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Accessibility to housing for lower income groupsAinstralia has been experiencing a
severe decline in the last few years. On the supjolg the public sector has been
reducing its commitment to the direct provisionpafblic housing at a time when
market demand has strengthened, creating substartia increases in all sectors of
the housing market and in most urban centres. @ssilgle solution to address the
problem of reduced accessibility to affordable hogshas been through the
development of partnerships but recent investigatibthe literature (Susilawati and
Armitage, 2004a) and previous research by the autBosilawati and Armitage,
2004b) suggest that the attractions of this appronay be specious. The research
reported in this paper investigates the natureiacidence of these impediments as
presented by survey of a number of stakeholders twéwe been involved in
partnership arrangements in the Queensland affterdedusing sector. By means of a
series of in-depth interviews, the investment datand the impediments to achieving
the desired outcomes of the participants in thetnpaships are identified.
Interestingly, the incidence of conflict and divgrsbetween partners has elicited
some unanticipated outcomes and responses whiah ianically strengthened the
process. Some of the negativity attached to fut@ramitment to such partnerships
has been found to be the anticipation of a wordeomue than that expected from
independent action.

Keywords: conflict, investment criteria, partnerships, affable housing project,
exploratory study.

INTRODUCTION

Many studies discuss the affordability issues aidmag, especially in respect of the
decrease in affordable housing stock in Austréhdfordable Housing National

Research Consortium, 2001; Berry, 2001; Berry, 2003In Queensland, the
Department of Housing has been the major low-inctvmgsing provider but it has
also been reducing its commitment to the directvision of public housing as

Commonwealth funds are reduced (Seelig, 2004). nEeel for older housing stock to
be upgraded has absorbed further the Departmeaqabdity for building new public

housing stock.

Moreover, the housing boom has prompted many iovesh affordable housing to
sell because of the high cost of refurbishmenttaedexpensive cost of maintenance.
In addition, housing prices are escalating duenthrect costs and land shortages
(Housing Industry Association Ltd, 2003). As aulesnany of the current affordable
housing owners or the new investors convert the affdrdable housing stock to
modern and expensive housing. In order to coverhigh cost of refurbishment or
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new construction, investors push supply towardshigber-end market which gives a
better return for their investment.

In the initial study, preliminary interviews reldteo Public Private Partnership
arrangements for affordable housing where ‘the edtakders still exercise their
traditional roles and adopt traditional conceptshiousing developments’ (Susilawati
and Armitage, 2004a).

The aim of this study is to explore the impact ohttadictory investment decision-
making criteria of stakeholders in the implemewntatof partnership arrangements in
affordable housing. Prior to the discussion of thalepth interview results, the
stakeholders’ investment criteria and partnershipregements in affordable housing
are discussed.

AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING INVESTMENT CRITERIA

Housing for low-income households has long beemknas low-cost housing, social
housing or public housing. However, those termehagative connotations. Firstly,
the term low-cost housing implies the quality ok thouse is below standard to
minimise building cost. Secondly, social housig ot for profit’ inference which
may impede private sector involvement in this tgbanvestment. Thirdly, public
housing in Queensland has developed a stigma fwrecdrated low-income housing
with high crime rates. The state government nedslefine clearly the new
terminologyaffordable rental housing to promote its adoption.

The Queensland Department of Housing (2004, p.figeteaffordable rental housing
as those dwellings appropriate to the needs ofitm@me households in terms of
design, location and access to services and fasilds well as having rent charges
which do not exceed 30% of gross household incan@dople in the lowest 40% of
the income range. To assist adoption of the cutezminology, further explanation
of product type, household income class and raml lis needed to clarify this new
approach (see Table 1: Benchmark of affordablereerges).

Table 1: Benchmark of affordable rent ranges for low- ineonccupants*

Dwelling Size Gross household income range Benchmark Affordable Rent range
($/week) ($/week)
1 bedroom 296.35 - 501 137 - 196
2 bedrooms 375.43 — 659.16 169 — 254
3 bedrooms 45451 - 738.24 193 - 285
4 bedrooms 612.67 — 817.32 248 — 309

* Based on the Centrelink benefit levels as ariudry 2005
Source: Queensland Department of Housing (20030, p.

In the above table, the benchmark affordable mecludes rent assistance to increase
household capacity to pay ‘affordable private’ renfThe affordable rent range
calculation is based on an income range. On therdtand, the market rent is based
on location and housing features and amenitieshofigh some investors might not
see this as an attractive investment options, dvides clarity regarding the
anticipated income.
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Brisbane Housing Company (BHC), an independentfaregprofit organisation, was
funded initially by the Queensland Department otisilag and Brisbane City Council,
to provide affordable housing in Brisbane. Unlikgher community housing
organisations, BHC charges a discounted market (&h8% of market rent) and
operates under defined low-income household eliibimeasures based on
Centrelink criteria (Brisbane Housing Company, 28050ther community housing
organisations and public housing charge tenargstabiased on their income.

Major stakeholders in affordable housing developmame government, the private
sector and community housing organisations. Theethiers of government are
responsible for the areas of regulation and ecomomanagement to support
investment in housing through interest rates, itnmest incentives and a range of
other funding initiatives (Department of Housin@03, p. 2-2) The state government,
private and community sectors are responsiblenferdelivery of housing through the
construction process and also for property andnignenanagement.

The Queensland Department of Housing defines amd#ble housing provider as

“a property owner and/ or manager, whether privateot-for-profit, who meets the

requirements of thBroperty Agents and Motor Dealers Act 2000 and is either:

(@) registered under relevant State legislationy. (e¢he Residential Services
Accreditation Act 2002, the Retirement Villages Act 1999, or the Housing Act
2003); or

(b) accredited under relevant national standands; o

(c) in partnership with an organisation that méle¢srequirements of (a) and (b)”".

(Queensland Department of Housing, 2004, p.7).

The private firm’s primary goal is to maximise tpeesent value of the expected
future profits of the company (Samuelson and Ma2k§)3, p.15). Hence it seeks to
fulfil the firm's shareholder expectations. Howevea company has other
stakeholders whose needs also should be satigfiedustomers, its employees and
the local community. Satisfying its stakeholdarseicognised and included as a social
responsibility of business, but it can create piderconflict in the decision-making
process.

On the other hand the government needs to satisfy‘docial-welfare criterion’
(Samuelson and Marks, 2003, p.17). The governmeat to weigh the costs and
benefits of their decisions to all affected groupdoreover, resource allocation and
priority setting become more complex nowadays withexpansion of public services
(Fisher, 1998, p.1).

The aim of a not-for-profit entity has been desetilas not being the generation and
distribution of profit (Committee of Inquiry, 200p, 91). A community service not-
for-profit organisation is created to provide seevoutcomes. If there is any surplus,
it will be used to expand the service provided.

In the housing sector, the Queensland governmees tise term not-for-profit

organisation or community sector to categorise @mymunity organisation which is

managing rental housing. In general, a commurotysing organisation uses income
from rents to manage and maintain its propertidésapplies any surplus to fund

further expansion or development (Brisbane Hous®gmpany, 2005a). For

example, the BHC is classed as:

“a public benevolent institution and endorsed aeductible gift recipient according
to the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 (so that donations (of $2 or more) are tax



Susilawati, Armitage and Skitmore

deductible to the donor) and a charitable institutand endorsed as an income-tax-
exempt charity in terms of tHacome Tax Assessment Act 1997”.

(Brisbane Housing Company, 2005b, p.7)

Each stakeholder has different goals for investinghe affordable rental housing

sector. In the private sector, affordable houswibbe treated as a product generating
income to maximise profit, whereas, in the goveminsector, the goal will be one of

social-welfare optimisation and community housimgamisations want to provide

services in managing affordable housing. The rs®dtion discusses further the
identification of collaboration among the stakelsrid

PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES IN AFFORDABLE RENTAL
HOUSING

As discussed in the previous section, the Queethiglamernment has introduced new
approaches to the delivery of more affordable hausit published a range of
guidelines to support individual and/ or partngeshivestment in affordable housing:

« Affordable Housing Strategy (June 2001),
» State Planning Policy (discussion paper —April 2002
» Affordable Housing Summit in Brisbane (15 Novembé02),
« Local Government Housing Resources Kit (October3200
« Affordable Housing Design Guidelines (Septemberf00
« Benchmark Affordable Housing Rents Schedule (JanRa05),
* Partnerships (no date)
(Queensland Department of Housing, 2005a).

In a general context, a partnership means worlaggther with other stakeholders on
the same project. More specifically, in this studypartnership is defined as ‘a
relationship where two or more parties, having catitgle goals, form an agreement
to do something together’ (Frank and Smith, 2008).pln a partnership, parties share
the investment of resources, work, risk, respoligipidecision-making, authority,
benefits and burdens. Therefore, a more complsueian be completed more
efficiently with the existing resources. In otheords, more housing outcomes can be
generated with a partnership arrangement which dvdael impossible to achieve
individually. The roles and responsibilities ofckastakeholder in housing delivery
have been described in the previous section.

Since funding has been reduced, government hasidedethe offer of partnership

proposal from any organisation outside the pubdictar to increase the supply of
affordable housing in priority areas and/ or fowlto moderate incomes (Queensland
Department of Housing, 2005a). The range and tfpassistance which can be
offered includes advice, help with drawing plan gamation and, in some

circumstances, grants for feasibility studies.

In addition, the Queensland Department of Housiag tecently invited expressions
of interest to apply for capital grants for the idedy of affordable housing
(Queensland Department of Housing, 2005b). Thé&adagrant will require the not-
for-profit organisations and/ or local governmetascontribute 20% of the grant
value. The main intention of this initiative is bwing resources into a partnership
arrangement to expand the current affordable hgusiricomes. In the second stage,
the Department requires more extensive/ detailadntiial analysis, risk analysis,
social outcomes and asset contribution by the bta#ler partner to the project. The



Partnership in Affordable Housing: The impact offticting investment criteria

government also provides funding support for prieyathe detailed analysis which
shows indirectly its acknowledgement of the comipyexand cost of preparing
partnership proposals.

In Queensland, a mix of housing type, size and reeracross the South-East
Queensland region was recommended (under housixgma affordability housing
principles) to meet the current and future divezsenmunity needs (Office of Urban
Management, 2004, p.31). In this draft regionalnpla further increase in housing
densities is recommended especially in areas arGegibnal activity centres and
public transport nodes as potential Transit Ori@mevelopment (TOD) sites’ (Office
of Urban Management, 2004, p. 32). The aboveegfiatplans have already been
implemented in some major inner city re-developnyauiects in Brisbane, such as
the Kelvin Grove Urban Village and other Brisbamkean renewal projects.

Some other small partnership projects between fgriamd community sectors in
Brisbane have been created with higher densityeageat from the local government.
The private sector achieves higher density in tmei city development and/ or car
parking relaxation in exchange for an agreementltocate part of the housing
development for affordable rental housing (planngain), although the affordable
rental housing component in isolation does notsBathe profit requirement due to
low rental income. Moreover, some investors dowaaint to manage the property in
the long term. Therefore, a community housing piggtion with experience in
managing community housing schemes can be matchiedhe needs of the private
sector to manage the affordable rental housing esdm As a not-for-profit
organisation, it is tax exempt and all income d¢arstbe used for tenancy and property
management expenses.

The private sector participant gains additionabiflepace for profitable development,
as medium to expensive housing, which can recoeipptiiiding cost of the affordable
rental housing. The social benefit from the depelent of mixed housing will
provide an interspersion of affordable housing me @rea. Social mix, as well as
cross-subsidy from expensive housing to affordablgal housing, will make this
type of project economic and socially attractive.

Despite the potential benefits, some drawbacks begncountered when building
partnerships as shown in Table 2. Finding compigarg partners to produce an
optimum outcome is not easy and financial losseg reault if the outcome of the
partnership arrangement is negative.

In a partnership arrangement, trust and informatiom also very important issues.
They have a positive association: without trust plheties will not share information
and, then, without further sharing of informatitryst cannot be increased. Tomkins
(2001 in (Grubnic and Hodges, 2003, p.177) deftnest as:

“the adoption of a belief by one party in a relatbip that the other party will not act
against his or her interests, where this beliéfelsl without undue doubt or suspicion
and in the absence of detailed information abotbas of that other party”.
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Table 2 Advantages and disadvantages of partnershipéardable housing

Advantages Disadvantages
Outcome Creative solutions Financial losses can occur (more
Job creation expensive or less profitable than without
More profitable outcome partnership)

Power and status Enhance existing capacities Pamekstatus differences between
the partners

Communication Improve communication Intra and imteyanisational conflicts

Organisation Holistic approaches and Difficulty in merging institutional
shared finding of solutions  values and cultures

Technology Promoting change Non compatible techmolo

Partner selection May involve new participant [t to change partner

Source: Susilawati, Armitage and Skitmore, 200%, glerived from Frank and Smith (2000)

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A series of in-depth interviews has been undertaicerxplore the contradictary

problems of building partnerships amongst affordabéntal housing providers

including government, private sector and not-favfppr organisations. A semi-

structured questionnaire has been used as guidancthe interviewee to derive

necessary answers as well as to allow new questiobge added, related to the set
guestions provided, when appropriate. Moreoveth lioterviewer and interviewee

are able to clarify the questions or answers direfcr explanatory purposes. This
paper only discusses some of the questions inetime-structured questionnaire, being
those relating to the investment decision-makinigeiga of stakeholders and the
barriers to implementing the partnership arrangesmem the affordable housing

sector.

The study describes the qualitative and quantgatasponses in regard to barriers to
building partnerships. Table 3 shows the quantgajuestions consisting of six listed
factors which are derived from those disadvantaggsartnership nominated in the
third column of Table 2 and restricting an orgatisas ability to build partnerships
for affordable housing projects. Respondents wasked to circle the level of
importance on an ordinal 5-point scale for eadiedigactor. The answers range from
the least important factor - scored as one - tanbset important - scored as five (see
Table 3).

The snowball sampling technique has been usedsrstindy, where some of the latter
participants were encouraged to join by earliepoesients (snowball sampling)
(Jackson, 1995, p.401). The respondents fordisisarch were representatives of
stakeholder groups directly related to the managéwfeexisting or future affordable
housing and social housing or partnership liaismugs. From sixteen participants,
eight had participated in the initial interviewslahey were contacted mainly by
email and telephone. The new participants weredlticed by the earlier
interviewees, in line with the snowball samplingheique.
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Table 3: Constraints to building partnerships for afforadabbusing projects

Score

Factor Low High

importance importance
Negative outcomes (more expensive or less proétabl 1 2 3 4 5
than without partnership)
Power and status differences between the partners 1 2 3 4 5
Intra- and inter- organisational conflicts 1 2 3 4 5
Difficulty in merging institutional values and cutes 1 2 3 4 5
Non-compatible technology 1 2 3 4 5
Difficulty of changing partner 1 2 3 4 5
Other factors (raised in discussion) 1 2 3 4 5

Source: Susilawati, Armitage and Skitmore (2003) p.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 4 shows the profile of the sixteen partictpain this study by organisational
group. There are six representatives of the prigactor, five government officers
and five representatives of not-for-profit orgatimas.

Table 4: Respondent profile

private government not-for-profit total
Local 2 2 2 6
Regional 4 3 3 10
Sub-group 6 5 5 16

A summary of decision-making criteria, classifieg siakeholder group, is shown in
Table 5. Each item is independent from othersoalgh in the same stakeholder
group. The data indicates stakeholders manifdftreint opinions based on their
roles and past experiences.

In general, the respondents viewed the financialop@ance criterion as the most
important consideration in the affordable housingestment and the majority of
stakeholders gave consideration to long term imvest outcomes and holistic
approaches in delivering sustainable affordable simgu outcomes.  Finally,

stakeholders mentioned building multi-stakeholderterships as a means of
optimising affordable housing outcomes.

State and local government officers proffered djeet views on the decision-making
criteria for investment in affordable housing. Tstate government adopted the role
of regulator in stating their criteria; whereaszdbgovernment identified themselves
as facilitators of affordable housing delivery aregarded overall housing outcomes
as their principal decision criterion.

Risk is consistently recognised as an importargstment criterion. State government
and private sector hold varying perspectives: tinape sector pays more attention to
the required rate of return (which may be adjustased on the risk that they have to
bear), whereas state government representativessdeoed a partnership arrangement
to ameliorate exposure to investment risk.
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Table 5. Decision making criteria by stakeholder group

Stakeholder Economic Social and Environmental
State - Efficiency - Deliver sustainable
government - Value for money affordable housing outcomes

- Cost benefit assessment

- Whole life cycle costing

- Spending policy (subsidy)

- Risk mitigation through partnership

Local - Good planning and smart design for - Social justice, fair housing
government planning bonus agreement system
- Cost of delivery versus potential - Triple bottom line

incomes for mixed housing
- Attracting more funding in housing

Private sector - Lower rate of return for affordable

housing for less risk (more certainty)
Community - Long term relationship to achieve - Improved accessibility: to
housing competitive pricing public transport, services,
organisation - Partnership and each focus on own hospitals, shops and

strengths employment

- Fit affordability criterion (cost of - Suitable design
housing less than 30% of household
income)

Source: Author, 2005

The following section evaluates the impedimentsbtolding partnerships among
stakeholders by reference to their primary objestias indicated by the interviewee
(see Table 6a, 6b and 6¢).

Table 6a ‘Government: investment objectives versasriers’ shows that the
government respondents are critical not only oeotbarties but also of their own
organisation and of other levels of governmentr é&mmple, tax policy is a federal
government responsibility criticised by both statel local government. As shown in
Table 4, no participant represents federal govenim&esource allocation has also
been shown to be a major issue with the fundingripisation directly related to the
voters’ preference. As a result, some governmelitips are inconsistent and have
moved in different directions. Without strong mee from the public, government
will demonstrate no political will and consequenidgs funding will be located for
affordable housing. The organisational culturealso a major concern for private
sector and community housing respondents in wortoggther with the government.

Table 6b ‘Private sector: investment objective uerdarriers’ suggests that the
private sector may adjust their required rate ofurre if affordable housing
demonstrates a lesser risk than other type of hgusivestment. However, the
government is unwilling to lessen the private secisk (risk averse government -
refer Table 6a). Without any special consideratismch as tax and/ or planning
incentives, investment in housing requires a mar&et to underscore profit for the
investor. Rent assistance programs only supponesaf the eligible households and
will not be sufficient for prime locations such iager city areas. The government is
reluctant to provide a long term commitment to glise ‘non-viable’ affordable
housing projects.
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Table 6a: Government: investment objectives versus barriers

Barriers to achieving government’s objectives statby:

Objective Government Private Sector Community Housing
budget constraint; Lack of funding imbalanced funding
priority to low-end
housing
lack of tax incentives  Lack of tax relief lacktak incentives
bureaucratic; risk bureaucratic; risk

To accumulate  averse; tighten by averse
sufficient funds  legislation
perception: government does not

government does not trust their current
trust private sector  social housing system

asset management role control land supply notdakenabling
and facilitative role

Social
responsibility

no technical support no clear guidelines no natiapproach;
inconsistency

do not want to afraid of competition

publicise bad if sharing information

performance

Electoral
responsibilities,

no strong commitment lack of political will; lack of political will
desire; commitment

interested in votes health lobby

not a such a high no real action: fear of vote loss issues

public priority as vote loss

lack of public NIMBY; density lack of public

acceptance; NIMBY* rejection acceptance; not
subsidise people in
need; NIMBY.

Note: * NIMBY = Not In My Back Yard

Source: Author, 2005

Table 6b: Private sector: investment objective versus barier

Barriers to achieving private sector’s objective sited by:

Objective . . .

) Government Private Sector Community Housing
lack of tax incentives lack of tax relief lack aitincentives
no subsidy on non market mechanism
viable project; long
term viability

Profit (may be |imjtations in the car park relaxation;
adjusted planning system; increase floor space

relative to risk) jnsuyfficient planning  density for well

incentives located area

housing standards
too high and over
engineered

Source: Author, 2005
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Table 6¢ ‘Community housing: investment objectiversus barriers’ refers to the
current condition of most community housing orgatias which are small and have
only a minimum number of skilled personnel and weses. All stakeholders agreed
that community housing organisations need to hihiédcapacity of their resources in
order to manage larger affordable housing stocks.

Table 6¢: Community housing: investment objective versusibesr

Barriers to achieving community housing’s objectivestated by:

Objective

Government Private Sector Community Housing
lack of skilled lack of skilled staff; lack of skilled
personnel to manage financial position personnel; technology

Manage not good

housing attitudes; culture; skills reluctant to share

provision: (asset and tenancy resources and

crisis, management) amalgamation

Itran3|t|onal, capacity building to education in peak bodies and

ong-term . :
manage property different areas government organise
effectively bank of resources to

be shared

Source: Author, 2005

Ideally, each party provides their best endeavamd uses the amalgamation of
resources as efficiently as they are able. Cdiflicinvestment criteria limit the
ability of stakeholders to work together in progct

As shown in Table 7a ‘Importance of drawbacks akaholder’, both private sector
and government respondents agreed that the prinbgraiers to entering into a
partnership were the expectation of a worse outcibrae acting independently. The
community housing organisations view power andustatifferences as the most
important drawback to entering a partnership. $keond highest concern for the
private sector is the inter- and intra- organisaloconflicts and, for the community
housing organisation, the difficulties in mergirgues and cultures between partners.

Table 7a: Importance of drawbacks, by stakeholder

Community

Factors private government Housing

mean stddev mean stddev mean std dev
Negative outcomes 5.00 1.41 4.08 1.20 3.60 1.52
Power and status differences 3.10 1.00 2.00 0.89 4.20 0.84
Organisational conflicts 4.20 1.28 3.50 1.22 3.40 0.55
Difficulty in merging values
and cultures 3.20 1.19 3.83 0.75 4.00 0.71
Non-compatible technology 2.10 0.86 1.50 0.84 2.00 0.71

Difficulty of changing partner 3.60 1.25 2.08 1.11 3.00 0.71
Source: Susilawati, Armitage and Skitmore (2008) p.

Some respondents provided further comments on ridnebdicks which are listed in
Table 7b. In the discussion about partnershipamés, each stakeholder re-stated
their investment goal or criteria. Affordable himgshas not been seen as a lure to
investment without such further attraction as inegnarantee or tax incentives.
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Table 7b: Stakeholder generated drawbacks

Factors Government Private Sector Community Housing
Outcomes  not attractive no real incentive to  positive outcome for
investment, so need have best possible tenants, not
an exemplary design or necessarily profitable
profitable project maintenance over a in terms of dollar
long period

social outcome

Power and  working together not important the same level of
' status power, control and
differences knowledge;
between the recognised and
partners managed differences

to ensure that quality
in partnership

Intra and inter zypidance is
organisational jmportant, happens at
conflicts different levels
(individual/ section/
department, etc)

Difficulty in - for a specific project, very important to you do not have to

~ merging people can have have that set and clearagree but

institutional  gifferent values but  goals and qualified  acknowledge and

values and  they have common either in contract or  respect, also

cultures interests so they can under statute understanding values
work together and cultures and come

up with the common
model for working

Non-_ not important not a project killer;  something that can be
compatible not a problem overcome (requires
technology money)

Difficultto  exclusive partners for May be unimportant choose partner with
change partner gne project or very important compatible objectives

for longer term
partnerships

Source: Author, 2005

As mentioned earlier, the community housing seist@oncerned about their resource
limitations leading to an unequal bargaining positin the partnership arrangement.
Whilst it is recognised that it is impossible tartsform different organisations in

order to share the same values and cultures, ithaaknowledgement and respect for
the differences and opportunities to work togethth common interests and clear
objectives in partnership arrangements.

In summary, the stakeholders pointed out many sssnethe area of framework,
leadership role and organisational aspects. Th&y stressed the need for some
incentives and capacity building for current resesrto work collaboratively for
affordable housing solutions. Moreover, affordabtising is not recognised as a
significantly problematic issue on the politicatpeaomic and social agenda.
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CONCLUSIONS

Affordable housing is not seen as an attractivestment for government because it
wields little influence at the ballot and so noemutated approach to developing an
affordable housing framework has been achievedational level. It is certainly an
unfavourable investment choice for the private @ebecause it is not offering the
required rate of return. Meanwhile, community hogslacks the resources to
undertake projects. Without major changes in ammunity attitudes as well as
major public sector support for affordable housimgestment, affordable housing will
not be recognised as an attractive investment ehoic

In general, the contradiction between stakehold@mgestment decision-making
criteria is one of the major impediments to initigt partnership agreements. The
government wants to accumulate sufficient fundshwithinimum risk and
commitment. On the other hand, the private sestamts to optimise profit which
might be achieved if government can guarantee iecomprovide some kind of
incentives for investment in affordable housindie private sector will accept a lower
rate of return for lower risk projects. Conversddpth government and community
housing organisations criticise risk-averse atgtutbr not allowing it to happen.

Successful partnerships are impossible withoutt tared a willingness to share
information, risk and benefit. Although the diviggsof partners may allow
stakeholders to multiply individual strengths awdréduce individual weaknesses,
government and private sector fear the risk of aseooutcome from having
partnerships than they expect from independenmcti
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