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Abstract
Throughout Europe and Australia, changes in houspajicies and markets set
considerable challenges for the asset managemesuadél landlords. In the past, social
housing was mainly concerned with the developmenew dwellings. Management of
the housing stock consisted first of all of dayd&y maintenance and administration.
Strategic decisions about investments in the hgustock were made mostly by
governments, rather than by individual landlordeawy landlords in many countries are
faced with the challenge to develop their own siyas, although in some countries more
prominent than others. To cope with these challen¢ggndlords have to develop new
approaches towards their asset management. Howéeang a relatively new topic in
the social rented sector, international researcloatbthe asset management of social
landlords is scarce. Therefore, the ENHR Workingupr on Housing Management has
started a comparative research project in which #sset management practice within
various European countries and Australia is beimgatibed and compared. The central
research questions of this project are:
- How do social landlords in different countries farate strategies for the
management of their housing stock?
- What are the relations between the landlords’ pigctind their national context?
- What systems and methods are applied for assetgearent, what methods can be
applied elsewhere and what knowledge can be ugefythanged and disseminated?



In this paper we describe our conceptual frameworkthis research project and give a
general and provisional answer to the first twotloé questions mentioned above. We
define asset management in a social housing cobtegtescribing its objectives as well
as the activities which construct asset manageniBaged on business theory we set up a
typology of possible approaches towards asset mamagt. We construct a hypothetical
model about the relations between landlords’ manag@ practice and their national
housing context. We apply this model to social lams in the Netherlands and England
to test our preliminary assumptions and the usefsgrof the model.

1. Introduction

Social housing management is changing in respansevtelopments in its institutional
and economic context. In many countries, housysgesns are in transition as part of a
more general trend towards privatisation and deaksation of public services. These
transformations have lead to a more market-oriestezial housing management (e.g.
Priemus et al., 1999). In Britain, for example, $iog associations gained the
governments preference as social housing proviaeosse municipalities, among others
because they are more detached from the governamehtare more like ‘real’ market
parties (Walker and Van der Zon, 2000). In Germaing,distinction between social and
commercial landlords has faded with the act thpeaéed the ‘public good’ law in 1990
(e.g. Priemus et al.,, 2002). In Australia the aurr€ommonwealth-State Housing
Agreement allows State housing authorities grefsibility in determining housing
strategies which are appropriate for their Stateopposed to the attempt to impose
national consistency which had characterised ptsvasrangements (Larkin, 2000, p.46).
These reforms in the housing systems have often heeompanied by a reduction of
government finance and subsidisation as we camsee example in Sweden, England,
The Netherlands and Australia (Boelhouwer, 199891$mith and Oxley, 1997; Larkin,
2000). As a result, social landlords have becomeendependent of the private capital
market and are forced to operate in a more busiilessvay to keep their financiers
satisfied (e.g. Walker and Van der Zon, 2000; Boelter, 1999).

In parallel with developments in public policy, nyamousing markets are changing from
one of general shortage to a broad equilibriumh\ait over-supply in certain local sub-
markets. There is a general trend towards a dengeasarket share for social rented
housing, partly due to economic growth and a stwftrards owner-occupation But

regional differences are great; there are stilstauitial social housing needs which social
landlords have to fulfil (Priemus et al, 1999). Fswcial landlords these changes in
segments of the housing market mean that they toaaeticipate future levels of demand
to prevent vacancies and to adjust to new markets.

The changes in their institutional and economictexinset considerable challenges for
the asset management of social landlords. In thst, mcial housing was mainly
concerned with the development of new dwellingsnbgement of the existing stock
consisted first of all of day-to-day maintenancel @administration. Strategic decisions
about investments in the housing stock were madslynioy governments, rather than by



individual landlords. Now, landlords throughout Bpe and Australia are faced with the
challenge to develop their own strategies, althoigBome countries more prominent
than others. However, being a relatively new topic the social rented sector,
international comparative research about the assgtagement of social landlords is
scarce. International literature has been concemanhly with the description of the
changes in the political and economic context afiadohousing management and the
‘privatisation’ of social housing. Some reflectiomsave been made on the general
consequences of these developments for socialdatsd(e.g. Boelhouwer et al., 1997,
Priemus et al. (eds.), 1999), but a descriptiveaocomparative study on the asset
management practice of social landlords has non lmeaducted. To fill this gap, the
ENHR Working Group on Housing management has stameinternational comparative
research project entitled “Asset management instieal rented sector”. The project’s
objective is to gain theoretical and practical gihgiin asset management in the social
rented sector, by describing and comparing thetipgof social landlords in various
(mainly European) countries. The project focusestloa strategic aspects of asset
management: the strategy development at the tag-tévthe landlords’ organisation. We
will describe and compare how social housing marsagevelop strategies for the
management of their housing stock. We will compheeprocess followed, the strategies
formulated and the objects, means, methods, insintsnand criteria used in different
aspects of asset management (rent setting, abbosatsales, maintenance and renewal).
The practice of social landlords will be set withireir national (political, institutional
and economic) context. These comparisons are sgiiege from a theoretical and a
practical point of view. Besides the empirical gigiwe gain with these comparisons and
the gap we fill in international literature, hougimanagers and policy-makers across
Europe could benefit from this exchange of expeesn The comparison between social
landlords can also (dis)prove relationships betwientype of asset management in a
country and its national context. For example, way raxpect that social landlords’ asset
management is more ‘business-like’ or ‘stratedichey operate within a more market-
oriented housing system (with less regulations fesncial support and a reducing need
for new social rented dwellings). In summary, thamresearch questions of the project
are:
- How do social landlords in different countries fallate strategies for the
management of their housing stock?
- What are the relations between the landlords’ pra@nd their national context?
- What systems and methods are applied for assetgeamgnt, what methods can be
applied elsewhere and what knowledge can be ugaefythanged and disseminated?

We, thus, are locating our work within the estdi#is frame of reference of comparative
housing studies (see, for example, Doling, 1997)cdnparative approach has the
advantages of, firstly, providing a ‘shock therapgir academics and practitioners in
specific countries by highlighting alternative apgches. It, secondly, raises interesting
issues about the possibilities of policy and ‘gquéctice’ transfers between countries.
Finally, it enables theory development and testiogtake place. Nevertheless, the
difficulties of a comparative approach should na bnderestimated such as the
equivalence of meaning of basic terms (such asdleeof housing associations), These
issues are returned to later in the paper.



In this paper we describe our conceptual frameviarihis research project, which gives
a general and provisional answer to the first twthe questions above. First we define
asset management in a social housing context. Baseal general model for business
planning, we describe the activities which can lagried out to formulate asset
management strategies. Then, we set up a typolbggssible approaches towards asset
management. We construct a hypothetical model abloat relations between the
landlord’s practice and his national housing contd&¥e apply this model to social
landlords in the Netherlands and England to testppaliminary assumptions and the
usefulness of the model itself within the resegmadject. We, nevertheless, wish to stress
that this paper should be considered as ‘work-ogpess’.

2. Asset management in the social rented sector:fdgtion and activities

Priemus et al. (1999, p. 211) define social housimgnagement as “the set of all
activities to produce and allocate housing servitesn the existing social housing
stock”. According to Priemus et al., housing mamaget consists of a variety of
activities, categorised in technical managementir{teaance, renovation, etc.), social
management (housing allocation, etc.), financiahaggment (treasury, rent policy) and
tenure management (letting, buying, selling) (R)2We follow this definition but refer

to ‘asset management in the social rented seatstead of the shorter ‘social housing
management’ since the latter is an ill-defined emtcWhile social housing management
is unclear in its subject (e.g. Scott et al., 20@@arl, 1997), asset management seems to
be clear in its focus on the physical housing stéddset management includes activities
in all the four categories mentioned by Priemuslgtbut excludes activities which do
not affect the characteristics of the housing s{@c§. treasury management and business
administration). The main activities in asset mamagnt concern maintenance, renewal,
sale, allocation and rent policy.

Priemus et al. (1999) also discern day-to-day @pmral) management and strategic
housing management. The latter concerns mediumagdterm management policies,
usually formulated at a strategic (top-managemésngl in the organisation. This
distinction can be clarified by making a compariseith the distinction made within
(commercial) real estate management between portedset and property management
(see figure 1).



Figure 1 Organisational levels of real estate management

Level Activity Output

strategic

Portfolio investment policy
Performance-analysis portfolio
Investment scheme

A
manageme

Estate policy
Asset Performance gnalysis of estates
management Markgtmg policy
Relation management
Organisation/outsourcing

‘Daily’ administrative, technical
Property and commercial/promotional
management management

v

operational

Source: Miles et al. (1996).

Within figure 1, strategic housing management mayplaced best on the level of asset
management, but also contains elements of portfoiloagement as far as the residential
portfolio is concerned: it is concerned with defigithe desired mix of housing (dwelling
types and prices), analysing the performance of rmdential portfolio, defining
guidelines for management, acquisition and dispositf the estates in the portfolio.

Whose asset management?

Our research is concerned with the managementecs$atial rented housing stock. We
point out that the social rented stock can be dffefrom the stock of social landlords.
Some parts of the social rented stock are entimdyaged by government institutions
(such as the local authorities in England and ttaéeShousing authorities in Australia),
other parts by private landlords (as is the casgarmany) or ‘semi-public’ organisations
(such as the Dutch housing associations). Thugngempass a broad range of landlords
in our research, namely all private, public and iseablic institutions who are
responsible for (at least the daily) managemenhefsocial rented housing stock. In this
paper, however, we concentrate on housing assatsaitn England and the Netherlands.

3. A typology of approaches towards asset managentien

The evolution towards a more strategic asset managecan be observed from a variety
of aspects. In this section, we define ‘strateg®ed management’ by using a typology of
possible approaches towards asset management. ypology is based mainly on
characteristics found in general business the¢eies Ansoff, 1984; Aaker, 1988; Kotler,
1997) and our own experience and research in tlibeNands (e.g. Van den Broeke,
1998; Gruis and Nieboer, 2001; Nieboer and Grui22. Within our typology we set
various contrasting approaches against each otitediacuss how they may be reflected



in asset management practice. Nevertheless, weatdkage that these approaches could
be regarded as a series of continuums betweerexmmple, rational and incremental
decision making — see (b) below.

a) Market-orientated or task-oriented

A market-oriented landlord will place much emphasisanalyzing market demand and
opportunities. Important decision-making factors simategy formulation will be the
current lettability, future market expectationsiaincial return and opportunities for sale.
Again, a wide range of strategies will be considezed applied (e.g. including sales);
diversification of the portfolio according to prieend quality will be a central theme in
asset management. A task-oriented landlords walisomainly on fulfilling ‘traditional’
social housing tasks: the letting of decent, atitd dwellings.

b) Systematic or unstructured

A systematically operating landlord will put muclffoet in rational and transparent

decision-making. The process of formulating assahaggement strategies will be well-
structured. Decision-making factors will be clearyarked and the way in which

decisions are reached will be reported. This raligtrategy can be contrasted with an
incremental approach involving a more fragmentetisanall scale series of changes.

C) Comprehensive or partial

A comprehensive asset management will not only §oon individual dwellings or
estates, but will also reflect on the compositidrthee stock as a whole. Furthermore,
different aspects of stock management will be attiifior example: technical and social
activities, long-term and short-term objectivestivaites at a strategic and operational
level. A partial, or ad hoc operating landlord widlcus mainly on problematic estates,
will not formulate objectives for the developmerft tbe housing stock and will not
consider (the lack of) synthesis of different paft#’s management.

d) Proactive or reactive

A proactive landlord will actively seek for oppanities and problems stemming from
developments in the housing market, housing paicy market position of his housing
stock. He will anticipate these developments wiih dsset management strategies (for
example: renewal before deterioration of a neightood instead of after). A reactive
landlord will act after potential problems have b®e reality.

Strategic

In summary, we use the term ‘strategic’ for landomho follow a market-oriented,
systematic, comprehensive and proactive approacarts asset management. Of course
in practice mixed forms will exist and it is notraatention to classify landlords rigidly
into 'strategic’ and 'non-strategic’. Neverthelegss, assume a degree of dependency
between the classification we use to typify strateggset management, and therefore
expect to find certain reoccurring combinationsor Example, landlords who are more
market-oriented can be expected to act more praacti



4. Landlords’ practice and their national context:a hypothetical model

The typology of approaches to asset managemenidaan anchorage for comparison
of practice of different landlords in different guties. This comparison becomes
particularly interesting if we relate them to chaesistics of the countries’ housing
systems. We expect to find a relationship betwbéemteasure of government regulation
and the social housing needs and the kind of asaaagement. For example, landlords
in countries which allow them much more freedondétermining their own policies, can
be expected to operate in a more ‘strategic’ wagrfaef only to compensate for the lack
of government regulation). In this section we dgsca hypothetical model to identify
possible relations between the national context Emtllords’ approaches to asset
management. Figure 2 contains a schematic repegsendf our model; below follows
an explanation.

In describing the relevant factors of the nationahtext we distinguish two main
variables: the housing system and the housing rhatkeusing system’ is used as a
general term for the whole of public housing palicggulations, legislation, financial
government support and institutional arrangemantduding the historic developments
within the national system. These variables cdluence the way in which landlords
operate in various, interdependent ways:

- Strong government regulation (through grants, lagan, renewal programmes, land
policies etc.) means less opportunity and necessityandlords to make their own
policy;

- Substantial financial government support and guaeemn(in addition to its function in
government regulation), gives landlords little intbee for strategic behaviour in
which they avoid (financial) risks and seek oppoitias for increasing their financial
return or economic efficiency.

- Institutional arrangements can also have consegsefar (the lack of) strategic
behaviour of landlords. Social landlords who operaithin an institutional structure
in which strategic decisions are made by the gaowenmt or central housing
organisations and are solely responsible for cagryut daily management of the
(marginal) social housing stock have little needstpategic asset management.

- Historic developments of the housing system musvibeied as well. If landlords
have only recently gained financial and regulatodependence, it can be expected
that their organisations have yet to adapt to the situation. Substantial differences
between front- and back-runners can be expected.

- Landlords that operate within a more relaxed hausmarket have to deal with
increasing management problems. Strategic asseagearent will be necessary to
prevent and cure problem estates.



Figure 2 Hypothetical relations between landlords’ charatdcs, national context
and approach towards asset management

i National context i‘ _________ ,i Characteristics landlords !
| ) | |
1| Housing system: ! 'CEU .| Objectives: focused on local social
i|-  Public policy | | 22 @+housing needs or on general housing
|- Regulation : E 2z 1| demand |
'|-  Legislation Ly Sgc<| !
''-  Financial support 1 | © & 9| 1l Housing stock: |
'- Institutional structure r | 2 & -2 - Size & diversity ]
i - Historic developments (tradition) i ; g £ i - Market position !
: 1 T n = 1 :
'| Housing market: i % g < i| Organisation: professional or not |
i|-  Social housing need iy S I '
|- General housing shortage D < Financial position: solvency I

Next to their context, characteristics of (indivaédlulandlords can also influence their

approach towards asset management:

- Landlords objectives (as part of regulatory anditusonal arrangements as well as
their own business mission) may be reflected iir dqgproach. Landlords who have a
broad function on the housing market, supplyingdioy services for a diverse group
of households, can be expected to operate moréegitally to cope with this
diversity (which will also be reflected in the drgéy of the stock).

- Landlords who operate a stock with a poor qualtgreasing social problems and/or
a threatened market position will need strategimmagament to cope with these
problems.

- Landlords who have a professional management caexpected to operate more
strategically than landlords whose management stssf volunteers and tenants.

- Landlords who operate under difficult financial ddions (as reflected by their
solvency and financial government support) needtesic decisions to be able to
keep fulfilling their role as providers of deceatfordable housing.

5. Translation of model into a general hypothesis dsed on Kemeny’s
distinction in housing systems

Within our hypothetical model in Figure 2 we try ¢cope with the full complexity of
(possible) relations between landlords’ charadiess housing context and approach
towards asset management. Ideally our researchdwmeildesigned in a way that we
could (dis)prove all of the supposed relationshifjss implies a in-depth investigation
into the practice of many landlords of the coumstrisvolved in our research project.
However, our analyses will be based on country rgoaquhs, written by national housing
researchers, which will only paint a general pietaf landlords’ practice, illustrated by a
few case study examples. Thus, we cannot actuadlythe theoretical model with our
research material. To cope with this problem, wenfdate a more general hypothesis
about the relation between the type of housingesystithin which the landlords operate
and general approach towards asset management.



Landlords’ objectives, housing stock, organisatiand financial position are not
accidentally grown, but are part of the housingeysin which they operate. Thus, we
can expect to find a ‘general picture’ for (groug¥ social landlords within a country,
although there can still be substantial differenbesveen them, which allows us to
formulate more general assumptions between thedfpeusing system and the general
approach towards asset management. We deal with relatively well-known
classifications of housing systems, namely that K@meny and that of Harloe.
Nevertheless, we are aware of other broader dleestin systems such as Esping-
Andersen (1990) who introduces the concept of welfagimes. Although we recognise
the importance of this type of work, we have notdug because of the difficulties in
applying this type of framework even to housingteys in general (see e.g. Hoekstra
and Reitsma, 2002).

Kemeny (1995, 2001) distinguishes two general tygfgsocial) rental housing systems,
which he describes as follows. The distinction stdrom “two contrasting underlying
philosophies in the state’s role in housing pransin modern welfare states. In one
philosophy, the state takes upon itself the diresponsibility of providing rental housing
for households in need. To this end, non-profitakhousing is organised in the form of
a state or local government monopoly. As far assiptes the non-profit sector is
prevented from competing with private profit-seekhousing companies by hiving it off
from the market into a command-economy public dehtausing sector. Access is in
terms of ‘need’ - the definition of which variesasvime and also between countries. The
result is a ‘dualist rental system’ in which twostilict rental tenures are created, a
‘public’ command-economy sector and a ‘private’,dalargely unregulated, rental
market. In the other philosophy, the state is eiti@ a major provider itself or, if it is,
access to such housing — often provided on a ‘mmlpifofit’ basis — is not limited to
households in need. Instead it is encouraged tgetrwith profit-rental housing on the
open market for tenants and thereby set standamsjre that all households have
security of tenure and competitively hold rents dowhe result is that the legal
distinction between profit and non-profit is minsad and a ‘unitary rental market’ is
encouraged to emerge. But again, like the ‘publicidng only for those in need’
philosophy, wide variations are found in the extehthe competition and the degree of
non-profit influence” (Kemeny, 2001, p.66; for fuer discussion see Kemeny, 1995).

Harloe (1995) distinguishes the mass model andrébiElual model in social housing
provision. “The distinguishing feature of the massdel is its emphasis on a large
volume of new construction of social rented dwegiéinwhich are not specifically aimed
at the lowest income households. Moreover, theoséstsupported by generic subsidies;
income dependent subsidies play a relatively inBagmt role. The residual model, in
contrast is characterised by small-scale programohesgew construction geared to the
needs of the lowest-income groups. Harloe’s resichamlel and Kemeny's dualist model
have strong similarities with respect to their ibie’ effects” (Van der Heijden, 2002, pp.
328-329). However, while Harloe sees a convergencihe direction of the residual
model in Western Europe, that has started in thee 18i70s, Kemeny believes a second
model may develop (or remain), which can be rougypyfied by his unitary model (Van



der Heijden, 2002). Another scenario is posed by de@r Heijden (2002) as the ‘residual
unitary market scenario’ which starts with Kemenytstary market model, but develops
in the direction of the residual or dualist rentabrket (which makes this scenario
difficult to distinguish from Harloe’s convergenteory).

For our research purposes, Kemeny's typology saaore useful than that of Harloe.
While Harloe’s typology is based strongly upon depeents in the new construction of
social housing over time, Kemeny provides a typpltitat can be applied to housing
systems as they are at this moment. Moreover, sihde not only focused on
construction, it can be applied to management dis Mvere follow Kemeny's description
of rental housing systems and underlying philosegphwe can expect more strategic
behaviour among landlords that operate within a uniary rental market. Public
landlords in a dualist rental system are charassdrito a large extend by strong
government regulation, financial support (or demsme). Thus, strategic decisions are
taken by the government, rather than by the laddlofurthermore, their objectives and
housing stock are a more focused on the lower-ikchouseholds, so there is little need
for strategic management of a diverse portfoliocaxding to Kemeny, non-profit (or
not-for-profit) landlords that operate within a tamy rental market are in fact encouraged
to adopt market-oriented behaviour. The competitrath private (profit) landlords,
combined with relatively less government regulatieads to a greater need for strategic
management by the landlords themselves.

In the next sections we will attempt to test theuasptions from this section by analysing
asset management practice of Dutch and Englishitpassociations in relation to their
national context and characteristics. First we giva@hort description of the landlords and
their national context, according to the charastes we stated in the above. Then we
analyse the way in which landlords formulate thasset management strategies,
following our typology from section 3. Finally wesduss if our findings are in line with
our assumptions.

6. Analysis of practice of Dutch housing associatis*

Landlords’ characteristics

Housing associations are by far the largest progidésocial housing in the Netherlands.
In 2001, there were 620 associations, owning noaia ©9% of the social housing stock
(CFV, 2002). They are not-for-profit organisatiomghich are obliged to operate in the
interest of housing, in particular by providing det; affordable housing to lower-income
households. Dutch associations are managed byfaspronal organisation and board.
When set within an international context, theircktoan be characterised by its relatively
large share in the total housing stock (35%), tiverdity of dwellings (type, price) and
the variety of tenants, who are not only low-incohoeiseholds. Generally speaking, the
market position of the social rented stock is goétthough in some regions the

! The information in this section is based largatyonir other paper for this conference (Nieboer@ndis,
2003).
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lettability has been under threat in nineties, gues on the (social) housing market has
increased in recent years, resulting in longeringiperiods throughout the Netherlands.

National context

Dutch associations operate within a housing sydteah can be typified by Kemeny’'s
unitary rental market. In the nineties, after desadf strong central government
regulation, the Dutch housing policy changed towatde reinforcement of market
principles in social housing. As part of this pglidiousing associations have gained
much more administrative freedom. Government ragulaof associations activities has
been replaced by the principle of retrospectiveoantability on the basis of general
‘fields of performance’. The current legislatiorioals associations to determine their
own asset management policy to a large extent; thielyents are rather strictly regulated
by the central government. At the same time, difiéeincial support for social housing
management has been completely withdrawn. Indifeancial support still exists
through individual housing grants. Furthermore aesdmns’ loans can be guaranteed by
the Social Housing Guarantee Fund (WSW), whiclilledf by fees from the associations
and backed up by the government. Associationsdbaino longer able to secure their
financial viability can apply for financial suppdrom the Central Housing Fund, which
is also filled by associations’ fees.

Approach towards asset management

The new policy context has set considerable chgdlerfor the asset management of

Dutch social landlords. Being transformed from agienal, task-oriented organisations

towards ‘social entrepreneurs’, they have to operrata more strategic, market-oriented

way. But, to what extend is this reflected in ttesset management practice?:

- Market-orientation: Increased market orientation is reflected in défe aspects of
the associations’ asset management: rents areafiffated on the basis of normative
price-quality ratio’s and analyses of the markesipon of dwellings; ‘market-
oriented’ advert models have replaced the distidbutmodel for allocation of
dwellings; housing associations have begun to rdifféate their maintenance policies
according to target groups’ preferences and incoares financial return has gained
importance, as is reflected for example by the kbgweent of a benchmark for
financial return (the AEDEX), although financiatwen is still far from conclusive for
their decisions; market orientation is also reftelcin the increasing number of sales
by housing associations (from 2,000 in 1990 to @000 a year in the late 1990s);

- Systematic: Although there is wide interest among associationsnethods and
instruments to inform asset management in a mostestic and business-like
manner, few associations actually follow a systeanapproach in developing their
asset management strategies;

- Comprehensive: Many associations speak of ‘portfolio managemebtit few
actually formulate (explicit, measurable) goals floe development of their housing
stock. Nor do they follow a top-down approach imnfalating their strategies. Our
material is not conclusive as to the degree in wlong-term and short-term policies
and technical and social management are attunealcto other;

- Proactive: Renewal of large parts of the social housing stogsrevent future social
and lettability problems is a big issue in the Meldnds, but the statistics show that
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this has not yet been taken place at a large ¢eateder Flier and Thomsen, 1998;
Wassenberg et al., 2002). This can be explained targe extend by ‘external
factors’, such as complicated building legislatemd the lack of opportunities for
moving existing tenants due to the general houshagtage, but also by the lack of
proactive behaviour of housing associations.

In summary

Dutch associations have a large degree of adnatigr and financial independence,
operate a stock with a fairly wide variety of dwaidjs and tenants and are managed by a
professional organisation. They operate within asitg system that can be typified by
Kemeny's unitary rental market. Thus, on the basigur hypothetical model we can
expect that associations in the Netherlands follastrategic approach towards their asset
management. In reality, this is only true to somét. Although associations have
increased their market-orientation, it cannot biel $hat they operate in a systematic,
comprehensive and proactive manner. This can lily gaplained by the relatively short
period of independence compared to their long tidiof semi-public task-oriented
organisations up till the 1990s. Thus, the situatioay change in the future. This
expectation is confirmed by the fact that housisgoaiations consider strategic asset
management to be the one of the most importan¢ssisutheir policy (see Primavera and
van de Wijgert, 2002).

7. Analysis of practice of English housing associans

Landlords’ characteristics

Two types of social landlords exist in the Uniteohgg@dom. Local authorities operate the
largest part of the social housing stock, beingd ®f the total stock in 2001 (Newey,
2002). The rest is operated by housing associatlamsal authorities can be typified as
public housing companies. English housing assatiatican be regarded as private
institutions but as Registered Social Landlordg thave public objectives and operate
under specific regulations. Since the mid-severt@mssing associations have gained the
supremacy as the primary providers of new sociakimgy and their share in the housing
stock has increased from 2% in 1979 to 7% in 200éwey, 2002) Because of this
supremacy, the availability of material about thaiactice (Larkin, 2000) and the fact
that they are best comparable with the Dutch ag8ons (being private institutions with
public objectives) we focus on the English housisgociations.

There are just over 2,000 housing associationstexgid with the Housing Corporation,
each owning an average of just over 700 dwellifdsere are great differences among
them. There is “a wide range of quite different amgations, varying from ancient
almshouses trusts and Victorian charitable foundatito self-build co-ops and former
local authority housing departments” (Malpass, 2001 227). An increasing and
important part of the sector is made up of largdescvoluntary transfer housing
associations i.e. housing associations who have es@blished specifically to take over
the council housing stock of a particular localrauity. The largest 7% of associations
(owning over 2,500 dwellings) account for 78% dfdatellings in the sector, with these
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associations managing an average of about 8,000imyge(Gruis and Thomas, 2002).
Compared to the Netherlands, the English socidkdesector is much more focused on
housing low-income households (see e.g. Van dgdétei 2002, p. 334). Case studies by
Larkin show that “the majority of housing assomats stock is in good condition and
well located. However, it is also clear from theseatudies that a substantial proportion
of the stock of housing associations presents asaatgement issues which require a
more fundamental appraisal of the options avaifaflarkin, 2001, p. 13). English
associations have a board of volunteers, but ameds businesses” (Newey, 2002, p. 10).
According to Walker (1999, p. 684) “ a number afdses have noted the changing and
more influential role of housing associations’ ¢hexecutives (Pollit et al., 1998;
Riseborough, 1997) over their board as their mamagé and organisation becomes
more complex (Mullins, 1998)".

National context

The English associations operate within a housyses that can mainly be typified as
Kemeny’s dualist rental system. But it is a systiiat is in a state of change. English
associations are not directly controlled by thetmé#ngovernment, but a registered
housing association operates under the (centralisedulation of the Housing
Corporation — though from April 2003, this functias being transferred to the Audit
Commission, which is the organisation that regslatecal authorities and health
organisations. The Corporation monitors the (finalneand management) performance of
housing associations, allocates public money andmptes the development of
associations (Boelhouwer, 1997). It funds investimiennew building and renovation
(currently at a grant rate of 68%) through an AppbDevelopment Programme (ADP).
With the 1988 Housing Act public finance was altktierough a system of mixed finance
and operation risks have been passed on to thedodi associations. It should be noted
that this system of capital funding will also charfgpm 2003/04 as the ADP system will
be abandoned in favour of an allocation systemdasedecisions by regional housing
boards — part of a shift more generally towardegaanal tier of government in England.
However, associations have not become financiatigpendent, since substantial public
funding has remained (e.g. Walker, 1999). Rentssabgect to central control to a large
extent. Allocation policy is determined by indivaduassociations, but must conform to
Housing Corporation requirements and may be subjectagreements with local
authorities on general criteria and specific Ide#tings plans (Gruis and Thomas, 2002).
Maintenance is primarily the responsibility of thssociations, but the Housing Green
Paper 2000 has announced the introduction of “@migc standard to which all social
housing has to comply by 2010” (Newey, 2002, p.Nvertheless, things are likely to
change in the future, considering the recent atterfor ‘strategic’ asset management
among social landlords in Britain (e.g. Larkin, 200Newey, 2002; Brown, 2002;
William Sutton Trust, 2000), the general pressare social landlords to adopt a
business-like management approach (e.g. Walker9)188d the specific challenges
posed on their asset management by the latest p@ieen Paper 2000 (e.g. Newey,
2002).
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Approach towards asset management

As part of ‘New Public Management’ reforms, Engliaesociations have been under
pressure to develop a more business-like approaflected for example in: increased
competitive behaviour, private sector managemeatttjmes, more emphasis on economy,
growth in hands-on top management and the use ot remplicit and measurable

standards of performance (Walker, 2001). But, haewthis reflected in their asset

management practice?:

Market orientation: although English associations are under pressubpdaate in a
more business-like manner, there is little evidathes they have (already) adopted a
market-orientated approach within in the specifieaaof their asset management.
According to Larkin (2001, p.5) “in general, thesassment is that associations are
now only coming to focus on the performance, laratind viability of their existing
stock”. Following the Dutch experience, there arenamber of pilot projects
introducing choice-based letting mechanisms, base¢hare not yet widely applied
(e.g Brown, Hunt and Yates 2000). Case studies askih (2001) show little
evidence of strategic differentiation of the pdrtdoor variation of maintenance
policies according to the market position of dwas and household preferences.
According to Larkin (2001, p. 37) “given the sizetlee RSL sector, and the range of
asset challenges it faces, the rates of saletaisvedy low”. “To date, and with some
notable exceptions, asset management has largefyl@sed around the assumption
that the existing stock will be retained and reeaiwestment to meet contemporary
standards” (Larkin, 2001, p.8). English associatiare focused (much stronger than
their Dutch counterparts) on providing decent, rafble dwellings, supported by
social services, for those most in need. (to ithtstthis: in England there is ongoing
debate about if social landlords primarily are @bould be) providers of social
services, rather than property managers (e.g. Wal®9), while in the Netherlands
property management is seen as a key activityeafisociations).

Systematic: practice varies; from the case study associaiiraved in the research
by Larkin (2001, p.17) “some have sought to devedopeasonably comprehensive
policy framework and set of decision-making modsisl tools; others have adopted
strategies which address key asset challengefragmented way, without an overall
policy framework; and a minority still focus almastclusively on the narrow area of
maintenance programmes”.

Comprehensive: in addition the above statement, Larkin (2001) pfates “some
associations have developed systematic approacheate¢gorising their stock for
asset management purposes, and then attachinggssato particular categories”
(see also the case of the William Sutton Trust,020@0thers [most] have adopted
more pragmatic approaches, usually focussing oficpkar elements of their stock
which are proving problematic”.

Proactive: in general, according to Larkin (2001) and New2Q0R) associations
have yet to develop a more proactive approach tswvdeir asset management.

In summary

English associations operate within a dualist leststem. They are characterised
(particularly in comparison with the Dutch assdoias) by a large degree of central
regulation and financial dependence — the detaighich are changing but the principles
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remain firm. They operate mainly in the interestl@iv-income households and their
housing stock is attuned to this purpose. On thasbaf our assumptions we should
expect that the English associations hardly foléostrategic approach towards their asset
management. The evidence presented above, suppisrisxpectation to a large extent.
With some positive exceptions, there is little @rde that English associations in general
have adopted a strategic approach in any of itecspHowever, this situation may
change in the next future, not in the least becaas®nal government regulations urge
housing associations (and also local authoritiesgdopt more business-like approaches
towards housing management. So, despite the ckastitts of a dualist rented system,
we can observe some developments towards a mategtr asset management.

8. Methodological reflection

In the sections above we have attempted to destnddandlords’ asset management
practice in relation to their national context.dning so, we used a typology of asset
management approaches combined with a hypotheticdel of the relations between
characteristics of the national context and theetypf approach towards asset
management. Because of the limitations of our rebeaaterial, we have focused on the
hypothesis that there will be more strategic befwaviamong landlords that operate
within a unitary rental market in contrast to laovdls operating within a dualist rental
system. In general it can be stated that our typglaypothetical model and hypothesis
have proved useful, at least as a framework focrd@ag the situation in the two
countries. However, there are a number of methaicdd problems, particularly
concerning the framework’s utility as a model fopkining or predicting landlords’
asset management practice from their characteriatid national context.

First and perhaps most obvious methodological problare those that apply to many
types of qualitative, international comparative eaash into housing policies and
practices:

- Because of the large variety in institutional, pcdéil, economic and historic
conditions between countries, comparative housasgarch often faces the problem
of what is actually being compared. According toithni1997) this makes the use of
clear definitions absolutely necessary as a basisahalysis. This problem is
prominent in our research, in which we try to deti@e if landlords comply to the
abstract notion of ‘strategic behaviour. Althougie have tried to define the
underlying characteristics of such an approachseth@ecessarily) remain rather
abstract as well. Because of this abstractnessaw®gly speak of ‘assumptions’ and
not of real ‘scientific (measurable) hypotheseghiv our research.

- The historic context in many countries makes itficift to make conclusive
statements at this moment. To date, in almostfahe countries that are involved in
our research project the emphasis has been oretlegogpment of new social housing
instead of management of the existing stock. Emesupposed front-runners such as
the Netherlands, asset management is still in aldpment stage (Nieboer and Gruis,
2001). Organisations need a lot of time to adapheéda new situation.
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In addition to the differences between countribere¢ are also substantial differences
between landlords within one country. We have restied this and try to cope with
this diversity in our hypothetical model by lookidg characteristics of individual
landlords as well. However, our project will evealty result in a general picture for
each country which will not fully reflect nationdiversities (if only because it is not
possible to provide an in-depth description of greésentative sample of landlords in
each country).

In our hypothetical model we (naturally) assumé&awe identified important factors
which influence landlords’ approach towards assahagement. However, we cannot
determine which factors are the most important, dor we know if we have
considered all of the important factors. In fabe theterogeneity of both English and
Dutch associations’ practice might suggests thHagrotactors are at hand as well. For
example, specific characteristics of the peopleharge may mean the difference
between a strategic or operational approach. Adagtause of the scale of our
project, it is not feasible to explicitly take tleesnicro-factors into account. This
problem of identifying and measuring causal relaics one of the main problems in
comparative housing research (e.g. Smith, 199&de@loet al., eds., 2001)

The search for relations between landlords’ practind their national context may
become even more difficult because of the ‘blurriof housing systems, making
clear distinctions between countries even lessiplesge.g. Kemeny, 2001, p. 67; van
der Heijden, 2002). Within our investigation, téesn be seen in England, where the
stimulation of business-like behaviour goes handamd with a dualist (residual)
rental system and a large extend of central reigulatVe will return to this issue in
the conclusive section.

There are also more specific problems attachedtoesearch approach:

Within our research, we try to ‘measure’ the levestrategic behaviour by looking at
the activities landlords undertake to formulateirttesset management strategies,
supplemented by some output measures (e.g. nunilsaies, renewals). Although
we have argued that the occurrence or lack of iieBvcan provide strong (and
identifiable) indicators of the type of approactwéwds asset management, other
possible indicators of strategic behaviour may &i¢ dut, such as the landlords’
approach towards his stakeholders and tenant enmpeemé in asset management.

As to the relevance of our criteria for strategehaviour, it should be said that in
certain situations they may have more value inrthéoan in practice. For example,
what is the use of a proactive, market-oriented dyrmhmic approach to management
of the existing stock in areas with large socialding needs? Then, it is logical that
the emphasis is on the development of new sociakihg and not on strategic
management of the existing stock.

Despite the methodological problems in using camiework as a predictive, explanatory
model, it is useful for a structured descriptionalgsis and comparison of landlords’
practice in different countries. This fits the mauarpose of our research: filling the
international gap in literature about asset managénin the social rented sector.
Furthermore, it helps us to pinpoint the landloedsd countries between which the
exchange of knowledge of instruments and methadsbe fruitful because it helps to
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identify relevant similarities in their situatiomé challenges. However, in our central
hypothesis a stronger focus on the relations betveseh of the elements of strategic
asset management (instead of focussing on a divimtween strategic or not) on the one
hand and Kemeny’s distinction of housing systemgherother can produce more fruitful
results. Market-orientation will then be the obwgoaentral element in this relation,
because market or government domination is alstraldn Kemeny’s distinction, while
comprehensive and systematic behaviour can be &géc be less dependent on the
type of housing system.

9. Conclusion

In this paper we have discussed possible relatipasbetween social landlords’
characteristics, their national housing context aheir approach towards asset
management (strategic or not). We have formulassdiaptions based on the more or
less logical line of thinking that a housing sedtat is open and, therefore, vulnerable to
market factors embraces more elements of stragegget management than a housing
sector that is not. We have used Kemeny’s divisida a ‘unitary market system’, in
which the social housing sector is relatively operthe market, and a ‘dualist market
system’, in which the social housing sector is mgogernment dominated. Our central
hypothesis was that strategic asset managemenhddehn this paper by the elements
‘market-oriented’, ‘systematic’, ‘comprehensive’daiproactive’) can mainly be found in
unitary rental systems and can not or hardly bedan dualist rental systems. However,
our analysis of the practice of Dutch and Englisluding associations resulted in only
limited support for this hypothesis. Evidence fra@moth England and the Netherlands
shows that the presence of one element of stratagset management does not
necessarily suppose the presence of another eleindiaict, market factors and (other)
more or less commercial considerations have beconoee important in asset
management decisions, but this does not alwayscid@nwith a more systematic,
comprehensive and proactive management. Thereiimreur future research we will
focus our hypothesis on the more obvious relatignsbtween the type of rental system
and the market-orientation of social landlords. @esearch framework in general,
however, has proven to be useful for a structuestidption, analysis and comparison of
landlords’ practice in different countries, whigtsfthe main purpose of our research.
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