average property tax rate is around 1,1% of the assessed property value with New Jersey as state with the highest average of 2,29%, which is significantly higher compared to The Netherlands. The averaged revenue American cities make from property taxes also represents a higher percentage of the total revenue the make compared to the Dutch municipalities: 30,1% in 2009 (Caron, 2009). Because these percentages are so high in the United States, it is also a very important tax revenue for the municipalities. This importance can affect the choices municipalities make regarding urban development. American municipalities need an increase in tax flow every year to pay for the increasingly expensive public services and these municipalities can get this extra money the easiest through property taxes (D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). They get more revenue from property taxes as soon as a developer builds new property, which is why municipalities try to attract and facilitate developers by giving them all sorts of support, for example the earlier discussed TIF support. Developers use this ‘desperation’ of municipalities to their advantage by negotiating with municipalities and say to them: “The other municipality will give me TIF support so if you don’t give me some financial support I will go somewhere else” (R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016). In The Netherlands this series of events is not that common, mainly because the revenue from property taxes only makes up for such a small portion of their total revenue. This also results in less desperation among municipalities and gives them more control over whether or not they (financially) facilitate a developer. Practitioners in the United States argue that this desperation for development is one of the main reasons that developers have become so powerful in the American urban development process (S. Reichertz, personal communication, September 26, 2016; R. Gottschalk, personal communication, October 18, 2016; D. Cieslewicz, personal communication, October 6, 2016). 
A fourth difference between The Netherlands and the United States is the belief about the importance of the environment in urban development. In The Netherlands it is mainly the government who tries to convince the developers of the importance of the environment and that they have to build more sustainable real estate (A. Everts, personal communication, June 24, 2016). In many cases this leads to a lot of discussion between developer and municipality and causes long delays in the development process. In the United States, developers try to distinguish themselves and want to ‘show off’ with the level of sustainability they can build. Buildings sustainable has become the norm in the United States and if your plan doesn’t have a certification or meets the same requirements, then the project is almost ruled out already (J. Beck, personal communication, October 12, 2016). 
The last major difference that can be defined between The Netherlands and the United States is the importance of and possibilities regarding the supply of affordable housing. In the United States, the lack of affordable housing is considered to be one of the major national concerns, because there are very few developers who want to develop affordable housing because of the business model that comes with the development of affordable housing. In The Netherlands, the supply of affordable housing is something that is almost taken for granted, although there still is a long waiting list for people who need affordable housing. In 2015, affordable housing represented 27,6% of the total amount of housing in The Netherlands (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2016). What this shows is that when a governmental entity is leading in urban development, they take more care of the social needs of a country or city. When the market leads that process, it is really hard to achieve social goals because governmental entities simply don’t have the power and financial resources.
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[bookmark: _Toc349587256]7. Conclusion

This conclusion consists of three parts that each contributes to the final outcome of this research. The first part will be on the most interesting findings of the research that aren’t necessarily answering the main question, but which are important notes that could affect the final outcome. The second part will focus on answering the main question of the research by addressing all the aspects of the main question separately. Finally, the third part, which already implies a discussion, describes the possibilities for The Netherlands to actually shift towards a private led urban development process that is similar to the American practice.
[bookmark: _Toc450133773]The first interesting note that came forward in this research through the conducted interviews is the belief that the market and its stakeholders didn’t change as much as everybody expected or hoped. The overall belief was that both developers and municipalities learned from the crisis and that just keep building houses, but also other types of real estate isn’t the right thing to do. However, now the economy is doing better again and the demand for housing, mainly in the bigger cities, is growing again, a similar trend prior to the economic downturn is visible and some practitioners even fear for another real estate bubble that is about to burst soon. The question that rises these days is if developers and in some extend also municipalities learned anything from the crisis and what happened on the real estate market. 
Another interesting note that already had further elaboration in the comparison chapter is the fact that both countries have similar governmental tools to actively initiate urban development through investments. The assumption of American practitioners that urban development in the United States is private led predominates and they don’t really feel like thinking otherwise. But when asked about any tools governmental entities have at their disposal to actively engage in urban development, almost all admit that land banking is a tool governments can use to engage in and catalyze development, which is quite similar to what Dutch municipalities used to do with their active land policies. Granted, there are a lot of differences between both countries that causes the one to have more Anglo-Saxon beliefs and the other more Rhineland beliefs, but the interesting conclusion of this is that people who live in a very capitalistic nation assume everything is a result of market forces, while in some cases active governmental intervention allows these market forces to happen. 
Something that came forward in the analysis of both countries is that the municipalities in both countries would like to see a shift towards the system more similar to the other country. This especially comes forward in the disadvantages and obstacles of a public and a private led urban development process. In The Netherlands, municipalities would like to see a more active and initiating role of the developer such as in a private led process while municipalities in the United States would like to have more control over the project like a public led process. This fact is especially interesting when you think of The Netherlands wanting to be more private led since you can see that a country that is private led, the United States, doesn’t think their own system is ‘the best’. 
The main objective of this research has always been to answer the initially framed research question:
“What is the influence of changed institutional and market conditions on the opportunities for a private led urban development process in The Netherlands and what recommendations can be made from the United States regarding that process?”
In order to get an adequate answer to this question it is helpful to answer all the aspects of this question separately. First of all the influence of the changed institutional conditions on the development opportunities in a private led urban development process: The changes that occurred for the formal institutions caused a lot of discussion among developer and municipality, especially the new Cost Recovery Act, which requires developers to pay municipalities for investments they have to make in public spaces. This requirement for developers can result in a non-development because developers think the amount of money they have to pay is too much, which makes the project unfeasible. Although developers will probably still develop even though they have to pay for these municipal investments, it doesn’t make it any more attractive for developers to initiate a development. 
The changed informal institutions, though, could increase opportunities for private led urban development because municipalities take on a more facilitating role instead of an active, which opens up the way for private initiatives by developers. However, practice turns out that this facilitating role by the government isn’t really working out the way it should. Dutch municipalities are very used to have control over the development process, while their assumed facilitating role indicates that they let go of the control. On the other hand, developers have a hard time understanding what this facilitating role by the government actually means. According to policies they should be the ones who come up with plans and initiatives, but reality is that municipalities aren’t as facilitating as developers expect them to be. Additionally, it turns out that developers are very used to their role as being reactive in the process instead of proactive. Result of this is that they still ask municipalities to be that active actor and that they would like to see clear guidelines in which they can develop and ‘do their thing’.
As you can see, policies and initial thoughts about a facilitating government are very much in favor of a private led urban development process to evolve, but path dependency has a big influence on this shift. Both municipalities and developers keep holding on to their existing roles in the process and they seem uncomfortable to change these roles. The informal institutions for a private led urban development process are very much in place, but the most important actors aren’t changes with these informal institutions. The major key for a private led urban development system to be successful is for all actors involved to change their mindsets. So far they are still thinking from their existing role too much and as long as developers and municipalities keep doing this it will be hard make private led urban development working. 
The changes in market conditions that took place for the Dutch urban development process aren’t in favor of a successful private led urban process either. The fact that developers have to pay the investments in public spaces is one, but it is also increasingly difficult for developers to get financing for their projects through bank loans. Banks are less inclined to give developers big loans for development since the economic downturn. Banks want to have guarantees for the loans they provide and buying land or property at risk is the opposite of what banks want to happen. This is why developers have a harder time to get full loans for their projects, so they have to get their additional finances elsewhere. This, however, doesn’t apply for developers that are affiliated to (institutional) investors, who get their finance through the investor. It mainly applies to independent investors who need external capital to finance their projects. On top of that, municipalities want to shift the development focus back to the inner city instead of greenfield developments. These redevelopment projects require more specialized developers and the costs for these projects are much higher than greenfield development. 
Another market trend that influences the opportunities for private led urban development is sustainability in development projects. Municipalities want to raise the bar for sustainability, while developers only see their costs for development rising. All in all, the market conditions aren’t in favor of the opportunities for a private led urban development system to evolve. Firstly, the financial possibilities for the market are much more limited compared to ten years ago. And secondly, developers are expected to develop a different kind of real estate (more sustainable) on a different place (inner city redevelopment) then they are used to.
An analysis among Dutch practitioners on what could make a private led urban development process work in The Netherlands showed that there has to be more cooperation between the municipality and the developer. Nowadays there is too much distrust between both parties, which constrains the opportunities of development. Both actors should try to help each other, but instead they both feel like the other party is focusing too much on the potential financial profit instead of the social and environmental outcome of the project. By cooperating more and better, also with other third parties like non-profits, the overall outcome of a project can benefit both parties in a social, environmental and even in a financial way.

The last part of the research question focuses on the recommendations that can be made regarding a private led urban development process learning from the American practice. The United States has been analyzed as a country that has a private led urban development process and that analysis showed some major advantages and disadvantages. These advantages and disadvantages will be mirrored against the Dutch practice to show the relevance for The Netherlands. 
The main advantage, and actually also the reason why a private led urban development process was advocated, is the low financial liability for municipalities. By not being the active and initiating actor, the risk of losing money is very limited and just that is what municipalities in The Netherlands want. Compared to The Netherlands, municipalities in the United States were less affected by the crisis on the housing market because they didn’t invest a lot of money in land and real estate. This low financial liability of a municipality comes with the facilitating role municipalities have in mind for themselves in a private led urban development system. The fact that municipalities and other governmental entities withdraw themselves as the active actor in urban development opens up a lot of opportunities for the market to move on from their reactive role. 
Analyzing the United States turned out that a private led urban development system can lead to a lot of specialization amongst developer because they try to distinguish themselves from others. In the United States this used to be the case for developing sustainable real estate. Nowadays, sustainable building in the United States is institutionalized and developers are expected to build accordingly. Getting developers to build sustainable turned out to be an issue in Dutch urban development, but giving the market the initiative could lead to the institutionalization of sustainability in urban development. Developers are always looking for development opportunities and if that means they have to get more sustainable, then eventually they have to innovate in order to get these development opportunities. It might need some time for sustainable development to get institutionalized, but in the long term market forces will contribute to this goal.
Additionally, there are some major disadvantages linked to a private led urban development system that are noteworthy, but in case of The Netherlands such a system doesn’t have to cause any problems or disadvantages. 
The biggest concern of American practitioners was the lack of control over the development process for municipalities. Initially municipalities in the United States are still obligated to provide zoning plans with additional codes, but eventually regulation will follow the development, while in The Netherlands this is the opposite. Because development will follow regulation, Dutch municipalities will always be more in control compared to the United States. However, it remains to be seen if a private led urban development system can evolve to the fullest extend if municipalities stay in control of the process because it might frustrate developers to come up with initiatives for urban development. For municipalities, however, the fact that they stay in control might be the convincing factor to actually become more facilitating and less financially involved. 
The fact that American municipalities feel like they are less in control is also related to the allegation that they aren’t progressive enough in their planning and zoning and rather be more reactive to what happens on the market. Dutch municipalities on the other hand are very progressive, which is also a result of their former active land policies that forced them to be very progressive and beware of market trends. 
Another conclusion of analyzing the American private led urban development process is that it is accused of neglecting social aspects related to urban development. The most striking example is the lack of affordable housing in the United States as a result of housing provision by the market. If the market has to provide all the housing, the most important to them is making the highest possible profit. Providing affordable housing is known for its very small margins regarding profit, which is why American developers prefer to develop condominiums or private rent. The American property tax system also doesn’t contribute to the achievement of social goals in urban development. American municipalities are often accused of valuing their financial profit over the societal profit by approving development projects that earns them a large future tax flow instead of approving a project that would be in the best social interest of the city.
In The Netherlands the provision of affordable housing shouldn’t be an issue because it has been institutionalized for many years with a lot of affordable housing associations, who make sure there is an increasing amount of affordable housing every year. Additionally, the broader social goals of urban development are less affected by property taxes, because Dutch municipalities are less dependent on these taxes compared to American municipalities.
All in all, this research shows that there is some opportunity for a private led urban development system to become a success in The Netherlands. The institutional conditions are in place to make the shift from public to private led possible, but the biggest concern is the mindset of the actors involved. As long as they keep sticking to their existing role and keep distrusting each other, it will be hard to make this shift. As research in The Netherlands showed, experts from both the public and the private sector state that more and better cooperation between both parties is necessary to make this shift happen. The current market conditions, however, aren’t in favor of the shift from public to private led. Developers and other market parties have to rely on themselves in order to get their projects financed. On top of that, municipalities require them to pay for investments in public spaces and to be more sustainable. So besides the fact that it became harder for them to get financing for their projects, they are also required to pay more in general. The market needs some time to be more innovative and to get used to their new role. Municipalities must do the best job possible to facilitate and advise the market in order to make the shift to private led smoother. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The last part of this conclusion will focus on the possible implementation of the American private led urban development system in The Netherlands and will be the first step towards the discussion. Besides the fact that The Netherlands and the United States are foundationally different, it will be interesting to see if The Netherlands can implement some features from the American system. The overall conclusion to this question is that it will be very hard for The Netherlands to shift to a private led urban development system that is similar to the American system. Initially there is a possibility to operate similar with a facilitating government and an initiating developer as long as they change their mindsets towards their new role. However, there is one main reason to assume this shift will be problematic and that is the amount of financial support developers receive in both countries. In the United States, financial support from governmental entities is almost taken for granted by developers when initiating a development. This financial support can be TIF, tax credits or direct investments in social spaces around the project. Besides the fact that developers expect to get financial support from the government, the government itself also emphasizes that the majority of the developments wouldn’t have taken place if it weren’t for the financial support from the government. In The Netherlands almost the opposite trend is taking place. Dutch municipalities are supporting less financially, while at the same time they expect the developer to contribute more than they are used to. So it really has to be seen if the American system can be implemented in The Netherlands. Although it is highly hypothetical this will ever happen at all, it is interesting to see the difference in financial support from the government to developers in both countries and the fact that American municipalities are convinced of the necessity of governmental incentives in order for urban development to take place underlines the importance of it. Because this financial support by the government is regulated so differently in The Netherlands, it is interesting to see how a private led urban development system will be shaped over the years to come.



[bookmark: _Toc349587257]8. Reflection

This chapter will focus on the process this research has gone through and reflect on the theory, methodology and the results to see if the right decisions have been made throughout the process. Eventually, some recommendations for improvement and further research will be provided as well.
[bookmark: _Toc349587258]8.1 Process reflection

The theory and the accompanied theoretical framework that have been used for this research turned out to be sufficient to cover the load of the research and to serve as a guideline throughout the process. Especially the focus on the changed institutional and market conditions turned out to be very helpful when looking at the opportunities for a private led urban development system in The Netherlands. Another theory that turned out to be very relevant for this research was Djelic & Quack’s theory about path-dependency. The fact that Dutch municipalities and developers have troubles with adopting their new roles can definitely be related to the theory of path-dependency. The only point for improvement regarding the theory was the focus on the United States. The theory is very much framed from a Dutch perspective, while the final outcomes turned out that there is a lot to learn about the American case. By spending a little more attention to the American literature, some early findings from those theories could have been used in the interviews in The Netherlands.
Secondly, the methodology: The fact this research was qualitative was the only way to get to the eventual conclusion of this research. Because the main and sub questions were all very open, it was good to let the interviewees give their opinions about the topic. Especially in the United States this really helped because their situation was relatively unknown at the start of the research. Something that was already known to be a ‘problem’ at the beginning of the research was the fact to take the United States as a whole. That is why for this research is focused on the upper Mid-West area of the country, but that was still a very broad area to discuss. 
When getting to the end of this research, it turned out that there were a lot more interesting results from the research than only the answer to the research question. The results related to the research question were still interesting, but some other result that came forward during the research turned out to be more ‘shocking’. Obviously, this is something you can’t predict up front, but that is one of the reasons why these other interesting findings were included in the conclusion. All in all, the results of this research met the expectations and it was a luxury that some other interesting findings could be included.
[bookmark: _Toc349587259]8.2 Future research

As mentioned in the previous section, there were a lot of other interesting findings that resulted from this research, which could be analyzed further in future research. One possible future research could be on the actual naming of the urban development system in a country. As this research showed, both countries have very similar public investment tools to actively initiate urban development. They still name the system they work in differently, but are they actually that different as they think they are? 
A second future research could be on the question if it is reasonable and feasible to expect the market to make most, if not all, of the costs for urban development. The United States case showed that the importance of financial support by the government is essential in a private led urban development system and so far, there aren’t a lot of examples of public financial support in The Netherlands. Combined with this question, you can also look at the possibilities for financial support by the Dutch government in order to catalyze private led urban development.
[bookmark: _Toc349587260]
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9.2 Interviews

The Netherlands (10)
	Who
	When
	Relevant function
	Organization

	Boerema, Marten
	June 16, 2016
	Commercial Director

	Van Wijnen; Developer

	Everts, André
	June 24, 2016
	Project manager
	City of Den Haag


	Heering, Paul
	May 30, 2016
	Senior Project manager
	Heren2; Developer

	Janssen, Marcel
	June 14, 2016
	Spatial Director Merwedekanaalzone
	City of Utrecht

	Janssen, René
	June 2, 2016
	Director
	Slokker Vastgoed; Developer

	Treuren, Arnoud
	June 22, 2016
	Director of Development
	ERA Contour; Developer

	Van der Wal, Hilco
	May 24, 2016
	Project manager & Consultant
	APPM Consultants

	Van Grinsven, Ditmar
	June 23, 2016
	Head of Real Estate

	City of Oss

	Van Randeraat, Geurt
	August 17, 2016
	Director & Senior Consultant
	Site Urban Development; Consultants

	Van Schaik, Ron
	May 24, 2016
	Project manager

	City of Nieuwegein



United States (12)
	Who
	When
	Relevant function
	Organization 

	Beck, Jonathan

	October 12, 2016
	Development Project Manager
	Alexander Company; Developer

	Ciezlewicz, Dave

	October 6, 2016
	Former Mayor
	City of Madison, Wisconsin

	Gay, Michael
	October 14, 2016
	Senior Vice President of Economic Development
	Madison Region Economic Partnership

	Gottschalk, Rob
	October 18, 2016
	Principal Economic Development and Regional sustainability
	Vandewalle & Associates

	Johnson, Colleen
	October 17, 2016
	Former consultant
	Vandewalle & Associates

	Laurent, Chris & Jillings, Chris
	October 10, 2016
	Senior Vice President business development; Asset manager
	Cinnaire (affordable housing)

	Manno, Tony
	November 2, 2016
	Senior Planner
	Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning

	Reichertz, Sonja
	September 26, 2016
	City Planner and Economic Development Director
	City of Monona, Wisconsin

	Slavish, Mike 
	October 18, 2016
	President
	Hovde properties; Developer

	Stouder, Heather
	October 24, 2016
	Planning Director
	City of Madison, Wisconsin

	Thompson, Lucy
	October 27, 2016
	Principal City Planner
	City of St. Paul, Minnesota

	Zetts, Cory
	October 19, 2016
	Executive Director
	Menomonee Valley Partners
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10. Appendix

[bookmark: _Toc349587263]10.1 Questions: The Netherlands

Questions Municipalities
Algemeen:
· Er wordt door onderzoekers veel gesproken over veranderingen in gebiedsontwikkeling en dat het initiatief meer komt te liggen bij de markt waarbij gemeenten een meer faciliterende rol aannemen. Hoe ervaren jullie deze verschuiving van initiatief? 
· In hoeverre is er nou daadwerkelijk sprake van een terugtrekkende overheid? Er zijn veel voorbeelden te noemen waarbij de gemeente juist een grotere rol op zich heeft genomen (Waalsprong). 

· Nu in een aantal regio’s de markt aan het herstellen is, lijken sommige partijen weer in hun oude gewoontes te schieten. Hoe kijken jullie hier tegenaan binnen jullie gemeente?

· Hoe zien jullie de rol van een gemeente binnen gebiedsontwikkeling?
· Hoe zien jullie de rol van een ontwikkelaar binnen gebiedsontwikkeling?
· Zien jullie dat er belemmeringen ontstaan in het initiëren van gebiedsontwikkeling nu het initiatief meer bij de ontwikkelaar is komen te liggen? Op welk gebied?
Gemeente specifiek:
· Met betrekking tot gebiedsontwikkeling, wat zijn de speer- en standpunten die jullie hanteren als gemeente? Hebben jullie bepaalde zaken die jullie graag/per se ontwikkelt willen zien worden?
· Vinden jullie zelf dat jullie een faciliterend beleid voeren voor gebiedsontwikkeling? Zo ja, in welke mate?
· Merken jullie dat er binnen jullie gemeente meer initiatief wordt genomen door projectontwikkelaars/marktpartijen? En in hoeverre staan jullie hier voor open?
· Zijn er binnen jullie gemeente vaak belemmeringen/moeilijkheden tijdens de onderhandelingen en uitvoeren met projectontwikkelaars? Zo ja, op welke gebieden? 
Toekomst:
· Wat zien jullie in de toekomst als de rol van ontwikkelaars in gebiedsontwikkeling? Gaat/moet er veel veranderen?
· Zijn er in jullie ogen mogelijkheden voor samenwerkingen met projectontwikkelaars om projecten (nog) beter/efficiënter te kunnen laten verlopen? 
· Gemeenten hebben in het verleden risico’s genomen met hun grondposities, maar daar tegelijkertijd ook veel geld mee verdient waarmee voorzieningen zijn gerealiseerd. Hoe ziet men de realisatie van dat soort functies in de toekomst? (niet / minder, of is dit juist een segment waar private ontwikkelaars een rol kunnen krijgen?)
· Zijn jullie bereid om jullie beleid t.a.v. faciliteren bij gebiedsontwikkeling aan te passen zodat deze meer kansen creëert/ initiatief stimuleert voor projectontwikkelaars?
· Wat voor mogelijkheden zien jullie voor projectontwikkelaars om in de toekomst projecten te initiëren? Waar valt voor hen nog terrein te winnen en wat moeten zij wellicht juist loslaten?
· Kostenverhaal; Financieel; Nieuwe markten; Rol in proces (bv. Gebiedsregisseur/placemaker).
· Wat zien jullie in de toekomst als “de ideale ontwikkelaar”?
Questions developer:
Algemeen:
· Er wordt door onderzoekers veel gesproken over veranderingen in de gebiedsontwikkeling en dat het initiatief meer komt te liggen bij de markt waarbij gemeenten een meer faciliterende rol aannemen. Hoe ervaren jullie deze verschuiving van initiatief?
· Vinden jullie dat overheden zich faciliterend opstellen?
· Hoe zien jullie de rol van een ontwikkelaar binnen gebiedsontwikkeling? En is deze veranderd ten opzichte van 10 jaar geleden?
Bedrijfsspecifiek:
· Kunt u iets vertellen over de strategieën van jullie organisatie? Waar ligt jullie focus met name op bij het initiëren van gebiedsontwikkeling? Hoe benaderen jullie gemeentes? En waar kunnen problemen ontstaan in de onderhandelingen?
· Heeft de crisis op de huizenmarkt een grote impact gehad? (Gedaalde vraag, stukgelopen onderhandelingen, projecten die niet van de grond kwamen?)
· Merkt u dat de samenwerking/verstandshouding met gemeenten en andere betrokken partijen is veranderd de afgelopen jaren?
Toekomst:
· Hoe zien jullie de toekomst van ‘de ontwikkelaar’ in het algemeen en jullie rol in het bijzonder?
· (Zouden jullie bereid zijn om de actieve rol van gemeenten over te nemen in de toekomst?)
· Zien jullie dat er nieuwe mogelijkheden ontstaan voor ontwikkelaars om in de toekomst gebiedsontwikkeling te initiëren? Dit kan betrekking hebben op verschillende vlakken:
· (Juridisch: Kostenverhaal? Mogelijkheden voor onderhandeling?)
· Financieel: 
· Nieuwe investeerders of vormen van vermogen creëren? Placemaking?
· Verschuiving van de visie naar de lange termijn?
· Nieuwe markten? (Nichemarkten):
· Samenwerkingsvormen: met gemeenten om een bepaalde ontwikkeling beter/efficiënter uit te voeren? Risicobeperking 
· Samenwerkingsvormen: met andere ontwikkelaars of partijen (ontwikkelmaatschappij?)
· Andere rol in het proces aannemen: Gebiedsregisseur
· Focus meer op het proces en de samenwerking in plaats van op het eindbeeld? ‘Band’ opbouwen met gemeenten
· Eigenaar openbare ruimte?
· Binnenstedelijke herontwikkeling? 
Wat onderscheid jullie als bedrijf van andere ontwikkelaars?
[bookmark: _Toc349587264]10.2 Questions: The United States

General questions:
Introduction:
· What drives urban development in the US?  For example, do municipalities determine urban development patterns through plans, policies and regulations, or is it a negotiated process between municipalities and private developers?     
· What do you understand by a privately led urban development process?
Allocation of roles:
· What do you see as the role of the government/municipality in urban development? And what do you see as the role of private developers in urban development? 
· Who would you consider to be the most initiative-taking actor in urban development? 
· Do you consider governmental entities (on different scales) to be facilitating in a way that they contribute to an urban development? 
· What are the most occurring points of discussion in negotiations between planners and private developers?
· How important is mutual trust between government and private developer for urban development? 
Way of planning: 
· Would you consider US planning to be a negotiating process between different actors? Is there a lot of flexibility in the city’s plans? 
· How do governments mitigate negative impacts of market-led development in current urban planning processes in the US? Or do you see this as something the developer should do?
· If there is a consideration between the economic prosperity and the social prosperity related to a project, which one is often the most decisive?
· How important is the future tax-flow for cities when approving or declining a development proposal that might be conflicting with current regulation or zoning?
Initiative:
· Who initiates urban development processes, private developers or government entities
· How important do you think it is to have private initiative for cities? 
· What do you expect from private developers when they come with an initiative for an urban development project? What criteria are considerate to be the most important?
Specific questions:
COMMUNITY
· Do you think private developers pay enough attention to the needs of the city’s inhabitants and the communities? 
· How do governments mitigate negative impacts of market-led development in current urban planning processes in the US?
· How big is the impact of public involvement on urban planning? 
· Do developers take into consideration what the community needs?
· If not, do municipalities negotiate these needs/demands on behalf of the communities they represent?
ENVIRONMENT
· What is the importance of the ecological systems within US urban planning? Are they taken into consideration in decision-making processes? Is there an upcoming trend visible in recent years?
· Is there a focus on environmental sustainability in urban development? Are there any goals regarding renewable energy, for example? (How are they incorporated into urban development processes?)
HOUSING
· Is access to affordable housing critical to urban development processes and patterns?  What challenges are faced in providing access to affordable housing? 
· Does private led urban development have a positive or negative effect on the supply of affordable housing?  
· How do government entities account for shortages in access to affordable housing?
Opportunities 
INITIATION
· Do you think that cities can/could do a better job in initiating urban development than the market? Could they be more efficient?
· What financial instruments, besides TIF, are there to facilitate private developers with their developments? 
 (DIS)ADVANTAGES 
· What would you consider to be major advantages of a private-led urban development process?
· What would you consider to be major disadvantages of a private-led urban development process?
[bookmark: _Toc349587265]
10.3 Codes
This part of the Appendix shows the list of codes for both The Netherlands and the United States that were used to analyze the data.
	The Netherlands
	United States

	Allocation of roles
American regulation
Commitment
Communal activities
Concepts
Cooperation
Corporations
Cost recovery
Current situation
Developers' ambition
Developers' role
Developing mistakes
Developing trends
Development goals
Distiguishing factor
Economic situation
Facilitating government
Financial possibilities
Formal institutions
Future trends
Governmental ambitions
Governmental financing
Governmental strategies
Independent
Informal institutions
Initiative
Investors
Involvement
Laws
Market approach
Market conditions
Market strategies
Market trends
Municipal role
Municipal trends
Obstacles
Opportunities
Past situation
Political conditions
Regulation
Results of the crisis
Risks
Stakeholders
Transparancy
Trust
Urban area development

	● Advantages
● Affordable housing
● Allocation of roles
● Collaboration
● Community influence
● Conditional use
● Cultural differences
● Decision making process
● Developer initiative
● Developer's concerns
● Developer's finance
● Developer's opportunities
● Developer's power
● Developer's responsibilities
● Developer's strategy
● Development catalyzer
● Development process
● Development trends
● Disadvantage
● Economic activity
● Economic situation
● Formal institutions
● Geographic differences
● Governmental system
● Informal institutions
● Landbanking
● Market conditions
● Market feasibility
● Market trends
○ Mixed-use
● Municipal control
● Municipal critique
● Municipal facilitating
● Municipal goals
● Municipal initiative
● Municipal opportunities
● Municipal power
● Municipal strategy
● Municipal tools
● Mutual trust
● National differences US
● Negotiations
● Political differences
● Post-crash US practice
● Practical points of discussion
● Pre-crash US practice
● Private led urban development
● Project financing
○ Public interest
● Regulatory point of discussion
● RFP
● SH - City
● SH - Community
● SH - Consultant
● SH - Developer
● SH - Federal government
● SH - Non-profits
● SH - State government
○ Similarities NL - US
● Social differences
● Social issues
● Sprawl
● Stakeholders
● Sustainability issues
● Sustainability level
● Tax credits
● Tax revenue
● TIF
● TIF - cons
● TIF - pros
● TOD
● Zoning
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