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remark, I would like to thank my family, friends, my boyfriend and especially my parents for their unconditional support 
during my study. 
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Summary

Investor-led urban development is often mentioned as one of the solutions for the stagnated Dutch urban development 
practice. However, the opinion of real estate investors about this new role is not clear. This research shows the selection 
criteria and preconditions of different types of investors for investor-led urban development and concludes that only 
a small amount of investors is attracted to investor-led urban development. This makes the impact of investor-led 
urban development on the problems in the Dutch urban development practice only limited. Furthermore, this research 
indicates that the decision-making process of institutional investors differs from private investors in the field of urban 
development.

Introduction
The traditional large scale Dutch urban development practice characterized with public dominance, high ambitions and 
long-term investments is slowly changing to small scale, organic urban developments with more space for private parties, 
short-term investments and emphasis on social and societal challenges (Spakman, 2011; Peek, 2011; Bruggema, 2011; 
Praktijkleerstoel Gebiedsontwikkeling, 2011; Sturm, 2014; Putman, 2010). The main cause for the stagnation of urban 
developments is the issue of funding (Bol & Veltman, 2013; Bruggema, 2011). Both public- and private parties have only 
limited funding opportunities triggered by the financial crisis. The public budget has dramatically decreased due to the 
major losses on land positions and development projects. Moreover, property developers are forced to spend more equity 
because banks have become more cautious in short-term financing of real estate. This makes it almost impossible for 
property developers to get urban developments financially feasible (Sturm, 2014). Furthermore, the financial shortfalls of 
public parties also create problems in the control of urban developments. The role of the municipality is shifting from an 
entrepreneurial management role to only a facilitating role (Wicherson, 2011; Heurkens, 2012). This results in the absence 
of a leading party in the Dutch urban development practice nowadays. 

The funding shortages and the absence of a leading party in the Dutch urban development practice emphasize the need 
for a different approach. Some studies including Bruggema (2011) and Puylaert & Werksma (2011) suggest that real estate 
investors can play an important role in urban developments. The long-term vision of the real estate investor makes this 
party an appropriate leader in urban developments according to Jagersma (2013). Furthermore, Jagersma (2013) state that 
the shift in the revenue model to the exploitation phase of the property cycle reinforced this new role. However, the opinion 
of the real estate investor on this new role in urban development is not clear. Therefore, this research gives insight in the 
decision-making process of different types of investors to estimate the chances of investor-led urban development from 
investors’ perspective. This is done by interviewing investors about the selection criteria and preconditions of institutional 
investors and private investors for investor-led urban development. 

Literature
In the Dutch real estate market different types of investors are active. This research makes a distinction between institutional 
investors and private investors in general. Institutional investors are pension funds, insurance companies and investment 
institutions. The main purpose of this type of investors is to meet future obligations such as retirement payments (Cuppen, 
2010). Furthmore, this type of investor can be characterized as risk averse. Private investors are divided in family offices 
and individual investors. This type of investors is very heterogeneous and some of them are more professional than others.
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The literature shows that the decision-making process of investments in (standing) property assets differs from investments 
in urban development. Kaiser (2005), Van Gool, et al. (2013), Roberts et al. (2012), Elshout (2008), INREV (2008), NCREIF 
(2003) and Bruggema (2011) have studied the selection criteria for investments in property. The list of investment criteria 
for investments in (standing) property assets exists of eight criteria which are: leverage, occupancy level, property type, 
property location, stage of development, ownership control, property size and direct return (table 0.1). Bruggema (2011) 
is the only author who has studied the selection criteria of pension funds for investments in urban development. He has 
removed two criteria from the list of criteria for investments in (standing) property assets and mentioned three more 
criteria for investments in urban development, which are: stakeholder risk, % (re)development and quality of the plan (table 
0.1). The stakeholder risk is important for investments in urban development due to the large amount of stakeholders and 
collaborations instead of investments in property. The percentage (re)development is important for investment decisions 
in urban development due to the risk-profile of investors. Bruggema (2011) stated that pension funds can only invest 
approximately 10% of their real estate investments in (re)development due to the risk-profile and regulation. The last extra 
criterion is the quality of the plan. The urban development plan needs to be unique for institutional investors (Bruggema, 
2011). 

The decision-making process of investors for investor-led urban development is not described in previous literature. 
However, the literature shows that organizational power is an important success factor for being able to lead urban 
developments. For this reason, this criterion is added to the list of selection criteria for investment decisions in urban 
development to create ten investor-led urban development criteria (table 0.1).

In this research, the nine selection criteria for urban development and 10 selection criteria for investor-led urban 
development are tested and concretized by interviews with different types of investors. These investors were asked to 
give their opinion about investments in urban development and investor-led urban development and to indicate the 
importance of the selection criteria and provide them with preconditions. The opinion of the investor, the importance of 
the criteria and the related preconditions together form the framework for the data collection. 

Methodology
For this research, semi-standardized interviews were used through the exploratory character of the research. The 
interviews were conducted in February and March 2015 with different types of investors. The investors were selected 
by type, focus and activeness in urban development. The investors are both Dutch as foreign investors and are active in 
the Dutch real estate market. From a list of 18 investors, four investors refrained from participation, which indicates a 

 Selection criteria Property Urban development Investor-led urban development

 Leverage ! ! !

 Occupancy level !

 Property type ! ! !

 Property location ! ! !

 Stage of development !

 Ownership control ! ! !

 Property size ! ! !

 Direct return ! ! !

 Stakeholder risk ! !

 %  (re)development ! !

 Quality of the plans ! !

 Organizational power !

Table 0.1: Selection criteria for real estate, urban development and investor-led urban development

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria Investor-led urban development investment criteria 
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 Residential real estate investments 2013 %  Amount of interviewees %

 Institutional investors 700 million 70% 10 72%

 Private investors 300 million 30% 4 28%

Table 0.2: The investment volume of housing 2013 and amount of interviewees (Capital Value, 2014)

response of 78%. The selection has resulted in ten institutional investors and four private investors. This is commensurate 
with the investment volume of institutional investors and private investors in residential real estate in 2013 (table 0.2). 
Furthermore, the knowledge of the investors on urban development and investor-led urban development can influence 
the results. For this reason, the activeness of the investors in urban development and investor-led urban development is 
taken into account. Five investors are already active in urban development and three of them are active in investor-led 
urban development.

Results urban development
The interviews show that investors invest in urban development because a voice in the quality of the area can increase the 
return on the property in the long run. Furthermore, the early commitment of the investor creates the certainty to buy 
appropriate properties that fit well in their portfolio strategy. Investors are more inclined to invest in urban development 
when the market pressure is high. This means a high demand for housing and a high competition between investors to buy 
property. The higher risk-profile of urban development investments instead of property investments is often mentioned 
as bottleneck. In this case, it is important that the risk-profile fits in the strategy of the investors and also meets the 
investment regulation. The interviews show that investors are more likely to invest in alternative real estate such as urban 
development and healthcare property, than to change to another asset class to achieve the real estate investment goals 
and prevent for portfolio aging. 

Furthermore, the interviews demonstrate that all nine selection criteria are important for investment decisions in urban 
development. The investors mentioned three more criteria. The first criterion is the timeline of the urban development. 
The duration of the urban development and the level of outfitting are important factors for investment decisions in urban 
development. In addition, the role of the municipality is also mentioned as extra selection criterion. Investors find it 
important that the municipality has a flexible and approachable attitude, setting frameworks and give insight in the public 
processes and durations. In this case, investors can determine the risks of urban development investments in more detail. 
The last extra criterion mentioned by investors is diversification within the urban development. The urban development 
needs to exist of a mix in different functions. 

The selection criteria for investments in urban development show only a small difference between institutional investors 
and private investors. The percentage (re)development is not important for private investors because they do not have a 
limit of (re)developments due to regulation. This criterion is removed from the list of selection criteria for private investors. 
The difference between institutional investors and private investors can be found in the importance rates of the criteria. 
Table 0.3 gives an overview of the selection criteria and shows the importance of each criterion in investment decisions 
for urban development. 

The importance rates indicate that institutional investors make other investment considerations in the field of urban 
development than private investors. Private investors are more reasoning from qualities, which is indicated by the first 
criterion. This is in line with the difference of institutional investors and private investors on direct return. The private 
investors focus more on value creation, which makes direct return less important than for institutional investors. Another 
important difference is the stakeholder risk. Institutional investors are more risk averse than private investors, which 
making the stakeholder risk more important for institutional investors. 
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Results investor-led urban development
The second part of the interview focused on investor-led urban development. This means that the investors invest in urban 
development and also take the leading role in the urban development. The investors decide to take the leading role in 
urban developments due to the control on the quality of the surrounding area. Most investors mentioned that investors 
are not the right party to lead urban developments because it does not match with their core business. However, most 
investors active in urban development also mentioned to prefer to have the leading role (with or without partner) to have 
the control on the quality of the area in order to increase the return of the property. The amount of ownership in the area 
is an important factor because investors in urban development are more likely to take control when they have a large 
amount of ownership in the area.  

Furthermore, the interviews show that all ten selection criteria for investor-led urban development are important for the 
decision-making process. The three extra criteria mentioned for investments in urban development are also important 
for investment decision in investor-led urban development. The organizational power is important for investor-led urban 
development. Most investors mentioned the importance of the organizational power intern in the organization. In this 
way, the control on the quality of the urban development is ensured. 

The selection criteria for investor-led urban development have the same difference between institutional investors 
and private investors as the selection criteria for investments in urban development in general. The percentage (re)
development is not important for private investors. Table 0.4 gives an overview over the selection criteria for investor-led 
urban development and their importance rates. 

The importance rates of the selection criteria in table 0.4 show the same difference between institutional investors and 
private investors. The quality of the plan is more important for private investors than for institutional investors due to 
the profile of the investors. Private investors are more active investors and do not have the obligation for payments. This 
makes it possible for this investor to focus more on value creation on long term. Some institutional investors do have the 
obligation to pay for retirements and focus for that reason more on the quality of the cash flows. This can also be seen 
in the difference in importance rates between institutional investors and private investors for the criterion direct return. 
The organizational power is more important for private investors than institutional investors. The active and concerned 
character of private investors can also explain this. 

Institutional investors

Rate  Criteria

10  Property location

9,5  Property type

8,9  Direct return

8  Quality of the plan

7,2  Property size

6,9  Stakeholder risk

6  Ownership control

2,4  Leverage

2,4  Timeline

2,1  % (re)development

1,3  Role of the municipality

1,1  Diversification

Table 0.3: Selection criteria for investments in urban development by importance

Private investors

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Quality of the plan

8,8  Property location

8,5  Property type

8,4  Ownership control

7,3  Direct return

4,8  Property size

4,3  Leverage

3,8  Stakeholder risk

2,4  Timeline

1,3  Role of the municipality

1,1  Diversification

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria
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The difference between investment decisions in urban development and investor-led urban development can be found 
in two selection criteria. The stakeholder risk is for both institutional investors as private investors more important in 
investment decision for investor-led urban development due to the more intensive collaboration for investors with other 
stakeholders. The ownership control has also become more important for institutional investors for the same reason.

Conclusions and recommendations
This research shows that only a small amount of investors want to participate as leader in urban developments. The risk-
profile of investor-led urban development does not match with the risk-profile of most investors. This means that investor-
led urban development can only play a limited role in solving the problems in the Dutch urban development practice. 
Further research is recommended to give insight in the possibilities to create connecting risk-profiles. Real estate investors 
are also not convinced of the added value to the property by investments in urban developments. Further research is 
recommended to prove the impact of investments in urban development on the return of the property located in the 
urban development. 

The market pressure is mentioned as an important success factor for alternative real estate investments. Investors are more 
attracted to urban development during high market pressure. For this reason, it is recommended to repeat this research 
during other economic conjunctures to study this impact on the decision-making process of investors. This research also 
shows that institutional investors and private investors have almost the same selection criteria for investments in investor-
led urban development. The difference can be found in the importance of the selection criteria. Institutional investors 
reason more from the quality of the cash flows and private investors more from the quality of the area and future cash 
flow. Private investors do not have the obligation to pay for retirements and are therefore able to focus on future cash flow. 
Institutional investors have obligations, which emphasises the need for direct return. However, this does not mean that 
private investors are more suitable for leading urban development. 

Institutional investors

Rate  Criteria

9,9  Property location

9,4  Property type

8,8  Direct return

8,6  Stakeholder risk

7,7  Property size

7,6  Organizational power

7,4  Ownership control

7,3  Quality of the plan

3,0  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,7  % (re)development

1,1  Diversification

Table 0.4: Selection criteria for investor-led urban development by importance

Private investors

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Quality of the plan

9,5  Organizational power

8,8  Property location

8,5  Property type

8,4  Ownership control

7,3  Direct return

6,0  Property size

5,8  Stakeholder risk

3,8  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,1  Diversification

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria Investor-led urban development investment criteria 
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Samenvatting

Belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling wordt vaak genoemd als één van de oplossingen voor de stagnatie van 
de Nederlandse praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling. De visie van vastgoedbeleggers op deze nieuwe rol is echter niet 
duidelijk. Om deze reden richt dit onderzoek zich op de beoordelingscriteria en randvoorwaarden van verschillende typen 
vastgoedbeleggers voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling. Uit dit onderzoek blijkt dat maar een kleine groep 
beleggers geïnteresseerd is in de regierol binnen gebiedsontwikkeling waardoor deze nieuwe rolverdeling maar een klein 
effect kan hebben op de problemen. Daarnaast toont dit onderzoek aan dat het besluitvormingsproces van institutionele 
beleggers verschilt van het besluitvormingsproces van private beleggers op het gebied van gebiedsontwikkeling. 

Inleiding
De traditionele, grootschalige gebiedsontwikkelingen met publieke dominantie maken steeds meer plaats voor kleinschalige, 
organische gebiedsontwikkelingen waarbij meer ruimte is voor private partijen, korte termijn investeringen en waar 
meer nadruk ligt op sociaal-maatschappelijke aspecten (Spakman, 2011; Peek, 2011; Bruggema, 2011; Praktijkleerstoel 
Gebiedsontwikkeling, 2011; Sturm, 2014; Putman, 2010). De voornaamste reden voor de stagnatie van de Nederlandse 
praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling is het financieringsprobleem (Bol & Veltman, 2013; Bruggema, 2011). Zowel publieke als 
private partijen hebben door de financiële crisis maar beperkte financieringsmogelijkheden. Het publieke budget is fors 
afgenomen doordat gemeenten verliezen hebben geleden op hun grondposities en ontwikkelingen. Projectontwikkelaars 
worden op hun beurt gedwongen om meer eigen vermogen te investeren in ontwikkelingen doordat banken terughoudender 
zijn geworden in de korte termijn financieringen van ontwikkelingen. Dit maakt het voor projectontwikkelaars bijna 
onmogelijk om hun projecten financieel haalbaar te maken (Sturm, 2014). De financiële tekorten bij publieke partijen 
zorgen daarnaast ook voor problemen in de aansturing van gebiedsontwikkelingen. De rol van de gemeente verschuift 
steeds meer van een ondernemende en aansturende regierol naar een faciliterende rol (Wicherson, 2011; Heurkens, 
2012). Dit zorgt ervoor dat de regierol binnen de Nederlandse praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling op dit moment niet wordt 
vervuld.

Het tekort aan financiering en het ontbreken van de regierol in de Nederlandse praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling 
bedrukken de noodzaak van een andere aanpak. Volgens verschillende auteurs waaronder Bruggema (2011) en Puylaert 
& Werksma (2011) kan de vastgoedbelegger een belangrijke rol spelen in gebiedsontwikkelingen. Jagersma (2013) stelt 
dat de lange termijn oriëntatie van de belegger deze partij zeer geschikt maakt voor de regierol volgens. Daarnaast wordt 
deze visie volgens Jagersma (2013) versterkt door de verschuiving van het verdienmodel naar de exploitatiefase van de 
vastgoedcyclus. Belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling wordt dus aangedragen als de oplossing voor de problemen in 
de Nederlandse praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling. De visie van de vastgoedbelegger wordt veelal buiten beschouwing 
gelaten. Het belang van deze visie is echter groot omdat de vastgoedbelegger de regie zou moeten gaan voeren in 
gebiedsontwikkelingen. Dit onderzoek heeft daarom tot doel meer inzicht te verschaffen in de afwegingskaders van 
verschillende typen vastgoedbeleggers voor beslissingen in belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling in Nederland. Door 
middel van kwalitatief onderzoek naar de beoordelingscriteria en randvoorwaarden van institutionele beleggers en private 
beleggers is het besluitvormingsproces  van deze beleggers voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling geanalyseerd. 
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Literatuur
In de Nederlandse vastgoedmarkt zijn verschillende typen vastgoedbeleggers actief. In dit onderzoek is een onderscheid 
gemaakt tussen institutionele beleggers en private beleggers. Institutionele beleggers bestaan uit pensioenfondsen, 
verzekeringsmaatschappijen en beleggingsinstellingen. Voor institutionele beleggers is het van belang dat zij aan hun 
toekomstige verplichtingen kunnen voldoen zoals het uitkeren van pensioen- en verzekeringsgelden (Cuppen, 2010). 
Private beleggers zijn opgedeeld in zogeheten family offices en individuele beleggers. Private beleggers hebben sterke 
onderlinge verschillen die zich voornamelijk uiten in professionaliteit. 

Uit de literatuur blijkt dat het besluitvormingsproces van investeringen in vastgoed verschilt met het besluitvormingsproces 
van investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling. Kaiser (2005), Van Gool, et al. (2013) Roberts et al. (2012), Elshout (2008), INREV 
(2008), NCREIF (2003) en Bruggema (2011) hebben onderzoek gedaan naar de beoordelingscriteria voor investeringen in 
vastgoed. Dit resulteert in een lijst bestaande uit acht criteria: leverage, bezettingsgraad, vastgoed type, vastgoed locatie, 
fase van ontwikkeling, controle op de strategie, vastgoed omvang en direct rendement (table 0.5). Bruggema (2011) heeft 
als enige auteur onderzocht wat deze beoordelingscriteria zijn voor investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling. Hij stelt in zijn 
onderzoek dat twee beoordelingscriteria niet van belang zijn bij investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling en hij 
benoemt daarnaast drie extra beoordelingscriteria (tabel 0.5). Het partnerrisico is belangrijk bij investeringsbeslissingen 
in gebiedsontwikkeling doordat er met meer partijen intensiever moet worden samengewerkt dan bij investeringen in 
vastgoed. Daarnaast is het percentage (her)ontwikkeling in de totale vastgoedportefeuille van de beleggers van belang 
doordat sommige beleggers maar een bepaald percentage van hun belegd vermogen in (her)ontwikkeling mogen investeren 
(Bruggema, 2011). Het laatste criterium is de kwaliteit van het plan. De uniciteit van een gebiedsontwikkeling is volgens 
Bruggema (2011) van belang bij investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling. 

Het besluitvormingsproces van beleggers voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling ontbreekt in voorgaande literatuur. 
Uit onderzoeken van Pröpper et al. (2004), Koulen et al. (2006) en Van ‘t Verlaat (2008) blijkt echter wel dat het organiserend 
vermogen een belangrijk aspect is bij de regierol in gebiedsontwikkelingen. Om deze reden is dit criterium toegevoegd aan 
de lijst met beoordelingscriteria voor investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling om zo tien beoordelingscriteria voor 
investeringsbeslissingen in belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling te creëren (tabel 0.5). 

 Beoordelingscriteria Gebouw Gebiedsontwikkeling Belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling

 Leverage ! ! !

 Bezettingsgraad !

 Vastgoed type ! ! !

 Vastgoed locatie ! ! !

 Fase van ontwikkeling !

 Controle op de strategie ! ! !

 Vastgoed omvang ! ! !

 Direct rendement ! ! !

 Partnerrisico ! !

 %  (her)ontwikkeling ! !

 Kwaliteit van het plan ! !

 Organiserend vermogen !

Tabel 0.5: Beoordelingscriteria voor vastgoed, gebiedsontwikkeling en belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling

Gebouwniveau Gebiedsniveau Belegger-gestuurd gebiedsniveau
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De negen beoordelingscriteria voor gebiedsontwikkeling en de tien beoordelingscriteria voor belegger-gestuurde 
gebiedsontwikkeling zijn getoetst en geconcretiseerd door middel van interviews met verschillende typen beleggers. 
Deze beleggers zijn gevraagd om hun visie te geven over investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling en belegger-gestuurde 
gebiedsontwikkeling. Daarnaast is de beleggers gevraagd om het belang van de beoordelingscriteria te bepalen met 
bijbehorende randvoorwaarden. De visie van de belegger en het belang van de beoordelingscriteria met de bijbehorende 
randvoorwaarden vormen het raamwerk voor de te verzamelen data.

Methodologie 
Door het exploratieve karakter van het onderzoek is er gebruik gemaakt semi-gestandaardiseerde interviews voor het 
verzamelen van de data. De interviews zijn afgenomen met verschillende typen beleggers in februari en maart 2015. De 
beleggers zijn geselecteerd op type, focus en bedrijvigheid in gebiedsontwikkeling. Hierbij is gekozen om zowel Nederlandse 
beleggers als buitenlandse beleggers te selecteren die actief zijn in de Nederlandse vastgoedmarkt. Van een lijst van 18 
beleggers hebben er vier afgezien van deelname, wat duidt op een respons van 78%. De selectie van de beleggers heeft 
geleid tot tien institutionele beleggers en 4 private beleggers. Dit is vergelijkbaar met de verhouding in investeringsvolume 
tussen institutionele beleggers en private beleggers in de woningmarkt in 2013 (tabel 0.6). De kennis van beleggers over 
gebiedsontwikkeling en belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling kan invloed hebben op de resultaten van dit onderzoek. 
De bedrijvigheid van beleggers in gebiedsontwikkeling en belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling is daarom inzichtelijk 
gemaakt en is meegenomen in de resultaten. Vijf geselecteerde beleggers zijn actief in gebiedsontwikkeling en drie van 
deze beleggers participeren ook als leider van gebiedsontwikkelingen.

 Investeringsvolume woningmarkt 2013 % Aantal beleggers %

 Institutionele beleggers 700 miljoen 70% 10 72%

 Private beleggers 300 miljoen 30% 4 28%

Tabel 0.6: Het investeringsvolume in de woningmarkt 2013 en het aantal beleggers in dit onderzoek (Capital Value, 2014)

Resultaten gebiedsontwikkeling
Uit de interviews blijkt dat een belegger investeert in gebiedsontwikkeling om invloed uit te kunnen oefenen op de kwaliteit 
van het gebied. Dit kan namelijk zorgen voor een stijging van het rendement. Daarnaast is de belegger door het investeren 
in gebiedsontwikkeling vroeg betrokken bij het gebied waardoor hij verzekerd is van zijn aankoop. Dit kan bij gewilde 
locaties van groot belang zijn. Beleggers blijken namelijk eerder geneigd te zijn te investeren in gebiedsontwikkeling bij 
hoge marktdruk. Dit houdt in dat er veel vraag is naar woningen en tegelijkertijd veel concurrentie tussen beleggers. Het 
hogere risicoprofiel van investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling in vergelijking met investeringen in vastgoed wordt vaak 
gezien als knelpunt. Het is daarom van belang dat het risicoprofiel past bij de strategie van de belegger en aansluit bij de 
regelgeving. Uit de interviews blijkt ook dat beleggers eerder geneigd zijn om te investeren in alternatief vastgoed, zoals 
gebiedsontwikkeling en zorgvastgoed, dan over te stappen naar een andere asset class. Op deze manier kunnen zij hun 
vastgoed investeringsdoelstellingen behalen en portefeuilleveroudering tegen gaan. 

De interviews laten tevens zien dat alle negen beoordelingscriteria van belang zijn voor investeringsbeslissingen in 
gebiedsontwikkeling. De beleggers vullen daarnaast de lijst aan met drie extra criteria. Het tijdspad is het eerste criterium 
dat extra is genoemd. De looptijd van de gebiedsontwikkeling en het niveau van oplevering spelen een belangrijke rol 
in het besluitvormingsproces voor investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling. Daarnaast is de rol van de gemeente ook een 
belangrijke factor. Beleggers vinden het belangrijk dat de gemeente zich flexibel en benaderbaar opstelt, kaders stelt en 
inzicht geeft in de inhoud en looptijd van publieke processen. Op deze manier is de belegger beter in staat om de risico’s 
van investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling in te schatten. Het laatst genoemde criterium is de diversificatie binnen het 
gebied. Beleggers vinden een mix van verschillende functies belangrijk voor de kwaliteit van het gebied. 

De beoordelingscriteria voor investeringen in gebiedsontwikkeling tonen kleine verschillen tussen institutionele 
beleggers en private beleggers. Het percentage (her)ontwikkeling blijkt niet van belang te zijn voor private beleggers bij 
investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling doordat zij niet beperkt worden door regelgeving voor ontwikkelactiviteiten. 
Dit criterium wordt daarom uit de lijst met beoordelingscriteria van private beleggers gehaald. Het verschil tussen 
institutionele beleggers en private beleggers blijkt voornamelijk uit het belang van ieder criterium. Tabel 0.7 geeft een 
overzicht van het belang van ieder beoordelingscriterium voor investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling. 
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Institutionele beleggers

Rate  Criteria

10  Vastgoed locatie

9,5  Vastgoed type

8,9  Direct rendement

8  Kwaliteit van het plan

7,2  Vastgoed omvang

6,9  Partnerrisico

6  Controle op de strategie

2,4  Leverage

2,4  Tijdspad

2,1  % (her)ontwikkeling

1,3  Rol van de gemeente

1,1  Diversificatie

Tabel 0.7: Het belang van de beoordelingscriteria voor gebiedsontwikkeling

Private beleggers

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Kwaliteit van het plan

8,8  Vastgoed location

8,5  Vastgoed type

8,4  Controle op de strategie

7,3  Direct rendement

4,8  Vastgoed omvang

4,3  Leverage

3,8  Partnerrisico

2,4  Tijdspad

1,3  Rol van de gemeente

1,1  Diversificatie

Uit het belang van de verschillende criteria blijkt dat institutionele beleggers andere investeringsoverwegingen maken 
bij gebiedsontwikkeling dan private beleggers. Private beleggers redeneren meer vanuit kwaliteiten terwijl institutionele 
beleggers meer redeneren vanuit het gebouw. Dit is af te leiden uit het eerste criterium. Dit komt overeen met het verschil 
tussen institutionele beleggers en private beleggers bij het directe rendement. Private beleggers sturen meer op waarde 
ontwikkeling waardoor direct rendement lager scoort dan bij institutionele beleggers. Het partnerrisico is een ander 
belangrijk verschil. Institutionele beleggers zijn van naturen risicomijdende organisaties waardoor het partnerrisico voor 
deze beleggers belangrijker is. 

Resultaten belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling
Het tweede deel van het interview richtte zich op belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling. Beleggers besluiten om 
de regierol op zich te nemen binnen gebiedsontwikkeling zodat ze controle kunnen hebben over de kwaliteit van het 
gebied. De meeste geïnterviewden gaven aan beleggers niet de juiste partij te vinden om de regierol op zich te nemen in 
gebiedsontwikkelingen. Dit past niet binnen de corebusiness van deze partijen. De meeste beleggers die al actief zijn in 
gebiedsontwikkeling geven echter aan de voorkeur te hebben voor de regierol (eventueel in combinatie met een andere 
partij) om de controle te hebben op de kwaliteit van het gebied en op die manier het rendement op het vastgoed te 
verhogen. De omvang van het eigen bezit binnen de gebiedsontwikkeling wordt gezien als een belangrijke factor om de 
regierol te vervullen. Wanneer een belegger veel eigendom in een gebied heeft zal hij eerder geneigd zijn de regierol op 
zich te nemen.

De interviews tonen aan dat alle tien de beoordelingscriteria van belang zijn voor investeringsbeslissingen in belegger-
gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling. De eerder benoemde extra criteria bij investeringsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling 
blijken ook van belang te zijn bij belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling. Uit de interviews blijkt daarnaast dat het 
organiserend vermogen inderdaad van belang is bij belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling. De meeste beleggers geven 
aan dat het voor hun van belang is om organiserend vermogen in de organisatie zelf aanwezig te hebben. Op deze manier 
kunnen ze nog beter sturen op de kwaliteit van het gebied. 

De beoordelingscriteria voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling tonen dezelfde verschillen tussen institutionele 
beleggers en private beleggers als bij gebiedsontwikkeling. Het percentage (her)ontwikkeling is niet van belang voor 
private beleggers. Ook hier kunnen de belangrijkste verschillen tussen institutionele beleggers en private beleggers 
gevonden worden in het belang van de criteria. Tabel 0.8 geeft een overzicht van het belang van ieder selectiecriterium 
voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling.

Gebouwniveau Gebiedsniveau
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Institutionele beleggers

Rate  Criteria

9,9  Vastgoed locatie

9,4  Vastgoed type

8,8  Direct rendement

8,6  Partnerrisico

7,7  Vastgoed omvang

7,6  Organiserend vermogen

7,4  Controle op de strategie

7,3  Kwaliteit van het plan

3,0  Leverage

2,2  Rol van de gemeente

1,9  Tijdspad

1,7  % (her)ontwikkeling

1,1 Diversificatie

Tabel 0.8:Het belang van de boordelingscriteria voor belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling

Private beleggers

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Kwaliteit van het plan

9,5  Organiserend vermogen

8,8  Vastgoed locatie

8,5  Vastgoed type

8,4  Controle op de strategie

7,3  Direct rendement

6,0  Vastgoed omvang

5,8  Partnerrisico

3,8  Leverage

2,2  Rol van de gemeente

1,9  Tijdspad

1,1  Diversificatie

Het belang van de selectiecriteria hebben dezelfde verschillen tussen institutionele beleggers en private beleggers. 
De kwaliteit van het plan is belangrijker voor private partijen dan voor institutionele partijen. Dit wordt waarschijnlijk 
veroorzaakt door het profiel van de beleggers. Institutionele partijen sturen meer aan op de kwaliteiten van de kasstromen 
en private beleggers meer vanuit de kwaliteit van het gebied. Dit is ook terug te zien in het direct rendement. Direct 
rendement is van groter belang voor institutionele beleggers dan voor private beleggers om dezelfde reden. Institutionele 
beleggers hebben de verplichting om verzekerings- en pensioengelden uit te keren waardoor het direct rendement van 
groot belang is. Het partnerrisico is ook van groter belang voor institutionele beleggers. Dit wordt waarschijnlijk veroorzaakt 
door het risicomijdende karakter van institutionele beleggers. Daarnaast is het organiserend vermogen juist belangrijker 
voor private beleggers. Dit kan veroorzaakt worden doordat private beleggers vaak actievere en meer betrokken beleggers 
zijn.

Conclusies en aanbevelingen
Uit dit onderzoek blijkt dat maar een kleine groep beleggers geïnteresseerd is in de regierol binnen gebiedsontwikkeling. 
Het risicoprofiel van belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling pas niet bij het risicoprofiel van de meeste beleggers. Om 
deze reden kan belegger-gestuurde gebiedsontwikkeling op dit moment maar een kleine rol spelen in het oplossen van de 
problemen in de Nederlandse praktijk van gebiedsontwikkeling. Verder onderzoek moet inzicht geven in de mogelijkheden 
om de risicoprofielen beter op elkaar af te stemmen. Daarnaast zijn de meeste beleggers ook niet overtuigd dat het 
investeren in gebiedsontwikkelingen extra rendement kan opleveren voor een gebouw binnen deze gebiedsontwikkeling. 
Verder onderzoek moet daarom inzicht geven in het effect van investeringen in een gebied op het rendement van een 
gebouw in dat gebied. De marktdruk is ook genoemd als een belangrijke factor voor alternatieve vastgoed investeringen 
zoals gebiedsontwikkeling. Beleggers zijn eerder bereid te investeren in gebiedsontwikkeling bij een hoge marktdruk. Het 
is daarom aan te bevelen om dit onderzoek te herhalen bij andere marktomstandigheden om het effect ervan op het 
besluitvormingsproces van beleggers te onderzoeken. 

Uit dit onderzoek blijkt verder dat institutionele beleggers en private beleggers bijna dezelfde beoordelingscriteria 
gebruiken voor beleggingsbeslissingen in gebiedsontwikkeling. Het verschil komt met name naar voren in het belang van 
ieder criterium. Institutionele beleggers redeneren meer vanuit de kwaliteit van de kasstromen en private beleggers meer 
vanuit de kwaliteiten van het gebied. Dit betekent echter niet dat private beleggers meer geschikt zijn voor de regierol in 
gebiedsontwikkeling dan institutionele beleggers. 

Gebouwniveau Gebiedsniveau Belegger-gestuurd gebiedsniveau
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1. Introduction

The purpose of the first chapter is to introduce the subject of this thesis and to explain how the research is conducted. 
This chapter starts with the motivation and problem definition of this thesis (1.1). Secondly, the research objective, the 
research questions and the relevance are discussed (1.2). The company where the research is conducted is described in 
section 3 (1.3). This chapter ends with the research outline including the structure of this report (1.4).

1.1 Motivation and problem definition
The Dutch urban development practice has been subject to contextual changes since the start of the financial crisis in 2008 
(Spakman, 2011; Peek, 2011; Bruggema, 2011; Praktijkleerstoel Gebiedsontwikkeling, 2011; Bol & Veltman, 2013; Putman, 
2010). The traditional urban development, characterized by large scale and high ambitions is slowly replaced by small scale, 
organic urban development. In addition, the emphasis of urban development moves from a physical task to a more social 
and societal challenge. Furthermore, the dominance of public parties is decreasing, which creates more space for private 
initiatives. The preference of the end user is also becoming more important (Bol & Veltman, 2013). In financial terms, a 
shift can be seen from long-term investments to short-term investments and the size of investments reduces in order to 
minimize risks (Putman, 2010). Praktijkleerstoel Gebiedsontwikkeling (2011) suggests that the contextual changes are 
caused by different bottlenecks in the urban development practice. The first mentioned is the mismatch between supply 
and demand. The current supply does not respond to the changing demand, which stagnates the market and stimulates 
vacancy. In addition, the involved parties find it hard to pursue a successful development strategy in a changing market. 
The last bottleneck concerns the issue of funding, also seen as the main cause for the stagnation of urban developments 
(Bol & Veltman, 2013; Bruggema, 2011). Both public- and private parties have only limited funding opportunities triggered 
by the financial crisis. The municipality has suffered major losses on land positions and development projects, which 
causes a dramatically decreased public budget (Sturm, 2014). Furthermore, banks have become more cautious in short 
term financing of real estate developments, which forced real estate developers to spend more equity. Therefore, it is 
almost impossible for real estate developers to get urban developments financially feasible (Sturm, 2014).

Beside the financing shortfalls in urban development, the distribution of roles is also a subject of debate. Sturm (2014) 
mentioned in his study about investor-led urban development a different contribution of roles before and after 2008. 

The Cruquius area, Amsterdam
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The involved parties have reduced their responsibilities in urban development due to the financial crisis and are falling 
back to their core activities. Before 2008, project developers participated in the pre-funding, the land development and 
the real estate development of urban development projects. Nowadays, project developers only take part in real estate 
development. Housing associations and investors have also become more reluctant and are no longer participating in 
pre-funding of urban developments. Furthermore, the municipality has withdrawn from the pre-funding of urban 
developments as well, which together results in serious pre-financing problems. In addition, the municipality is also no 
longer participating as director of urban developments because the decreased public budget. Sturm (2014) suggests that 
the municipality only facilitates urban development projects nowadays. Wicherson (2011) and Heurkens (2012) confirm 
this statement and mentions that the role of the municipality is shifting from an entrepreneurial management role to only 
a facilitating role. In this case, the municipality only determines the frameworks of urban developments, which can be 
filled by private parties. Jongeneelen et al. (2009) confirm in their research about the consequences of the financial crisis 
on urban development the changes in the role of the municipality. Consequently, it can be stated that the leading role in 
urban developments is not filled anymore.

The funding shortages and the role changes within the urban development practice emphasize the need for a different 
approach again (Peek, 2011; Hegeman, 2013). Sturm (2014), Bruggema (2011) and Puylaert & Werksma (2011) state that 
the role of the investor can offer perspective. The long-term orientation of the real estate investor makes this party suitable 
for the leading role (Jagersma, 2013). In addition, this is reinforced by the shift of the revenue model to the exploitation 
phase of the property cycle. When an investor plays a leading role in urban development this is also called ‘investor-led 
urban development’. 

In this research, the term investor-led urban development can be defined as urban development projects between 3 and 
15 hectares in which an investor leads the development of a spatial area. This means that the investor is involved in all 
phases of the urban development and has a large share in the investments. The investor can choose whether to develop 
by himself or to collaborate with property developers. The core tasks of the investor in investor-led urban development 
consist of managing, organizing and financing of the project (Sturm, 2014).

Sturm (2014) shows in his research successful realized investor-led urban developments in the U.S.A.. In this case, the 
investors perform the role as so called ‘Integrated Community Developers’, which means that the investors are not only 
investing in property but also in creating a close relationship with stakeholders and the local community. The ‘Integrated 
Community Developer’ starts his proceedings in the district before the start of the planning process. The local community 
gets closely involved in the process and the local businesses also have the opportunity to participate in the urban 
development. In this way, the ‘Integrated Community Developer’ tries to create support for the (re)development of the 
area. Sturm (2014) suggests that this way of approach creates more support and trust by all stakeholders. Moreover, 
another characteristic of investor-led urban development in the U.S.A. is the fact that the local governments invest their 
limited public budget in the public space of the development zone without reducing the financial returns of private parties. 
The government argues that they will get the social return automatically from the long-term involvement of the investor 
(Sturm, 2014). 
In the Netherlands, some investors are also participating as developing investors but they do not act as ‘Integrated 
Community Developers’. However, they have a lot in common with the leading investors in the U.S.A.. The developing 
investors are also active from the beginning of urban developments and in some cases also fulfill the leading role. 

Beside developing investors, other types of investors can also provide perspective in urban development. Jagersma (2012) 
mentioned the institutional investor as natural leader of urban developments. This statement has been confirmed in 
the research of van Rooij (2011), which emphasizes that urban development is underexposed by pension funds. On the 
other hand, Hegema (2013) states that the private investor provides more perspective in urban development. These 
contradictions emphasize the need of founded research on which type of investor is most appropriate to lead urban 
developments.

Sturm (2014), Jagersma (2012) and van Rooij (2011) confirm that investor-led urban development creates opportunities 
for the urban development practice in the Netherlands. The research of Sturm (2014) states that the investor-led urban 
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development in U.S.A. can be applied to the Dutch urban development practice under certain conditions. In addition, 
Jagersma (2012) suggests that investors have waited too long and needed to take their responsibility when it comes to 
restarting urban development. According to Jagersma (2012) and van Rooij (2011), the still growing financial power of 
investors and their long-term vision makes investors the most appropriate party to lead urban developments. 
Although the studies above examine investor-led urban development from different perspectives, the view of the investor 
on this subject is missing. Founded research is needed to get more insight in the view and preconditions of investors on 
investor-led urban development. This study is therefore intended to give more insight in the decision making process of 
various types of investors for investor-led urban development in the Netherlands.

1.2 Research objective, research questions and relevance
This research is valuable for the stagnant urban development practice in the Netherlands through providing insight in the 
possibilities of investor-led urban development. The aim of this research is to specify the decision frameworks of different 
types of investors in order to define the conditions in which investor-led urban development can take place. 

1.2.1 Research objective

The main objective of this thesis is to create more insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of different types 
of real estate investors for investor-led urban development in the Netherlands in order to assess the opportunities of 
investor-led urban development. 

1.2.2 Research questions
The following main research question is prepared to achieve the research objective.

What are the selection criteria and preconditions of various types of real estate investors in order to perform the leading 
role in the Dutch urban development practice?

The main research question can be divided into sub-questions in order to answer the main research question. The sub-
research questions are described below.

1. What is the context of the Dutch urban development practice?
2. What is meant by the leading role in urban development?
3. What types of real estate investors are operating in the Dutch real estate market?
4. What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in real estate?
5. What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in urban development?
6. What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors for investor-led urban development?

1.2.3 Relevance
According to Peek (2011) and Praktijkleerstoel Gebiedsontwikkeling (2011) the contextual changes within the Dutch urban 
development practice are structural. Just waiting for economic recovery does not seem to be the solution for the stagnant 
urban developments that emphasize the need for a different approach. Investor-led urban development is a different 
approach that has already been studied several times in the last years. Dutch real estate investors are not (yet) eager to 
take the leading role in urban developments. Studies do not show the reasons for this lack of interest. Furthermore, the 
reasoning of real estate investors is also not clarified in any recent study, which creates indistinctness about the vision of 
real estate investors on investor-led urban development. Therefore, this thesis aims to provide more insight in the vision 
and preconditions of real estate investors to participate more actively in urban development. 

1.3 Fakton
This thesis is conducted at Fakton. Fakton is an experienced real estate advisory firm, which has developed from a company 
that offers practical solutions for operational issues to a valuable sparring partner for complex strategic and policy problems. 
They operate for a circle of principals ranging from national and international governments to national and international 
companies. The extensive knowledge of the real estate market and the many contacts with investors create added value 
for this thesis.



22

1.4 Research outline 
The motivations of real estate investors in urban development are studied in this thesis in order to get insight in the 
selection criteria and preconditions of investors for investor-led urban development. The subject is relatively new, which 
makes the research characterized as an exploratory research. The research is divided into two parts: a literature study and 
a practical study. 

The literature study includes the theoretical framework of the Dutch urban development practice, which is based on literary 
sources. The context of urban development is explained in this part by describing the history of urban development, the 
parties involved, the development process, the revenue model and the financial model (Ch2). In addition, the leading 
role is also specified in the theoretical framework. In this part, the meaning of leading an urban development is explained 
as well as the evolvement of the leading role over the years and the current problems with the management of urban 
developments (Ch3). Furthermore, the various types of real estate investors are described in the literature study. The 
different types of investors are classified in multiple categories in this section. In addition, the required preconditions 
of investors to invest in real estate and urban developments are described in the last part of the theoretical framework. 
The literature study ends with a conclusion of the selection criteria and preconditions of investors for investor-led urban 
development based on the literature (Ch4). 
The second part of this research contains a practical study. The methodology of this thesis is described before the start of 
the practical part (Ch5). The preconditions identified in the literature study are examined closed and tested by conducting 
interviews with various types of investors. The interviews aim to provide insight in the possible difference between the 
investment consideration criteria of investors in urban development (Ch6) and the consideration criteria of investors in 
investor-led urban development (Ch7). 

The literature study and the practical study together provide the answer to the main research question. The conclusion 
contains the interpretation of the results and ends with recommendations for future research. The schematic representation 
of the research outline is shown in figure 1. 
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Theoretical

Practical

Figure 1: Research outline
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2. The context of
urban developement

Since the early 21st century, the term “urban development” is used to indicate large-scale development with both 
public- and private parties involved. However, this type of development has already been used for more than 100 years. 
The earliest traces of urban development originate from the end of the 19th century. Although the term has become 
accepted, the specific definition of urban development over the years is still unclear. Therefore, the first sub-question is 
answered in this chapter:

What is the context of the Dutch urban development practice? 

This chapter starts with the historical background of urban development. Subsequently, the different definitions of 
urban development are discussed. The third section aims to give more insight in the development process. The different 
parties involved in urban development are described in section 4. Section 5 explains the revenue- and financing model. 

This chapter ends with a short conclusion about the context of urban development.

Stratford, London

2.1  The history of urban development from 1900 until now
The entire historical background of urban development is too comprehensive for this thesis. Therefore, it is chosen to only 
describe the most relevant aspects for the emergence of urban development. In this section, the historical background is 
described through four periods: the early phase (up to 1970), the modern age (1971 – 1990), the phase of great prosperity 
(1991 – 2008) and the reconsideration phase (2008-present).

2.1.1 The early phase (up to 1970)
The first traces of urban development originate from the late 19th century. In this period, private entrepreneurs 
built residential areas in order to guarantee affordable housing for their employees (Franzen & de Jong, 2013). These 
developments mainly included residential real estate, which resulted in lack of mixed use. In 1901, the Dutch Housing Act 
was introduced as first directive from the government for the built environment. The government was tasked to ensure 
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the quality of housing where the emphasis was mainly on hygiene and fire safety (Magermans, 2014). At this time, the role 
of the government was mostly facilitating and not initiating. After introducing the Housing Act, the private entrepreneurs 
were no longer the only actors in urban development. Housing associations also became active in this field. 

The housing production decreased due to poor economic conditions during and directly after World War II. In the early 
50’s,  the Ministry of Reconstruction was set up to stimulate and coordinate the housing production after the war. First, 
the housing associations were dominant, but investors were quickly involved too (Putman, 2012). The demand for housing 
increased tremendously. Magermans (2014) mentions three causes that explain the high demand for housing that time. 
First, the destruction of homes during World War II ensured that many homes were uninhabitable, which created a housing 
shortage. In addition, there was an optimistic mood after the war, which resulted in an increased population forecast and 
a growing economy. This resulted in a housing problem, which emphasizes the increasing demand for housing. The last 
reason is the changed household composition. The traditional family structure was abolished in the late 60’s. Marriages 
were postponed, unmarried cohabitations became accepted and separations occurred more frequently. This also resulted 
in an increased demand for housing. In 1960, the first National Policy Document on Spatial Planning was presented to 
manage the growth. The document addressed a dispersal policy, which should coordinate the expected population growth. 
The economy was stimulated in the North and the East of the Netherlands to slow the relocation flow directed to the 
conurbation of Western Holland. Nevertheless, a growth of 1 million new inhibitions was expected in this region. The huge 
growth was mainly driven by quantity of housing in which the quality was less important. 

In 1966, the second National Policy Document on Spatial Planning was presented due to the population forecasts. These 
forecasts predicted a population size of 20 million in the Netherlands in 2000. The dispersal policy was extended and 
growth centers were selected to facilitate the demand for housing. Families massively left their home in the city and moved 
to the growth centers. This resulted in deterioration of some urban districts, which emphasized the need of urban renewal. 
Urban renewal can be characterized as a careful renovation and improvement of housing in old neighborhoods and is 
regarded as the first type of the current urban development (de Ruijter, 1984).

2.1.2 The modern age (1970 – 1990)
In the period after World War II, the economic growth resulted not only in an increased demand for housing but it 
also increased the energy consumption in the Netherlands. This ensured that the traditional coals were replaced by oil 
(Magermans, 2014). In the Western World, a shortage of oil arosed, which created a dependency of the Western World on 
the Middle East. Due to the war between Israel and the Arab countries, the Netherlands ended up in an oil crisis in the late 
70’s. This affected the Dutch economy and the Dutch housing market negatively. The consequence was a collapse of the 
housing market which caused an increased vacancy rate in new houses. 

Despite the oil crisis, the development of spatial planning continued. In the period from 1973 to 1983, the third National 
Policy Document on Spatial Planning was published in different phases. Due to the oil crisis, this Document paid more 
attention to environment awareness such as environmentally conscious building constructions. Furthermore, the 
Document described the problems caused by the revised population forecast. Many families had already moved to the 
growth centers but the expected growth held partially off. The created imbalances were addressed in the third Document 
by issuing subsidies to stimulate urbanization. This resulted in the start of the first urban renewal projects (Ministerie van 
VROM, 2010). 

In 1982, the political situation changed by the appointment of the conservative cabinet Lubbers. Due to these changes, the 
private parties were given more freedom to developing real estate. The Minister of Housing wanted to shift the emphasis 
from the government to private parties. Therefore, private parties were stimulated to invest in land positions. Municipalities 
were also reluctant to take land position but they did not have the financial capacity due to the economic crisis in the 
80’s. This resulted in a shift in the balance of power between the government and the private parties, which introduced 
new cooperation models under the name Public-Private Partnership (PPP). In this case, the government collaborates with 
private parties for a long period of time. 

In 1988, the fourth National Policy Document on Spatial Planning was presented in which the dispersal policy was completely 
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repealed. The focus was replaced to the economic core region of the Randstad conurbation of West Holland. For the first 
time, the document included orderly elaborated urban structures allowing to discover opportunities in urban areas. The 
quality of housing and the quality of the residential environment became the central focus again. 

In the 80’s, housing associations were primarily active in urban development. The announcement of the fourth National 
Policy Document on Spatial Planning Extra also stimulated developers to participate in these projects. In this Document, 
housing agreements were established until 2005 with special focus on environmental problems. In this period, the 
first developing investors took part of urban developments. Moreover, the preparations for the first large-scale urban 
development were started in the late 80’s (de Zeeuw, 2011). 

2.1.3 The phase of great prosperity (1991 – 2008) 
In the 90’s, the planning of the projects Kop van Zuid in Rotterdam and Céramique in Maastricht were initiated as the 
first large-scale urban developments. Simultaneously, they were started with the development of the large-scale housing 
areas as stated in the fourth National Policy Document on Spatial Planning Extra. This period was characterized by strong 
economic growth and the government became increasingly active in urban development. Urban developments were 
realized with PPP constructions and more disciplines started to collaborate instead. 

In this period, the government stimulated home ownership by providing subsidies. This resulted in a shifting in the housing 
market from rental market to buyer’s market, which caused an increase of housing prices. For this reason, houses were 
seen as a profitable investment (Magermans, 2014). In 2006 and 2007, the capital market was characterized by ‘the wall of 
money’, an expression for the huge amount of money flowing from the capital market to the real estate market. Investors 
mainly invested in equities and bonds but also searched for alternatives in real estate, which created an additional financial 
boost for the property market (Cat, 2010). 

Due to the overabundance of capital flowing in, the urban developments were driven by a supply-driven market, which 
was characterized by large scale and high ambitions. The developments only generated profit from land and property 
development and the operating phase was mostly left to the investors or management organizations.   

2.1.4 The reconsideration phase (2008-present)
The first problems within the Dutch urban development practice arose at the end of the economic heyday. The business 
model of urban development characterized by profit from land and property development proved not to work with 
disappointing results due to the large scale of the projects and the associated long development periods. The collapse of 
the Lehmann Brothers, a major American bank, resulted in a worldwide financial crisis in October 2008. This had major 
implications on the Dutch urban development practice because of the close connection of the real estate industry with 
the economic conjuncture and dependency of the capital market to generate funding (de Zeeuw, 2011). This resulted in 
a decreased demand for offices and stagnation on the housing market.  Even when there was no shortage of demand, 
the financing of projects remained a problem. The role of the municipality also changed due to the financial crisis. There 
had been major losses on land positions and developments, which resulted in a decreased public budget (Wicherson, 
2011). The role of the municipality became more facilitating instead of initiating in urban development (Wicherson, 2011; 
Jongeneelen et al., 2009). This means that the municipality only determines the frameworks of urban developments and 
has no involvement in the remaining process. 

The urban development method before 2008 appeared not to work in the financial crisis, which created a new way of 
urban development. This new method of urban development is characterized by scale reduction and organic growth (Peek, 
2011). In addition, the developments aim to facilitate initiatives arising from the direct and current use. In this way of 
urban development, the development is driven by returns that can be generated directly and the confidence in returns of 
long-term investments has disappeared. 

Table 2.1 gives an overview of the historical context of urban development. It can be concluded that urban development 
has already been subject to contextual changes since the end of the 19th century. The large-scale urban development 
dominated the real estate market in the last decade. However, the original size is increasingly preferred again. Regarding 
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the role of the municipality, this role has changed over the years and has become more facilitating than initiating. In 
addition, the financial crisis had major impact on the financing of urban developments. Sturm (2014), Jagersma (2012) 
and van Rooij (2011) suggest that the investor can provide perspective in urban developments due to the high financial 
resources of this party. 

Table 2.1: The Dutch urban development practice over the years (Putman, 2010 edited)

 The early phase  The modern age
 The phase of great
 prosperity

 The reconsideration
 phase

 1900 – 1945  1945 – 1970  1970 – 1990  1990 – 2008  2008 - now

 Role of municipality  Facilitates  Dominates
 Gives space to private 
 parties

 Collaborates with
 private parties

 Facilitates

 Scale  Small  Large  Large  Large  Small/Organic

 Quality or quantity  Quality  Quantity  Quality  Quantity/Quality  Quality

 Economic
 development

 Growth and
 recession

 Reconstruction  Growth and recession  Extreme growth  Recession and recovery

2.2 The definition of urban development
The previous section gave an overview of the historical context of urban development in which its occurrence has become 
more clear. This section discusses the term ‘urban development’ in more detail.

The term ‘urban development’ has been investigated in several studies where different definitions have been used. De 
Zeeuw (2011) uses the following definition: “Urban development consists of connecting functions, disciplines, interests 
and cash flows for the purpose of the (re)development of an area. This requires coordination between various parties such 
as the municipality, local market, residents, surrounding businesses and social organization.” Van der Gijp (2004) suggests 
in his research about the transition from project development to urban development the following definition: “Urban 
development is the total development of an area within a relevant context in which allocation of spatial functions occurs 
from an integrated spatial vision with a distribution of authority between the involved parties and the private parties 
distribute the risks.” Besides these two definitions, other authors have also defined many more descriptions of urban 
development. The scope of the various definitions is mostly consistent and can be summarized in the following key points:

• The total (re)development of an area is the main objective of urban development.
• Public- and private parties collaborate complementary. This means that all involved parties use their strengths in   
 order to minimize the risks.
• The stakeholders from different disciplines are collaborating and have shared responsibilities.
• The parties aim to create value, both financially and socially.

The downscaling of urban developments due the economic crisis makes this research only focusing on small scale urban 
developments. These developments have a size between 3 and 15 hectares and can be characterized as mixed-used areas. 
The following definition of urban development is used in this research:

Urban development is the total (re)development of an area between 3 and 15 hectares with different functions in which 
stakeholders from different disciplines collaborating, have shared responsibilities and aim to create financial and social 
value.

2.3 The process, phases and value creation of urban development
Urban development can be seen as a process divided in various phases. The process is described in the first part of 
this section followed by the different phases in urban development. The third part explains the value creation of urban 
development and the last part of this section describes the actual problems in urban development. 
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2.3.1 The process of urban development
The process of urban development can be described by using the triangle of Van ‘t Verlaat (2008). According to Van ‘t 
Verlaat (2008), urban development is an optimization process between the vertices of the triangle. These three subjects 
can be described as: spatial quality, market quality and resources. In principle, these vertices are equally important and 
need to balance each other to create a successful urban development. The process to balance these three subjects is called 
organizational power. Figure 2.1 gives an overview of the urban development triangle of Van ‘t Verlaat (2008). The three 
subjects are further described in the next paragraph.

SPATIAL QUALITY

MARKET QUALITY

RESOURCES

ORGANIZATIONAL 
POWER

Figure 2.1: The urban development triangle (Van ‘t Verlaat, 2008, edited)

The spatial quality indicates the quality of the building and the surrounding area. The Dutch urban development practice 
has developed on this subject from large-scale urban developments to organic and small-scale urban development.
The market quality indicates the supply and demand effect of the urban development. In the last years, the market has 
changed from a supply driven market to an demand driven market.
The resources are the financial availabilities in both land and amount of money. The fast growing financial market caused a 
lot of available money before the financial crisis in 2008. The financial resources were high. The start of the financial crisis 
in 2008 provoked an increasing of the resources in the urban development triangle. 

The organizational power is optimal when the vertices are in balance. The organizational power exists of leadership, vision, 
support base and collaboration. These factors are described in more detail in chapter 3.2. The organizational power has 
changed in the last years by the increased importance of collaboration. The introduction of PPP constructions and the 
importance of the vision of all stakeholders create a successful urban development. 

2.3.1 The phases in the urban development process
The urban development process consist of different phases. These phases can be described as: land development, 
property development/construction, exploitation and use. Figure 2.2 gives an overview of the different phases included 
the dominant party and goal (Vlek, 2015). 

Land development
Property 

development Exploitation Use

Actor:            Land owner          Project developer           Investor         User
Goal:                   Closing budget     Margin              Return  Usefulness/enjoyment 

Figure 2.2: The process of urban development (Vlek, 2015, edited)
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Actor:  Land owner     Project developer Investor     User
Focus:  Land revenues     Costs   Value       Rent 

Figure 2.3: The value creation process (Vlek, 2015, edited)

The first phase of urban development consists of land development. The land has to be prepared for construction before 
an area can be (re)developed. The land may have to be acquired or buildings have to be demolished before the land 
can be prepared for house building and layout the landscaping. The goal of the landowner is to realize a profitable or at 
least neutral land development. This means that the revenues of land allocation have to exceed all investments. The end 
product of the land development phase is a plot ready for construction. 

The second phase involves the property development, the actual construction of the real estate. The project developer 
buys the land from the land owner and starts to construct the real estate. The goal of the project developer is to realize a 
profit margin. Therefore, the revenues must exceed the land costs and construction costs. 

The project developer sells his real estate to an owner/occupier, which starts the exploitation and use phase. The investor 
can buy the real estate when it provides enough return over time. Therefore, the return from the rents of the users over 
a period of time must exceed the buying costs. When the real estate consists of owner-occupied housing, the user buys 
directly from the project developer. The process is repeated when the area has to be redeveloped. 

2.3.2 The value creation process of urban development
The value creation of urban development regards the process conversely. The analysis starts at the use phase and ends at 
the land development phase. Figure 2.3 shows an overview about the value creation process (Vlek, 2015).

The value of the real estate is determined by the users at the end of the process. What they are willing to pay for the 
real estate determines the investment capacity of the investor. Subsequently, the investors have maximum investment 
capabilities to pay to the project developer. This determines the amount of money that the project developer can pay for 
construction and for the land. 

2.3.3 The actual problem in urban development 
The Dutch urban development practice is in transition. The various phases in the urban development process are closely 
connected to each other, which provides that problems in one phase have major impact on the other phases. For example, 
the reluctance of banks can have influence on the land prices. The investors or users cannot easily get the financing of the 
real estate due to the caution of banks, which avoids the purchase. Therefore, the demand for new property is decreasing, 
which lowers the property price and finally decreases the demand for new land. Figure 2.4 shows the problems in the 
urban development value chain by identifying the initial causes and the consequences (Kuijpers, 2010).

Land 
development

Property 
development Exploitation Use
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Traditionally, each party focusses on their own part of the value chain. Boudewijn & Franzen (2011) indicate that it is 
crucial to think from the entire value chain in order to prevent stagnation. The net worth investor can play a significant 
role against stagnation (Boudewijn & Franzen, 2011). Banks are restrained in issuing loans, which causes lack of capital 
in urban developments. Praktijkleerstoel Gebiedsontwikkeling (2011) and Bruggema (2011) argue that the total equity of 
Dutch investors is very extensive, which creates opportunities for the financing problems of urban developments. The net 
worth investors can attract debt capital more easily, which solve the problem between the investor and the bank. However, 
the financially strong investors cannot stimulate urban developments enough with purchasing the property at the end of 
the urban development process. They have to participate from the land development phase to financially stimulate urban 
developments (Boudewijn & Franzen, 2011; Bruggema, 2011; Peek, 2012). The question remains whether investors are 
willing to change their investment strategy in urban development.

2.4 Stakeholders in urban development
The Dutch urban development practice is formed by different stakeholders. The distribution of the roles in urban 
development is subjected to changes. Sturm (2014) states that the role of various stakeholders has changed since 2008. 
In general, the stakeholders mentioned by Sturm (2014) have returned to their core business. For this reason, no party is 
participating in the leading role and pre-funding of urban developments, which disintegrates the value-chain. Sturm (2014) 
only mentions four stakeholders in urban development while Schouten (2013) and Peeters (2008) define six stakeholders 
(also financers and end users). This section aims to provide a complete view of the stakeholders in urban development. 
Therefore, the six stakeholders mentioned by Schouten (2013) and Peeters (2008) are discussed in this section. 

2.4.1 The government
The government is involved on different levels in the Dutch urban development practice: on national level, on provincial 
level and on municipal level. In general, the government aims to provide an attractive living environment and a strong 
economic ecosystem. The national level focuses on national interests such as energy security, the quality of the environment 
and flood protections (Rijkoverheid, 2014). Furthermore, the national level does no longer evaluate all the municipal 
and provincial spatial spans but focusses only on their own land property. On the other hand, the provinces act as area 
directors by developing comprehensive development visions, balancing interests and promoting the complementarity 

Figure 2.4: The problems in the urban development value chain (Kuijpers, 2010 edited)
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between cities and regions within the province. The last level consists of the municipality. Regarding urban development, 
the municipality fulfills the public role to mainly represent the general interest. For this purpose, the municipality has 
a number of public instruments. The main instrument is the zoning plan combined with issuing the necessary permits. 
Moreover, the municipality can also participate as private party in urban development when their land position is involved. 

In the traditional model of urban development, municipalities had an initiating role driven by policies of higher government 
levels (Vliegenberg, 2011). Nowadays, municipalities do not have the financial capacity to perform this role. The public 
budget has decreased tremendously due to the major losses on land positions and developments. Therefore, the 
municipalities only facilitate urban developments by determining the frameworks. They do not longer perform the leading 
role and do not participate in the pre-funding of urban developments anymore.  

2.4.2 The property developer
Property developers have a central role in urban development. They represent the transition from spatial plan to realization 
and therefore collaborate with all stakeholders. The main purpose of property developers is to realize the real estate and 
sell the development with a profit after completion. Therefore, the importance of this party is to achieve a margin to 
guarantee the continuity of the enterprise. The background of the developer (independent, builder, financer or investor) 
creates a specific perspective in urban development.

In the traditional model of urban development, the property developers financed their development with debt capital. 
The large amount of capital requirements created a high risk of sales, which were mostly covered by presale percentages 
(Schouten, 2013). Nowadays, the developer can hardly attract debt capital due to the reluctance of banks and the 
financial challenges developers face themselves. Therefore, the property developer is forced to invest more equity in 
urban developments which makes it almost impossible to create financially feasible projects (Sturm, 2014). Therefore, the 
property developers no longer participate in the land development and pre-funding of urban developments. 

2.4.3 Housing associations
Housing associations are organizations that focus on the building, managing and renting of affordable housing for their 
own portfolio and social returns (AFWC, 2013). They are dividable in different types varying from a strong management 
and exploitation focus to real estate developers with focus on profit (Putman, 2010). In addition, they can participate from 
different perspectives in urban development: from their real estate exposure, as intended purchaser or for acquiring an 
area. The grossing up operation made housing associations independent of the government in 1995, which partly changed 
their role. Housing associations started to develop more in commercial real estate to increase the profit. 

Nowadays, the developers role of housing associations is under pressure. Due to the financial crisis, they need to go back 
to their core business: building, managing and renting affordable housing. In this case, housing associations do not making 
enough profit to invest in new urban development projects. Therefore, they mainly focus on managing and exploiting of 
the existing real estate portfolio (Vliegenberg, 2011). In urban developments, they do not longer participate in the pre-
funding.

2.4.4 Investors
Investors are often involved in urban development due to the fact that investors own existing properties in urban 
development areas. They also increasingly participate to obtain property in desirable locations. Their primary purpose is to 
improve and maintain the portfolio to realize high returns. In order to achieve this purpose, investors participate in urban 
development partly by adding new profitable real estate to their portfolio and secondly by revitalizing existing property 
(Putman, 2010). 

In the traditional model of urban development, investors are only involved in the exploitation phase. They acquire the 
property from the developer in order to exploit. This acquirement is already defined before the development phase to 
insure the take up at completion (Peeters, 2008). 
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On the other hand, the developing investors participate earlier in the urban development process. They are responsible 
for the development phase and the exploitation phase, which increases the risk profile. These risks have to lead to higher 
return, but in order to achieve this goal the developing investors want to have control over the quality of the real estate. 
Therefore, the developing investor is involved in urban development from the land development phase. Furthermore, 
participation of investors from the land development phase makes it also possible for them to purchase the product 
cheaper and on exclusive basis. 

Nowadays, not only developing investors are participating in urban development from the land development phase. 
Other investors also experience added value by performing in urban development from an earlier stage. Peeters (2008) 
suggests three advantages of this change. First, it increases the financial power, which creates a better management of 
financial risks. Furthermore, the long-term vision of the investor creates more control on the quality of real estate and 
the environment. The last advantage is a differentiation in the building program from an early stage, which results in an 
uncomplicated planning and an increased chance of sale. 

2.4.5 Debt Financers
Urban developments are often financed by credits or loans from different actors derived by banks. The financers are 
mostly not directly involved in urban development which makes them rarely mentioned as actor. Although, financers play 
an important role because their financing is indispensable in urban development. The purpose of financers is to realize 
returns. 

Before the financial crisis, the requested credits and loans from other actors in urban development were easily accepted 
by banks. Nowadays, banks are very restrained in the issuance of credits and loans due to the unstable economic situation.

2.4.6 The end users
The end users of urban developments can be seen as the most dominant actors. They determine the value of the real 
estate and have the main role in the number of sales. However, the end users have barely played a role in the process of 
urban development. They only participate after the development phase to buy the real estate. 

Nowadays, the role of the end users is subjected to changes. They get more control on the quality of the real estate by 
participating from an earlier stage. In this case, the selling process of urban developments improves and accelerates.

2.5 The revenue- and financing model of urban development
As mentioned before, the funding of urban developments is a crucial success factor for a successful urban development 
project. For this reason, this section contains an explanation of the revenue- and financing model of urban developments. 
These two models are closely connected to each other, which is why they are discussed simultaneously. The models are 
discussed by explaining the difference between Gebiedsontwikkeling 1.0 (period before 2008), Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 
(from 2008 until now) and Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 (future) (Peek, 2011). The three urban development phases are first 
discussed followed by the difference in revenue- and financing model. 

Before the economic crisis, the Dutch urban development practice was characterized by a primary focus on the physical 
aspects of the land development and property development process. Due to huge inflow of capital, the projects were 
mainly supply driven and real estate developers played a dominant role. This period is characterized as Gebiedsontwikkeling 
1.0 (Peek, 2011). Nowadays, urban developments are barely realized in this way (Peek, 2011). Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 
has become the new standard. This new period is characterized by scale reduction and organic growth (Peek, 2011). 
In addition, the development focusses on facilitating initiatives that arise from the current use. In Gebiedsontwikkeling 
2.0, the ambitions in terms of sustainability and integrality are missing. Therefore, Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 is known as 
the future urban development. This emphasizes the future management and exploitation to derive recurring revenues. 
Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 is focusing on revenues from the current use, the temporary use and on the expected future use 
(Peek & van Remmen, 2012). The focus areas of the different urban development practices are shown in table 2.2.
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Exploitation Land development Property development Exploitation

Exploitation Gebiedsontwikkeling 1.0 Exploitation

Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 Exploitation

Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0

Table 2.2: The focus area of different urban development practices (Peek, 2013)

The financial characteristics of Gebiedsontwikkeling 1.0 were high ambitions, complex projects, high pre-funding, long 
duration of the urban development, barely any interim revenues and high sales requirements (Peek, 2013). This emphasized 
the need of a large amount of investments. The main financier in this type of urban development was the municipality due 
to the attractive loans from the Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten (BNG bank). The municipality could lend with low interest 
rates, which implied that only a small part of the financing had to come from private parties (project developer, housing 
association and investor). 

Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 is more focusing on the interim revenues and lowering the pre-funding costs by dividing the land 
development in smaller segments. In this way, the urban development can start with only a small part of the entire urban 
development. This type of urban development also provides revenues in an earlier stage by using the existing real estate or 
land for temporary exploitation. Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 focusses on revenues that can be achieved in short term (Sturm, 
2014). The financing model of Gebiedsontwikkeling 2.0 is mostly characterized by a transparent partnership between 
public and private parties (PPP) in which both have a share in the financing of the urban development. 

Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 focusses on the entire urban development thus not necessarily the physical process of developing 
and constructing property which creates various possibilities to provide revenues. This makes it difficult to create an 
unambiguous picture of the revenue model in general. However, it can be concluded that Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 provides 
risk diversification and reduction of the financing charges due to the stepwise approach (Peek & van Remmen, 2012). The 
financing model of Gebiedsontwikkeling 3.0 is characterized by a more dominant role of the investor (Sturm, 2014). The 
investor has to participate in urban developments from an earlier stage to financially stimulate the process (Peek & van 
Remmen, 2012). The emergence of revolving funds is also a difference with the financing model of Gebiedontwikkeling 
2.0. The revolving funds are financial instruments in which resources for risk-bearing financing are applied from a fund. The 
governments are investing in these funds to not only invest the money in one project, but to reuse the money for other 
projects (van Asperen, 2011). Figure 2.5 gives an overview of the different revenue models.
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Figure 2.5: The different revenue models
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2.6 Conclusion
This chapter aimed to answer the first sub question of this thesis:

What is the context of the Dutch urban development practice?

It can be concluded that the context of the Dutch urban development practice is subjected to major changes in every 
field. The historical context of urban development shows that the Dutch urban development has gone through changes. 
The economic circumstances were often the cause of these changes. Previous research suggests that the economic crisis 
is the main cause of the stagnation in the Dutch urban development practice nowadays. Notable is that the changes are 
related to every field in urban development. The urban development process shows changes in the demarcation of the 
different phases. The different phases of the urban development process are closely connected which creates dependency. 
In this way, problems in one phase can have major impact on other phases. Furthermore, the division of roles in urban 
development are also changing. The municipality has become more facilitating and the investor/financer has become 
more important. In addition, the revenue model is also subjected to major changes. The revenue model is shifting to 
the exploitation phase of the property cycle. The literature shows that the growing total equity of investors can offer 
perspective for the financing problem of urban developments. They also argue that the investor can also offer perspective 
in the changing role of the municipality and the changes in the revenue model. However, the specific definition and 
implementation of the new (leading) role of the investors is not described in previous literature. Chapter 3 and 4 describe 
the literature of the leading role in urban development and the different real estate investors. 
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3. The leading role in
urban developement

This thesis aims to gain insight in the opinions and preconditions of real estate investors to perform the leading role in 
urban developments. But what does directing urban developments mean and what are the necessary leading skills? This 
chapter aims to answer the second sub question of this research:

What is meant by the leading role in urban development?

This chapter starts with defining the leading role in the Dutch urban development practice (3.1). Subsequently, the 
different types of directors in urban development are explained in section 3.2. Section 3.3 provides insight in the 
evolvement of the leading role over the years. The currently started investor-led urban developments are described in 
section 3.4. This chapter ends with a short conclusion of the leading role in the Dutch urban development practice and 
the necessary skills of real estate investors to fulfill this role (3.5).

Strand-east, London

3.1 The definition of the leading role in urban development
The leading role in urban development is defined differently in several studies (Groetelaers, 2004; Wicherson, 2011; 
Pröpper et al., 2004; Span et al., 2009). Groetelaers (2004) concludes in her study that control can be defined as the 
targeted intervention in a system and that this term is used to describe the leading role in urban development. Span et 
al. (2009) describe in their study about the leading role of municipalities the following definition: “Municipalities direct 
when they control on alignment between multiple actors in order to achieve the targets from their vision. In this case, 
municipalities and other actors have various dependency relationships and responsibilities, which arise from the imposed 
preconditions. These preconditions have to be controlled constantly.” In this definition the municipality is used as leading 
party but this can be replaced by any other desired party. Furthermore, Pröpper et al. (2004) define control as a particular 
form of management, which focusses on aligning between stakeholders, their goals and actions to create a coherent entity 
with the purpose for a specific result. Besides these definitions, other authors have also defined many more descriptions 
of control in urban development. The scope of the various definitions is mostly consistent and can be summarized in eight 
key words: multiple actors, control, preconditions, common vision, dependency, alignment, responsibility and monitoring 
(Span et al., 2009). The following definition of the leading role in urban developments is used in this research:
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The leading party in urban developments controls on alignment between the multiple actors in order to achieve the 
targets from their vision. The different parties have various dependency relations and responsibilities, which arise from 
the imposed preconditions. The leading party has to control these preconditions constantly. 

In short, leading urban developments is controlling the entirety. The leading party cannot lead the urban development 
without the limits indicated by the entirety. Pröpper et al. (2004) suggest that the leading role can be fulfilled by different 
parties at the same time. The communication between these parties is very important to provide a successful urban 
development. 

3.2 The different types of directors in urban development
The different ways of leading urban developments can be distinguished from two perspectives. The persistence power 
and the script of the director (Pröpper et al., 2004). The persistence power of the director means the potential of a 
director to influence other parties to unilaterally enforce cooperation. The persistence power is high when the director 
can force other parties to participate in his point of view even if they are against it. The persistence power is limited when 
the director can only achieve participation of other parties in his point of view by concessions or exchanges. The entire 
absence of persistence power of the director does not mean that the director has no influence on the urban development. 
The director can also have “communicative rational authority”, which means that he has to convince other parties with 
arguments and visions. The script of the director is the second perspective to classify the different types of directors. The 
director can have the possibility to write his own script or has to use the script from another party. 

Through combining these two perspectives, four types of directors can be distinguished (table 3.1). 

Own script 

Yes No

Persistence 
power

Yes Control-focused director
Implementation-focused 

director

No Visionary director Facilitating director

Table 3.1: Types of directors (Pröpper et al., 2004)

Control-focused director
The control-focused director has a strong position. He has high persistence power and the possibility to write his own 
script. In this situation, the director can force other actors to participate in his script by using different power sources 
(authorities, hierarchical position etc.). 

Implementation-focused director
The implementation-focused director derives his strong position to persistence power, but lacks the possibility to write 
his own script. The director performs the script of someone else. This can be the script of the government or the script 
of the cooperating parties in the urban development. The director can be part of the cooperating parties and can use his 
persistence power to negotiate about the script.

Visionary director
The visionary director has a wide discretionary in which he can write his own script but he lacks the required power 
sources to enforce his script by other actors. However, this is essential for the implementation of the script. The script is an 
important source to mobilize and inspire actors to cooperate. The visionary director is willing to compromise and sacrifice 
a part of his own script in favor of the collaboration partners.
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Facilitating director
The facilitating director adopts a serving attitude to the interplay of other actors. His own script is not leading, which makes 
him supporting the development and implementation of someone else’s script. Furthermore, the facilitating director lacks 
on persistence power. He directs in the name of other parties and can behalf as spokesman, organizer and coordinator. 

Schuit (2009) and Wicherson (2011) suggest that the leading role in urban development cannot be characterized by one 
type of director. The type of director is dependent on the context of the urban development (scale, location, task, actors, 
history, persons etc.). Schuit (2009) concludes that most urban developments have a director with the characteristics of 
all director types. In this case, the characteristics of one type of director are dominant (Schuit, 2009). The type of director 
can also differ from the phase in the urban development. In the beginning of the urban development, more facilitating 
directors are desired. Other phases can require more control-focused directors. 

Pröpper et al. (2004) and Koulen et al. (2006) argue that the different types of directors have four core tasks in common. 
This corresponds with the organizational power in the triangle of Van ‘t Verlaat (2008) mentioned in chapter 2. The first 
core task is the overview of the whole situation. The director has to collect all relevant information about the project 
from the stakeholders to gain a complete overview of the situation. This corresponds with the leadership part in the 
organizational power in the triangle. Secondly, the director is accountable to the whole. This means that he has to account 
for the actions and results of all parties and has to show commitment with all stakeholders. This is called support base in 
the organizational power. The third core task is the setting up and organization of policy lines. The director is expected to 
develop and capture policy lines in consultation with all stakeholders. The organizational power called this core task the 
vision. Furthermore, the director has to monitor the progress of the process and arrange timely adjustments if necessary. 
The last core task of the director in urban development is organizing the collaboration between parties with the main 
focus on the entire project. This means that the director has to mobilize and inspire stakeholders to contribute to the 
whole project. In addition, the director has to link parties to each other and has to supervise the input and contribution of 
all stakeholders. This corresponds with the collaboration part of organizational power of the triangle. These four skills are 
therefore also be described as organizational power. 

Schuit (2009) and Wicherson (2011) suggest that the leading role in urban development can be fulfilled in many different 
ways and that the model of Pröpper at al. (2004) provides support to select the right directing roles. Schuit (2009) argues 
that the four core tasks are useful but that the interpretation of the tasks can differ in practice.

3.3 The evolvement of the leading role in urban development
The leading role in urban development has evolved over the years. This section gives an overview of the different parties 
who have fulfilled the leading role in urban developments over the years and the most dominant vertices from the urban 
development triangle over the years. 

In the period between 1900-1945, the private parties and housing associations fulfilled the leading role in urban 
development. The way of leading can be characterized as visionary director. The directors had to follow the Housing 
Act but could write their own script. In this period, the urban developments were led from the spatial quality part of 
the urban development triangle. From 1946-1970 the government was leading in urban developments and acted as a 
control-focused director. Governments had the persistence power because they could propose changes in the National 
Policy Document and they could also write their own script. In this way, the government could keep control over the 
massive real estate productions after World War II. The urban developments were driven by demand, which caused an 
organizational power from the market quality vertex of the urban development triangle. The government became a more 
implementation-focused director in the period from 1970-1990. The emergence of PPP constructions gave more influence 
to private parties. The government did not use the available persistence power and various stakeholders could compose 
the script. The organizational power is more driven from the spatial quality in this period. This term of collaboration 
was optimized in the years from 1991-2008. The government became a more facilitating director and worked together 
with private parties. The organizational power was more led through resources because the wall of money increased the 
investments in real estate. 
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Nowadays, the government is participating in urban development as facilitating party and not as facilitating director 
anymore. The organizational power is not led from one vertex in the urban development triangle. There can be stated that 
urban developments are out of control. The government only facilitates in zoning plans and ensuring social interest. Luijten 
(2014) suggests that urban development needs a supporting director nowadays. This can be regarded as a facilitating 
director. The question remains, which party becomes this facilitating director? Sturm (2014), Bruggema (2011) and Puylaert 
& Werksma (2011) state that the investor can be a plausible leader of urban developments. This is in line with the problems 
of urban development. The financial shortfalls create a need of organizational power from the resources part of the urban 
development triangle. The long-term orientation of the real estate investor and the shift of the revenue model to the 
exploitation phase of the property cycle makes this party also suitable for the leading role (Jagersma, 2013). However, it is 
not clear whether the investor is capable to fulfill this role. Figure 3.1 gives an overview of the evolvement of the leading 
role in urban development by the urban development triangle.

3.4 Investor-led urban development
In recent years, a couple of investor-led urban developments have started in the Netherlands and Europe. Two of them are 
described in this section. First, Strand-East in London (UK) is discussed. This urban development is initiated and directed 
by Vastint UK, the real estate investment company of the Inter-Ikea Group. The second investor-led urban development 
is the Cruquius area in Amsterdam (The Netherlands). The Cruquius area is initiated and led by Amvest, a joint-venture of 
PGGM and Aegon.

3.4.1 Strand-East, London 
The urban development “Strand-East” is located in the neighborhood called Stratford, Eastern of London. Stratford was 
and still is known as one of the poorest parts in the UK and is subjected to changes in the past few years (Potters, 2014). The 
neighborhood is just 6 kilometres from the centre of London, which makes this place an interesting area for regeneration. 
The regeneration was started with the Olympics Games in 2012. The Queen Elisabeth Olympic Park was realized in the 
area and provided more attention for the district. Since 2008, large investment has been made on different fields. The 
accessibility is increasingly improved due to the upgrade of Stratford Station. The investments in real estate have also 
increased. Examples of new real estate are the large Westfield Stratford City shopping centre and the International Quarters 
with office space, hotels, houses and shops (Potters, 2014). Figure 3.2 gives an overview of developments in the area.

Figure 3.1: The evolvement of the leading role in urban development by the urban development triangle
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Figure 3.2: Developments in Stratford: (1) Queen Elisabeth Olympic Park, (2) Westfield Stratford City Shopping centre, (3) 
International quarters (LondonTown, 2015).

1.

2.

3. 3.

Strand-East is located south of the Queen Elisabeth Olympic Park and could be characterized as an old harbor area with 
vacant sheds and old machinery in 2008. Vastint bought the area of 26 acres (11 hectares) in different phases and started 
with the first development. The plans will deliver 1,200 new homes and 58,000 m² space for business, including shops, 
cafés, restaurants, a hotel and other community facilities (figure 3.3). The municipality of London has another strategy 
than the Dutch municipalities. The main difference is the space for private initiatives. In London, the municipality wants 
market parties to take initiatives for projects and urban developments. In the Netherlands, this is not usually the case. 
Vastint UK had the possibility to buy the land and act as the initiator, investors and developer of the area. However, the 
reasoning why this investor chooses for investor-led urban development and the role of other parties is not clear. Further 
research is needed to create insight in the decision-making process of investors for investor-led urban development and 
the role of other parties.

Figure 3.3: The current situation of Strand-East (left) and the new situation (right)

3.4.2 The Cruquius area, Amsterdam
The Cruquius area is a peninsula in the Eastern Docklands of Amsterdam. This area exists of eight subareas in which the 
Cruquius area is the last undeveloped peninsula. The Eastern Docklands has been subject to major changes in the last 
decades. The area is only a couple of minutes away from the city centre of Amsterdam and since the closing of most of the 
industry it has become a regeneration area. The Eastern Docklands of Amsterdam has changed to a highly developed living 
area. Figure 3.4 gives an impression of this area.
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Figure 3.4: The Eastern Docklands (Amsterdamming, 2011)

Amvest, the initiator, investor and developer of the Cruquius area, wants to transform the last undeveloped peninsula into 
a vibrant living, working and recreation area. Amvest bought a part of the area in different phases and started with the 
first developments. The first phase will deliver 130 apartments (partly for the core fund of Amvest), 1.100m² commercial 
facilities and 120 parking places (figure 3.5). The municipality of Amsterdam has developed a playing rule map. This 
indicates the framework of the market parties for the urban development. However, this facilitating role of the municipality 
is relatively new and the municipality indicates the difficulty of this role (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2015). The reasoning why 
the investor chooses for investor-led urban development and the complete role of other parties is also in this investor-led 
urban development not clear. Further research is needed to create insight in the decision-making process of investors for 
investor-led urban development and the role of other parties.

Figure 3.5: The development area “Cruquius” (Amvest, 2015)

3.5 Conclusion 
This chapter aimed to answer the second sub question of this research: 

What is meant by the leading role in urban development?

In general, the leading party has four core tasks in urban development: the leading party needs to have the complete 
overview of the project (1); the leading party is accountable for the whole (2); the leading party sets up and organizes 
the policy lines and the collaborations between stakeholders (3); and the leading party has to supervise the input and 
contribution of all stakeholders (4). These four core tasks can be summarized to management skills and organizational 
skills. The leading party needs to have highly development organizational power to create successful urban developments. 
Since the start of the economic crisis, the leading role of the municipality in urban developments has changed. The 
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municipality is not capable anymore to fulfill the leading role due to the decreased public budget. Nowadays, no party 
fulfills the leading role in urban developments and this needs to change to counteract the stagnation. Many studies state 
that the investor can be a suitable leader of urban developments but it is not clear whether the investor can perform 
the four core tasks of the leading role. Founded research is needed to answer this question. In recent years, a couple of 
investor-led urban developments started in the Netherlands and Europe. However, the role definition of the investor, 
the role of the municipality and the reason why the investor choose for investor-led urban development are not clear 
described. 
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4. Real estate 
investors

There are many different types of real estate investors active in the Dutch real estate market and they have different 
selection criteria and preconditions to invest in real estate and urban development. This chapter aims to answer the 
third, fourth, fifth and sixth sub question of this thesis. 

• What types of real estate investors are operating in the Dutch real estate market?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in real estate?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in urban development?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors for investor-led urban    
 development?

The first section of this chapter explains the investors market in general with the different asset classes. The second 
section contains of the principles of the Dutch real estate investors market. The third section gives more insight in the 
different ways to invest in real estate. The different types of real estate investors are explained in section 4. Section 5 
gives more insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of investors to invest in real estate. The selection criteria 
and preconditions of investors to invest in urban development are explained in section 6. Section 7 provides insight in 
the possible selection criteria of investors for investor-led urban development. This chapter ends with a short conclusion 
of investors in real estate, urban development and investor-led urban development.

Eastern Docklands, Amsterdam

4.1 The investors market in general
The investors market consists of different asset classes and the characteristics of these asset classes are important to 
understand the decision-making process of investors. The investors market contains of many asset classes but there are 
five main classes: cash, bonds, property, commodities and shares. The risk-return profile of these assets is important for 
investors to select the asset (Tollington, 1998). The five main asset classes have all different risk-return profiles. Figure 4.1 
shows the different risk-return profiles of the asset classes. 
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Figure 4.1: Risk-return profiles of the five main asset classes (own illustration)

The selection of the different asset classes in a portfolio is done through different studies. In general, the presence of 
property in a portfolio creates a lower risk-profile than other portfolios. This makes real estate interesting for institutional 
investors (Hoesli et al., 2003). More advantages of real estate investments are described in section 3. 

4.2 The Dutch real estate investors market
The interest of national and international investors in the Dutch real estate market has increased considerably in the past 
few years (Vlek & Steinmaier, 2015). In the Dutch real estate market, different international investors were dominant 
during the 21th century. In the 70’s, investors from the United Kingdom were most active in the Dutch Real estate market. 
This changed in the 80’s and Swedish investors became dominant. After the 80’s, the investors from the United Kingdom 
became active again even as the American investors. The lasts couple of years, the German investors were most dominant 
in the Dutch real estate market. Nowadays, the German real estate investors are still dominant together with the American 
investors. Figure 4.2 gives an overview of the active investors in the Dutch real estate market.

Figure 4.2: The active investors in the Dutch real estate market (Vlek & Steinmaier, 2015)

The investors can invest in different types of real estate and the interest of the investors differs over time. Offices are 
traditionally the category that is most desired by investors. In the last years, hotels are becoming more wanted by investors 
together with residential property. The demand of retail is decreasing. Figure 4.3 gives an overview of the interest of 
investors in the different types of real estate between 2008-2014.
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Figure 4.3: Interest of investors in different types of real estate (Boiten & Kooijman, 2014)

4.3 Direct and indirect investment
Real estate investors invest in real estate with the purpose to realize a future revenue stream from the exploitation and 
sale of the property (Van Gool, et al, 2007). Investors can invest in real estate in two ways: direct and indirect (Figure 
4.4). This section gives an explanation of these two ways of real estate investments.

Figure 4.4: Different ways to invest in real estate (Cuppen, 2011 edited).

4.3.1 Direct property investment
Direct property investment means that the investor directly owns the real estate or is owner of the financial property title 
in which the investor has a majority stake and control over the property management. Van Gool et al. (2007) suggests 
that this type of property management has a relatively stable flow of direct income due to the long-term rental contracts. 
However, Roodhof & Huisman (2014) have observed that long-term rental contracts are no longer accepted. The real estate 
market needs more flexibility and long-term rental contracts do not fit in this development (Roodhof & Huisman, 2014). 
On the other hand, direct property investment has the advantage of an attractive risk/return ratio. Property investments 
have a low correlation with bonds and shares, which causes a lower risk on the whole investment portfolio (Cuppen, 
2011). Furthermore, direct property covers the inflation. Another advantage of direct property investment is that the 
return can be influenced by active management (Nelson, 2006). This differs from the direct revenues of bonds and shares, 
which are fixed or entirely determined by others. In contrast to the stock- and bond market, the real estate market is very 
inefficiently. This makes it possible to create a knowledge- and information advantage for a long time (van Gool et al., 
2007). Furthermore, Nelson (2006) states that direct investment offers investors also more leverage. The direct property 
investment has also disadvantages. The investment form is very knowledge and management intensive and the high unit 
prices make it difficult to realize a responsible risk diversification with small investments. In addition, direct property 
investment is not flexible due to the long processing time and high costs of transactions (den Boef, 2010). 

4.3.2 Indirect property investment
Indirect property investment means that the investor does not directly own the property but is owner of the financial 
property title in which the investor has no majority stake and no control over the property management (Van Gool et al., 
2007). This occurs by purchasing shares or participation certificates of listed or non-listed real estate funds or -companies. 
In this type of investment, local expertise is not required because the expertise is possessed by the manager of the property 
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fund. On the other hand, the investor has only little influence on the investment policy and has limited feeling with the 
property market (Cuppen, 2010). The ability to invest in small amounts and the absence of transfer tax in most cases are 
advantages of indirect property investment. The liquidity of listed funds can also be high due to the possibility to invest a 
large amount of money or make changes in the portfolio in a short period of time. The liquidity of non-listed funds is much 
lower because of the reduced flexibility (Van Gool et al., 2007). The listed funds have the disadvantage to be more volatile 
than non-listed funds. This means that the values of the shares are fluctuating due to the sentiment on the stock exchange. 
The management of these funds can be divided in three categories: Core, Value add (Core-plus) and Opportunistic. The 
tree categories give a general picture of the management style and the associated risk/return profile. However, it does not 
concern clear definitions (Cuppen, 2010).

• Core. This management style has a low risk/return profile, a low leverage and little exposure to real estate   
 developments. The capital is invested in courant real estate on economic strong locations that is rented to   
 solvable renters for a long period. 
• Value add (core-plus). This management style has a middle risk/return profile. The leverage is usually higher   
 than with the core management style. The funds invest in different regions, real estate sectors and in    
 development projects. The active management form of the portfolio tries to create added value. 
• Opportunistic. This management style has a high risk/return profile, a high leverage and much exposure to real   
 estate developments. These funds invest in every region and every real estate sector. 

The goal of this thesis is to determine the preconditions for investor-led urban development. This is also seen as a direct 
investment (Sturm, 2014), which makes this research only focusing on direct property investment.

4.4 Types of investors
The ways investors mostly invest, directly or indirectly, can differ by type (Cuppen, 2010). This section gives more insight in 
the difference between investors and the way they can be classified.

The way investors invest in property is a subject to classify investors (Cuppen, 2010). There are also other subjects to 
classify investors. Boelman et al. (2014) suggest that the investors can be classified by using seven subjects. The term of 
the return is the first subject. This can be subdivided in short term (less than 3 years), medium term (from 3 to 7 years) 
and long term (7 years and longer). The risk profile of investors is also a subject in which investors can be classified. The 
risks in real estate investments are often characterized by the period and assurance that the investment can be recovered. 
Risk and return have a direct relation because an investor often requires a higher return by an increased risk exposure. The 
involvement of the investor can also vary by type. This is often related to the risk profile of the investor. Investors with a 
high-risk profile are mostly more involved with the investments than investors with a low risk profile. The fourth subject 
mentioned by Boelman et al. (2014) to classify investors is the return. Investors can realize return from released resource 
(cash return) or from wealth accumulation (capital return). The return can also be volatile or non-volatile. Volatile returns 
can fluctuate over time and non-volatile returns are more stable. Investors can also be open or closed to the external 
world and can have preference for certain real estate functions. Boelman et al. (2014) do not mention the different types 
of investors that occur from the seven objects. Other research gives more insight in these different types that can be 
distinguished.

Janssen (2008) and Peek (2012) suggest that investors can be classified into individual investors, institutional investors, 
real estate funds, real estate limited partnerships and housing associations. However, Cuppen (2010) describes only two 
dominant investors: private investors and institutional investors. In this characterization, Cuppen (2010) gives a more 
detailed explanation of these two investors. The private investors are subdivided in private investors with listed-funds, 
private investors who invest in private real estate funds and family offices. The institutional investors are subdivided in 
pension funds, insurance companies and investments institutions. Van Harten & Snijders (2014) and Hegeman (2013) 
argue that investors can only be classified in institutional investors and individual investors. 

By using the previous literature, the investors in this thesis are divided in two main types: institutional investors and private 
investors. The next sections explain the further subdivision of the two main types of investors.
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4.4.1 Institutional investor
The institutional investor is a financial institution which has to invest pecuniary resources obtained from the results of 
its principal function. This type of investor invests generally in property funds (indirect core and core-plus) and has a low 
risk profile. Institutional investors invested 2,2% of their total investments in direct property and 5,9% in indirect property 
in 2013 (CBS, 2014). These types of investors are active in the entire investor market and invest not only in property 
asset but also in other assets. The different investment strategies within this type of investor makes it necessary to make 
a subdivision in pension funds, insurance companies and investment institutions. Figure 4.5 gives an overview of the 
different types of institutional investors.

Figure 4.5: Institutional investors (own illustration)

The core business of pension funds is to provide pension to their clients. On the one hand, pension funds have to manage 
the pension entitlements, communicate this to their clients and has to pay pension funds. On the other hand, pension 
funds have to manage and increase the managed assets. The pension funds invest the managed assets to raise the value. 
In general, pension funds are indirect investors with low risk profiles. Pension funds invested 0,9% of their total investment 
in direct property and 7,2% in indirect property in 2013 (CBS, 2014). The preferred term of the investment can differ from 
the type of pension fund. Pension funds with high age participants have to pay a high amount of pension, which changes 
the investment strategy to more short term and direct investments. The pension funds with middle age participants have 
basically the same investment strategy as institutional investors in general. 

The insurance companies are the second type of institutional investors. This type is more homogeneous than the pension 
funds and has a different preference in the way they invest than institutional investors in general. Insurance companies 
have only 3,1% of their total investment invested in real estate in 2013 (CBS, 2014). 1,4% was invested in direct property 
and 0,7% in indirect property. The investments of these investors have low risk profiles and a long payback period. 

The investment institutions give other investors the possibility to invest collectively. The investment institutions consist 
of investment companies and investment funds (Groffen et al., 2010). The difference between these two can be mainly 
characterized fiscally. The investment companies have legal personality and investment funds have no legal personality, 
which means that they have to appoint an administrator. In addition, the investment companies invest in direct property 
or in listed funds, which means high liquidity and short terms. Investment funds invest in direct property or in non-listed 
funds. Private equity funds and real estate limited partnerships are some examples of non-listed funds (den Boef, 2010). 

4.4.2 Private investors
Private investors invest in real estate in different ways and with different amounts of investments. In addition, some private 
investors are more professional than others (Cuppen, 2011). For this reason, private investors are a heterogeneous group 
of investors. In this research, these investors are subdivided in family offices and individual investors. Figure 4.6 gives an 
overview of the types of private investors.
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Figure 4.6: Private investors (own illustration)

Family offices are organizations that manage the private assets of a family (Cuppen, 2011). The capital of these organizations 
is the equity of the family concerned. Within these family offices, specialists are active in the field of bonds, shares and 
other financial products such as real estate. This type of investor has large investment capacity, a long-term investment 
strategy and has specialists’ knowledge. The professionalism of family offices is comparable with institutional investors. 
These family offices can be subdivided in developing family offices and non-developing family offices. Developing family 
offices are more actively involved with the investment and have more direct investment. Non-developing family offices 
have a more passive attitude and have more indirect investments (core and core-plus).

Individual investors are difficult to characterize because they are very heterogeneous. In general, individual investors are 
more short-term oriented and have limited capital to invest. The individual investor is most active in funds (core-plus or 
opportunistic) with limited investment requirements (mostly listed) or invests direct in small real estate property. The risk 
profile of this type of investor is higher than other investors because the emotional feeling about an investment is more 
dominant. This investor prefers a short investment term and has a more active attitude.

This thesis only studied the motives of long-term investors. These investors invest for the expansion of their own portfolio. 

4.5 Preconditions to invest in real estate
The different types of investors have different preconditions to invest in real estate due to the different risk/return profile, 
investment terms, investment way and the attitude of the investor. The heterogeneous character of real estate makes the 
decision-making process different from shares and bonds. Bruggema (2011) suggests that a multiplicity of criteria is used 
to determine the risk-return profile of real estate. The selection criteria for real estate are discussed in many studies and 
this section gives more insight in these criteria and the subsequent preconditions.

Kaiser (2005) mentioned ten criteria for investors to decide to invest in real estate:
1. The degree of leverage; this is the ratio between equity and debt capital. When the return on the development   
 is higher than the costs for debt capital, the use of debt capital will increase the return on equity (Van Gool et al.,  
 2013). However, leverage is also a risk because when the return of the development is lower than the costs   
 for debt capital, the use of debt capital will decrease the return on equity. The degree of leverage can be    
 classified as low (core investment), moderate (value add investment) and high (opportunistic investment). 
2. The occupancy level; this is the rented floor area divided by the total floor area of the property. The occupancy   
 level can be classified as high (core investment), moderate-to-well (value add investment) and substantially   
 (opportunistic investment)
3. The property type; the main four property types are seen as a core investment (office, industrial, retail and multi- 
 family). Parking, senior living and hotels are seen as value add investments and raw land and speculative    
 development are regarded as opportunistic investments.
4. The property location; the Randstad conurbation in the Netherlands is seen as core investment, other locations   
 as value-add and opportunistic.
5. The property quality; Kaiser (2005) gives no clear information of this criterion.
6. The stage of development; three stages of a property lifecycle can be defined: Operating (low risk); Operating/  
 leasing (middle risk); development and re-development (high risk).
7. The degree of ownership control; this is the control of the investor on the property. This can be classified as   
 significant (core), moderate (value add) and minimal (opportunistic).



51

8. The property size; this represents the investment size of an investment. 
9. The exit strategy; the author gives no information of this criteria
10. The targeted strategy; the targeted strategy is core when the strategy is only focusing on one property. Strategies  
 that represents more properties are value add or opportunistic. 

NCREIF (2003) and Bruggema (2011) argue that the concentration of the amount of end rental agreements and the average 
rental period are also important criteria. These criteria can be subject to the criterion “the occupancy level” mentioned by 
Kaiser (2005). However, Elshout (2008) state that these criteria are only important in existing real estate. The difference 
between newly built real estate and existing real estate is not important because this section aims to provide insight in the 
selection criteria in general. NCREIF (2003) also suggests that the percentage direct return of the total return is an important 
selection criterion for investors to invest in real estate. The direct return is the cash flow of the property and indirect return 
is the value creation of the property on the long term. Elshout (2008), Bruggema (2011), Robert, et al. (2012) and van Gool, 
et al. (2013) also mentioned this criterion. INREV (2004) and Elshout (2008) argue that the share of development in the real 
estate is also important. This criterion is basically the same as the criterion “stage of development” mentioned by Kaiser 
(2005). Robert et al. (2012) and Bruggema (2011) suggest that the quality of the residents is an important criterion to 
select real estate. This can be measured by the rent arrears of the residents. Elshout (2008) mentioned as final criterion the 
internal rate of return (IRR). However, Bruggema (2011) concludes correctly that the IRR is a result and not a benchmark. 
Table 4.1 gives in overview of the different criteria of the authors.
The last column in table 3 gives an overview of the most likely selection criteria for real estate investments. The criteria 
“property quality”, “exit strategy” and “targeted strategy” are deleted from the list because Elshout (2008) and Bruggema 
(2011) argue that these criteria are not determinative for the selection of real estate. For example, the “property quality” 
and “quality of the residents” are basically already incorporated in the criteria “property location”, “property type” and 
“occupancy level”.

Kaiser 
(2005)

NCREIF 
(2003)

INREV 
(2008)

Elshout 
(2008)

Bruggema 
(2011)

Roberts et 
al. (2012)

Van Gool et 
al. (2013)

This study

 Leverage ! ! ! ! ! !

 Occupancy level ! ! ! ! ! !

 Property type ! ! ! ! ! ! !

 Property location ! ! ! ! ! ! !

 Property quality !

 Stage of development ! ! ! ! ! !

 Ownership control ! ! ! !

 Property size ! ! ! ! ! !

 Exit strategy !

 Targeted strategy !

 Concentration end rental
 agreements

! !

 Average rental period ! ! !

 Direct return ! ! ! ! ! ! !

 Quality of residents ! !

 IRR !

Table 4.1: Selection criteria of different authors



52

Institutional investors Private investors Source

Leverage Minimum equity 60% Mostly lower than 60%
Bruggema, 2011; Elshout 
2008

Occupancy level Fully occupied
Not necessary to be fully 
occupied

Bruggema, 2011; Elshout, 
2008; Kaiser, 2005

Property type
Office, industrial, retail, multi-
family

Not especially focusing on 
core types

Kaiser, 2005

Property location “Randstad” Not specified Bruggema, 2011

Stage of development Operating and Operating/leasing
Operating/leasing and (re)
development

Kaiser, 2005

Ownership control Significant Not specified Bruggema, 2011; Kaiser, 2005

Property size Minimum of 10 million Not specified Bruggema 2011; Kaiser, 2005

Direct return ≥ 60% of total return Not specified Bruggema, 2011

Table 4.2: Preconditions of institutional investors and private investors to invest in real estate (Kaiser, 2005; Bruggema, 
2011; Elshout, 2008).

The preconditions of institutional investors are clearly defined. However, the preconditions of private investors are 
inconclusive due to the heterogeneity of this group. Therefore, the preconditions should be subdivided by the different 
types of private investors. However, this thesis is focusing on urban development and the preconditions for real estate 
investments will not be discussed further for different types of investors in the research. These preconditions are only used 
for a general view of the decision making process of real estate investors. 

4.6 Preconditions to invest in urban development
Urban development can also be seen as a type of real estate but it always has a connection with another type of property 
(Bruggema, 2011). However, only little research has been done on investing in urban development. This section aims to 
provide insight in the decision-making process of investors in urban development. 

In this thesis, investments in urban developments are defined as investments that transcend the building level and focus 
on the cash flows in the whole area. In this case, the investor invests in the building and in social functions to enhance the 
area. The investor is active in the process from the land development phase. 
Bruggema (2011) suggests that the selection criteria of an investment in urban development differ from real estate 
investments. The leverage, percentage direct return and ownership control are also relevant for investments in urban 
development. Furthermore, Bruggema (2011) mentioned three criteria that differ from the investment criteria of real 
estate. The first criterion contains (re)development. This criterion is almost similar as the “stage of development” criterion 
in the previous section and is replaced because (re)development better fits with urban development than stage of 
development (Bruggema, 2011). Institutional investors judge (re)developments as a risky activity and only invest a small 
percentage of their investments in (re)developments. The second criterion is the partner risk of urban developments. 
Urban developments can be characterized as projects with many stakeholders. For example, the vision of all stakeholders 
has to be the same to make the urban development interesting for investors. The third different criterion is the quality of 
the plan. The plan needs to be unique and difficult to duplicate for some investors. Bruggema (2011) argue that the criteria 
property type, property location and property size can better be merged to diversification. However, diversification is not 

The criteria can be provided with a score to create the preconditions. The characteristics of different types of investors 
make them score variously on the criteria. The literature shows a difference between institutional investors and private 
investors in general. The literature does not show the importance of each precondition. Table 4.2 gives an overview of 
the preconditions for institutional investors and private investors to invest in real estate (Kaiser, 2005; Bruggema, 2011; 
Elshout, 2008).
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easy to quantify because of the three criteria. For this reason, the three criteria are not merged to diversification in this 
research. Table 4.3 gives an overview of the criteria mentioned by Bruggema (2011) and the used criteria in this study.

Bruggema (2011) This study

Leverage ! !

Property type !

Property location !

Ownership control ! !

Property size !

Direct return ! !

Stakeholder risk ! !

%  (re)development ! !

Quality of the plans ! !

Diversification !

Table 4.3: The selection criteria for investments in urban development (Bruggema, 2011)

Table 4.4: The plausible selection criteria for investor-led urban development compared with urban development

Urban development
Investor-led urban 

development

 Leverage ! !

 Property type ! !

 Property location ! !

 Ownership control ! !

 Property size ! !

 Direct return ! !

 Stakeholder risk ! !

 %  (re)development ! !

 Quality of the plans ! !

 Organizational power !

The selection criteria can also be scored to create preconditions. However, the literature does not show these preconditions. 
Founded research is needed to create these preconditions. The selection criteria of investors to invest in urban development 
also need further research for three reasons. The first reason is the fact that these criteria are only studied by one author. 
This makes them less reliable. Second, the criteria can be subjected to changes by different economic circumstance 
(Jagersma et al., 2014). Third, no insight in the importance of each criterion is given. 

4.7 Preconditions for investor-led urban development
The literature does not show the criteria and preconditions of investors for investor-led urban development. This section 
aims to provide an assumption of the criteria for investor-led urban development.
It is plausible that the criteria of investors for investor-led urban development are basically the same as the criteria for 
investing in urban development. However, the director’s part of investor-led urban development must also be integrated 
in the criteria list. This criterion contains “organizational power”. The list of the plausible selection criteria for investor-led 
urban development is shown in table 4.4.
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4.8 Conclusion
This chapter aimed to answer the third, fourth, fifth and sixth sub question of this thesis.

• What types of real estate investors are operating in the Dutch real estate market?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in real estate?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in urban development?
• What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors for investor-led urban development?

The literature shows different ways to categorize the different investors. This research divides investors in institutional 
investors and private investors. These two types of investors are subdivided to create a complete overview. However, 
this subdivision is not shown in the literature for the preconditions of investors to invest in real estate. This is mostly a 
problem with the private investors because of their heterogeneity. Furthermore, the selection criteria of investors to invest 
in urban development have only been studied by one author. This makes the criteria less reliable and further research 
is needed to confirm these criteria and also to create the preconditions. The literature does not show the criteria and 
preconditions of investors for investor-led urban development. However, the criteria can be derived from the criteria for 
urban development and an addition of the leading role. These criteria are the theoretical criteria and should receive a 
value to create the preconditions. These criteria are shown in table 4.5 for real estate, urban development and investor-led 
urban development and are divided in property investment criteria, urban development investment criteria and investor-
led urban development investment criteria.

These criteria must be tested and concretized by a diverse group of investors to create a general view about the opportunities 
of investor-led urban development and the most appropriate type of investor. In this way, the fourth and fifth questions of 
this thesis can be answered. 

Table 4.5: Selection criteria for real estate, urban development and investor-led urban development

 Selection criteria Property Urban development Investor-led urban development

 Leverage ! ! !

 Occupancy level !

 Property type ! ! !

 Property location ! ! !

 Stage of development !

 Ownership control ! ! !

 Property size ! ! !

 Direct return ! ! !

 Stakeholder risk ! !

 %  (re)development ! !

 Quality of the plans ! !

 Organizational power !

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria Investor-led urban development investment criteria 
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5. Methodology

The practical part of this thesis exists of interviews to get more insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of real 
estate investors for urban development and investor-led urban development. The first part of this chapter exists of an 
explanation of the type of interviews followed by the interview design. The investor selection is described in the third 
part of this chapter. This chapter ends with the progress of the interviews.

5.1 Interviews
The selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors for urban development and investor-led urban development 
are tested, concretized and partly developed by interviews due to the exploratory character of this research. Fitzgerald & 
Cox (2002) suggest two types of interviews; formal and informal. Fontana & Frey (2004) and Leedy & Ormrod (2004) refer 
to this research process as either structured or unstructured. However, Babbie (2007), Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias 
(2007) and Merriam (2001) argue that at least three types of interviews can be identified: the standardized (formal 
or structured) interview, the unstandardized (informal or nondirective) interview, and the semistandarized (guided-
semistructured or focused) interview. The major difference between these types of interviews is their degree of rigidity 
with regard to presentational structure. In this thesis, semistandarized interviews are used because of the exploratory 
character. This type of interview involves the implementation of a number of predetermined questions. These questions 
are asked to each interviewee in a systematic and consistent order, but the interviewer is allowed freedom to digress. In 
this way, a clear view of the criteria and preconditions can be created because the interviewer can get more explanation 
of the vision of investors on the subject.

5.2 Interview design and elaboration
The interviews are constructed by using the method mentioned by Babbie (2007). Babbie (2007) suggests that interviews 
need to have a clear structure from simple questions to profound questions. For this reason, the interview is divided in six 
main subjects: introduction, investments in general, real estate investment, investments in urban development, investor-
led urban development, and closing.

Stratford, London
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Introduction
The first part of the interview is meant to introduce the interviewee and the interviewer, and also the subject of the 
interview. The introduction is also used to get more background information of the type of investor. 

Investments in general
After a short introduction, the interview proceeds with the general investment strategy of the investor. This is mostly 
important for investors who not only invest in real estate but also in other asset classes. In this way, a clear view can be 
created of the ratio between real estate investments and other assets.

Real estate investments
The real estate investment strategy of the investor is discussed after the general investment strategy. The way of invests in 
real estate (direct/indirect) and the preferred types of real estate are part of this subject. 

Investment in urban development
The next question in the interview is the reason why an investor wants or does not want to invest in urban development. 
First, a clear definition of urban development is given to avoid any confusion. Thereafter, the reasoning of investors to 
invest in urban development is discussed and if they participate in urban developments. The selection criteria of the 
literature study are explained in the third part of this subject. The interviewee is asked to give feedback on the criteria and 
score them to create preconditions. Furthermore, the interviewee is asked to give a grade from 1 to 10 for the importance 
of the criterion/precondition for the decision-making process. The interviewee has also the opportunity to come with extra 
criteria and preconditions, which are also important for making investment decisions in urban development.

Investor-led urban development
The structure of “investor-led urban development” of the interview is basically the same as the previous part “investment in 
urban development”. This part also starts with a short definition of investor-led urban development. Secondly, the opinion 
of the interviewee about investor-led urban development is asked and their opinion on leading investors. Furthermore, 
this part wants to get insight in the investor-led urban development activities of the investor. The interviewee is also asked 
to give feedback on the criteria for this subject, score them to create preconditions and give them a grade from 1 to 10 
for indicating the importance of the criterion/precondition in the decision-making process. In this case, the interviewee 
also has the opportunity to come with extra criteria and preconditions which are also important for investor-led urban 
development.

Closing
The previous parts of the interview gave insight in the criteria and preconditions of investors for urban development and 
investor-led urban development. This part of the interview gives the interviewee the possibility to ask final questions 
and/or give advice. Furthermore, the interviewer explains the procedure of the further process of the research and the 
possibility to anonymize the results. This is the end of the interview. 

The complete interview guide is enclosed in appendix 1.

The interviews are elaborated by using qualitative data tables. In this way, it became possible to discover connections 
between the different interviews.

5.3 Investor selection
The selection of the investors expired in two steps. First, a list of 18 real estate investors is conducted by type, focus and 
activeness in urban development in consultation with three real estate professionals in the Dutch real estate market. 
This is a mix between Dutch investors and foreign investors active in the Dutch investors market. In this way, a broad and 
complete picture is created of the chances of investor-led urban development and investments in urban developments in 
general. Furthermore, a possible difference between the various types of investors can be traced. After conducting the list 
of real estate investors, the investors were approached for participation in the interviews. However, four of the investors 
refrained from participation, which indicates a responds of 78%. Furthermore, not all types of investors are represented 
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in the list of interviewees because pension funds mostly invest in real estate by using an investment institution. For this 
reason, pension funds referred to their investment institution. The selection has result in ten institutional investors and 
four private investors. This is commensurate with the investment volume of institutional investors and private investors in 
residential real estate (table 5.1). 

 Residential real estate investments 2013 %  Amount of interviewees %

 Institutional investors 700 million 70% 10 72%

 Private investors 300 million 30% 4 28%

Table 5.1: The investment volume of housing 2013 and amount of interviewees (Capital Value, 2014)

The institutional investors for the interviews are checked extra on investment volume because the lack of pension funds 
in the selection. The investment volume of institutional investors in the Netherlands is 43,3 billion (CBS, 2014). The total 
amount of real estate investments of the interviewees is 65,3 million. This is caused by the fact that some institutional 
investors have also investments in other countries. For this reason, the investors with more than 10% of their investments 
outside the Netherlands are not included in the investment volume of institutional investors in the Netherlands. This 
means that three investors are excluded. The investment volume of the institutional investors can be established on 33,7 
billion euros. This means that the selection of institutional investors contains of 78% of the total investment volume 
of institutional investors. This concludes that the selection of the institutional investors gave a good indication of all 
institutional investors in the Netherlands. 

The interviews revealed that anonymity is desired. Therefore, the investors are provided with a number and categorized by 
type of investor and investment volume. Table 5.2 gives an overview of the anonymized investors. The difference between 
investors with urban development experience and investors without urban development experience is also included in 
table 5.2 because this can influence the results.

Number Type of investor
Total 
investment 
volume

International 
(more than 10%)

Development 
experience

Active in urban 
development

Active in investor-led 
urban development

1. Institutional 6,4 billion !

2. Institutional 4 billion

3. Institutional 3,7 billion ! !

4. Institutional 6,7 billion !

5. Institutional 3 billion ! ! !

6. Institutional 15 billion !

7. Institutional 9,2 billion !

8. Institutional 1,3 billion

9. Institutional 2 billion !

10. Institutional 14 billion ! !

11. Private 2 billion

12. Private unknown ! ! ! !

13. Private 1 billion

14. Private unknown ! ! ! !

Table 5.2: The anonymized investors
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5.4 Interview progress
The interview has been first tested with a colleague at Fakton, which showed that the definitions of urban development 
and investor-led urban development were not clear enough and the selection criteria needed more explanation. Therefore, 
the definitions are described more detailed and the selection criteria are explained in more detail in the official interviews. 
Furthermore, the selection criteria including explanation and the interview outline were sent to the interviewee preceding 
the interview. The interviewee has in this case the possibility to prepare for the interview.
The interviews went well and had an average time of 60 minutes. There was no confusion anymore of the definition of 
urban development and investor-led urban development and the criteria were also clear for every interviewee. 
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6. Results urban 
development

The theory does not give a complete overview of the investment decision-making process for investors in urban 
development. Therefore, this chapter aims to provide insight in the fifth sub question of this research based on the 
results of the urban development part of the interviews. The fifth sub question is described as:
 
What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in urban development?

The first section of this chapter consists of urban development investment decisions in general. The selection criteria 
and preconditions are described in the second part. This chapter ends with a conclusion of the selection criteria and 
preconditions for real estate investors to invest in urban development. 

6.1 Urban development investment decisions
The first question on urban development creates insight in the activeness of urban development for investors. All 14 
investors are familiar with the meaning of investments in urban development. Five investors are actually active in urban 
development and two investors have been active in urban development in the past. They are not currently active in urban 
developments due to the economic crisis and changing strategies.

The investors have different reasons of deciding whether to invest in urban development. Six investors are not interested 
in investing in urban development due to different reasons. Most of them mentioned that it is inconsistent with their 
investment strategy. This is mostly caused by the higher risk-profile of investments in urban development. They are more 
likely to invest in alternative real estate on other locations with a lower return. Healthcare property is also an alternative 
real estate investment that is getting more attention. Another reason mentioned by two investors is that they do not 
recognize the necessity of investments in urban development because the availability of sufficient properties. These 
sufficient properties have a lower risk profile and are therefore a more valid real estate investment. The market pressure is 
not high on this moment. Two investors suggested the strict regulation as reason to not invest in urban development. One 
of them mentioned the new regulation of Solvency II as bottleneck. Solvency II primarily concerns the amount of capital 

Strand-east, London
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that insurance companies must hold to reduce the risk of insolvency. The other investor is located outside the Netherlands 
with other investment regulations. In this case, the background of the investor plays an important role in the decision-
making process for investments in urban development. 

Most of the investors recognized the importance of investments in urban development. They emphasized added value by 
investments in urban development due to the control on the quality of the surrounding area. The certainty of appropriate 
property is also mentioned as reason to invest in urban development. One investor considers to invest in urban development 
but only invests if promising projects present themselves. This investor has only recently started participating in the Dutch 
real estate market and reasoning from opportunities. Another investor mentioned only to participate in urban development 
without extra risks instead of standing assets. However, this seems to be very difficult because investments in urban 
development are characterized with extra risks and other parties are also not willing to take extra risks. The economic 
conjuncture is important in the amount of investments in urban development according to two currently active investors in 
urban development. When the economic conjuncture is high, investors find it hard to buy sufficient real estate. One reason 
for this is the fact that property developers and municipalities earn more money with selling the dwellings to individual 
purchasers. This creates a small real estate market for investors. In this case, investors searching for alternative real estate 
investments such as urban developments to guarantee the amount of real estate investments. The investors in more than 
only real estate mentioned to invest rather in alternative real estate such as urban development than other asset classes 
because they want to reach their real estate investment goals to counteract portfolio aging and the diversification in asset 
classes is not easy to change on short term. The leading role in urban development is mentioned as precondition for 
investments in urban development by one investor. Table 6.1 gives an overview of the results whether an investor invests 
in urban development.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

No

Inconsistent with investment strategy ! ! ! !

Not recognize the necessity ! !

Strict regulation ! !

Yes

Added value (quality) ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Certainty of appropriate property !

     Only by promising projects !

     Only without extra risks !

     Depends on economic conjuncture ! !

    Only by leading the project !

Table 6.1: Results whether an investor invests in urban development

! = active in urban development

6.2 Selection criteria and preconditions 
The selection criteria and preconditions for real estate investors to invest in urban development are discussed by each 
criterion separately. First, each criterion is discussed for investors in general followed by a comparison between the 
different types of investors. 

Leverage
Seven institutional investors and two private investors do not believe that leverage is an important criterion for investments 
in urban development because they do not use debt capital at all. The private investor mentioned especially not wanting 
to use debt capital in urban development to be able to act independently and quickly. 
Three institutional investors and two private investors recognize the importance of leverage in urban development. One 
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institutional investor wants a minimum equity of 80%. This is caused by the risk-profile of the investor, a high amount of 
equity means a lower risk-profile. Two institutional investors and one private investor prefer a leverage with 50% debt 
capital to reduce the risk of leverage. These investors accept a higher risk-profile than the investor with a minimum equity 
of 80%. One private investor cannot indicate the percentage for investments in urban development because a lack of 
knowledge. 

The low importance reaction of the investors causes a low importance rate of 2,9 in general. Institutional investors gave 
an average importance rate of 2,4 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 4,3. This indicates that the 
importance of leverage is higher for private investors than for institutional investors. Table 6.2 gives an overview of the 
importance rates and the other results of the criterion leverage. 

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important

Do not use debt capital ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

To act independently and quickly !

Important

Min equity of 80% !

Min equity of 50% ! ! !

Importance rate 0 0 0 6 8 10 0 0 0 0 9 8 0 0

Table 6.2: Leverage urban development

! = active in urban development

The low importance rate indicates that this criterion is less important than other criteria. However, this does not mean 
that the criterion can be removed from the list. The investors mentioned two preconditions. The first is mentioned by one 
investor without urban development experience and the second precondition is indicated by two investors active in urban 
development and one investor without urban development experience. For this reason, the general precondition will focus 
on the second precondition and the other precondition will be taken into account. Furthermore, no distinction is possible 
between the precondition for institutional investors and private investors because the low importance rate. 

The precondition for leverage in general is:

The investment needs to have a minimum equity of 50%. Some investors may prefer a higher equity based on the risk-
profile of the investor. 

Property type
All investors recognize the importance of the property by deciding whether to invest in urban development. For three 
institutional investors it does not matter which type of property it concerns but it has to respond on the market demand. 
The property needs to exist (partly) of housing according to seven institutional investors and two private investors because 
of their focus on this real estate asset class. One institutional investor of these investors and one other private investor 
require retail as property. The private investor also prefers offices. One private investor does not prefer one type of 
commercial real estate but commercial real estate in general. 

The required property types are mostly based on the strategy of the investor. Most investors invest in housing because 
of the stable cash flows and the inflation coverage. The risk profile of housing is lower than for other property types. The 
average importance rate of this criterion is 9,2 in general. Institutional investors gave an average importance rate of 9,5 
and private investors gave an average importance rate of 8,5. This indicates that institutional investors estimate property 
type as more important than private investors. Table 6.3 gives insight in the importance rates and the other results of the 
criterion property type. 
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Table 6.3: Property type urban development

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important

Respond on the market demand ! ! !

Housing ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Retail ! !

Office !

Commercial !

Importance rate 7 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 8 9 8 10 7

! = active in urban development

The importance rate of this criterion is high, which confirms that the criterion is part of the decision-making process of 
investments is urban development. The investors active in urban development gave different precondition. However, the 
precondition of this criterion can be separated for institutional investors and private investors in general. 

The precondition for institutional investors is:

The urban development needs to contain of housing or retail and has to respond on the market demand. 

The precondition for private investors is more defuse and can be described as:

The urban development needs to contain of housing but retail, offices and other commercial real estate can also be a 
requirement based on the investment strategy of the investor.

Property location
All 14 investors believe that the property location is an important criterion for investments in urban developments. They 
all prefer to invest in economically powerful regions. Most investors require the Randstad conurbation and surrounding 
area as property location. The Randstad conurbation is also known as the economic motor of the Netherlands. The Brabant 
cities are attractive for six investors and four investors are also interested in Arnhem and Nijmegen. One of them also 
mentioned Groningen city as property location. The importance of market pressure is emphasized by two institutional 
investors. They mentioned to invest in a location with demonstrable market pressure in all regions. Three institutional 
investors only invest in the bigger cities, which are not specified further. The urban development needs to be located in 
an urban area according to one institutional investor and one private investor. This is mainly caused by their investment 
strategy and the fact that urban areas have a lower risk-profile. One private investor only invests on A1 locations with a 
special focus on Amsterdam due to their experience in this local market. 

The average importance rate of this criterion is high and scores 9,6 in general. Institutional investors gave the maximum 
importance rate of 10,0 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 8,8. This indicates that the property 
location is more important for institutional investors than private investors. Table 6.4 gives an overview of the 
importance rates and the other results of the criterion property location. 
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Table 6.4: Property location urban development

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important

The Randstad conurbation and 
surroundings

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Brabant cities ! ! ! ! !

Arnhem and Nijmegen ! ! ! !

Groningen city !

Market pressure !

Bigger cities ! ! !

Urban area !

A1 location (A’dam) !

Economic powerful ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Importance rate 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 7 10 9

! = active in urban development

The importance rate of this criterion is high, which confirms that the criterion is part of the decision-making process of 
investments is urban development. The precondition of all investors in general can be described as: 

The urban development needs to be located in economic powerful cities. 

The precondition specified for institutional investors is:

The urban development needs to be located in economic powerful cities, which are The Randstad conurbation, Brabant 
Cities, Arnhem, Nijmegen and bigger cities in general.

The precondition for private investors can be specified as:

The urban development needs to be located in economic powerful cities, which are The Randstad conurbation with focus 
on Amsterdam and Brabant Cities. 

Ownership control
Two institutional investors do not recognize the importance of this criterion because one investor only wants the 
control of the property and the whole area does not interest him enough. The second investor only wants to be well 
informed of the developments in the area and is less interested in the activities in the surrounding area. The other 12 
investors believe that ownership control is an important selection criterion for investments in urban development. 
Five institutional investors and two private investors require to have a voice in the strategy of the urban development. 
The main reason for this is the effect of the strategy on the return of the property. Collaboration in leading the urban 
development is mentioned as precondition by one institutional investor. This is caused by the fact that this investor 
wants to control the urban development but is not big enough to manage this on his own. Three institutional investors 
and two private investors prefer to have the leading role in urban developments to control the quality of the investment. 
However, one institutional investor (5) mentioned to prefer clear frameworks if leading is not possible and one 
institutional investor (10) only wants to have the leading role by a large amount of ownership in the urban development. 
The average importance rate of this criterion is moderate and scores a 6,7 in general. Institutional investors gave an 
importance rate of 6,0 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 8,4. This indicates that the ownership 
control is more important by private investors than institutional investors. Table 6.5 gives an overview of the results of 
the criterion ownership control.
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Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important 

Product itself has to be good enough !

Only wants to be well informed !

Important 

A voice in the strategy ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Collaborate in leading !

Leading ! ! ! ! !

Importance rate 0 8 8 7 8 8 0 8 5 8 9 6,5 9 9

Table 6.5: Ownership control urban development

! = active in urban development

The moderate importance rate of this criterion indicates that the criterion is part of the decision-making process for 
investors to invest in urban development. The investors active in urban development gave different preconditions. However, 
the precondition for institutional investors and private investors in general is the same and can be divided in two parts:

They want to have a voice in the strategy of the urban development.
They want to have the leading role (with or without partner) in the urban development.

Property size
One private investors does not recognize the importance of property size in the decision-making process of investments in 
urban developments. He mentioned to work very efficient and can manage every size. The other 13 investors do recognize 
the importance of property size as selection criteria for urban development. However, the preconditions show a significant 
difference. Two institutional investors require that the property size needs to respond on the market demand. In their 
opinion, the market demand determines the property size. Some other institutional investors prefer sizes above 10 million 
because otherwise the management costs become too high. One institutional investor requires investments between 5 and 
10 million. An investment between 5 and 50 million is wanted by one private investor. Two institutional investors require 
investments above 50 million. The main reason for this minimum amount of investment is the desire to create volume. 
This is determined in the investment strategy of the investor. Four institutional investors mentioned only the amount of 
dwellings and could not mention the property size in amount of money. Two of them want a minimum of 30 dwellings. One 
requires investments between 20 and 50 dwellings and one wants investments above 500 dwellings to create volume. One 
private investor does not mentioned an amount of investment but emphasizes the importance of risk management. The 
possibility whether to manage the risks is an indicator to determine the property size. In general, the institutional investors 
are clearer about the size of the investment and are more likely to investment large amount of capital. 

The average importance rate of this criterion is moderate and scores 6,5 in general. Institutional investors gave an 
importance rate of 7,2 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 4,8. This confirmed that the property size 
is more important by institutional investors than private investors. Table 6.6 gives an overview of the importance rates and 
the other results of the criterion property size.

The moderate importance rate of this criterion indicates that the criterion is part of the decision-making process for 
investors to invest in urban development. The investors active in urban development gave various preconditions. Moreover, 
all preconditions are very different per investor. For this reason, no unilateral precondition can be given for this criterion. 
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Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important 

Can manage every size !

Important 

Depends on market demand ! !

Min. 10 million ! !

Between 5-10 million !

Between 5-50 million !

Above 50 million ! !

Min. 30 dwellings ! !

Between 20–50 dwellings !

Above 500 dwellings !

Possibility to manage the risks !

Importance rate 8 9 5 7 8 6 8 7 7 7 5 7 0 7

Table 6.6: Property size urban development

! = active in urban development

 Direct return
All 14 investors recognize the importance of direct return in the decision-making process of investments in urban 
development. Four institutional investors mentioned not to measure in percentage direct and indirect return and indicate 
that they are both important. They directing on total return. Two other institutional investors and two private investors 
also mentioned that direct and indirect return are both important. They require a percentage of 50% direct return and 50% 
indirect return. One institutional investor and one private investor require a higher indirect return in urban development 
because the area still has to become attractive. Four institutional investors and one private investor require more direct 
return than indirect return to lower the risk profile. The average importance rate of this criterion is 8,4 in general. 
Institutional investors gave an importance rate of 8,9 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 7,3. These 
results indicate that direct return is more important for institutional investors than private investors. Table 6.7 gives an 
overview of the results of the criterion direct return.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important 

50% direct and 50% indirect ! ! ! ! ! ! !

More indirect return ! !

More direct return ! ! ! ! !

Importance rate 9 10 9 10 7 8 6 10 10 10 9 8 4 8

Table 6.7: Direct return urban development

! = active in urban development
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The high importance rate of this criterion emphasizes the presence in the decision-making process for investment in urban 
development. In general, the precondition for investors for investments in urban development due to the criteria direct 
return is:

The urban development needs to have a total return with at least 50% direct return. 

No distinction is possible between institutional investors and private investors due to the spread of preconditions. 
Remarkable in this criterion is that the precondition mentioned by the currently active investors in urban development is 
the same with 50% direct and 50% indirect return. 

Stakeholder risk
Two private investors and one institutional investor do not recognize the importance of the criterion stakeholder risk. They 
barely collaborate with other stakeholders and also prefer to participate without other stakeholders. The 11 other investors 
do recognize the importance of stakeholder risk in the decision-making process of investments in urban development. 
Three institutional investors and one private investors require a common vision in urban developments. They suggest 
that only with a common vision the collaboration between stakeholders can work. In this case, the stakeholder risk will 
decrease. The private investor also mentioned that transparency of all stakeholders is important. The main reason for this 
is to avoid any additional risks. This precondition is also preferred in combination with integrity by one other institutional 
investor. Two institutional investors and one private investor only collaborate with parties they trust. This is based on their 
experience with the other parties and connections. This does not mean that they do not collaborate with parties they do 
not know, they will be more careful with these parties. One institutional investor only participates in urban developments 
with solvable parties. One other institutional investor mentioned a clear distribution of roles and interests as precondition. 
One institutional investor only collaborates with regular partners with impact force. 

The average importance rate of this criterion is 6,0 in general. Institutional investors gave an importance rate of 6,9 and 
private investors gave an average importance rate of 3,8. These results indicate that stakeholder risk is more important for 
institutional investors than private investors. Table 6.8 gives an overview of the importance rates and the other results of 
the criterion stakeholder risk.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important 

Barely collaborate ! ! !

Important 

Common vision ! ! ! !

Transparancy ! !

Integrity !

Trust ! ! !

Solvable !

Clear distribution of roles and interests !

Regular partners with impact force !

Importance rate 6 8 7 7 7 10 9 0 7 8 0 7 8 0

Table 6.8: Stakeholder risk urban development

! = active in urban development



67

The moderate importance rate of this criterion in general indicates that the criterion is part of the decision-making process 
for investors to invest in urban development. The investors active in urban development do not gave similar preconditions. 
Furthermore, the difference in preconditions mentioned by all investors makes it not possible to make a distinction between 
institutional investors and private investors. The precondition is general can be characterized as:

The stakeholders in the urban development need to have a common vision, needs to be transparent and the investor 
needs to trust them. 

% (re)development
11 investors do not recognize the importance of this criterion in the decision-making process for investments in urban 
development. The % development is not an issue. One institutional investor mentioned a maximum of 10% of the total 
investments in real estate. This is caused by the risk-profile of the investor. One other institutional investor only focusing 
on redevelopment but cannot express it in an percentage. The last institutional investor have a percentage of 80% – 90% 
in (re)development but without development risks. 
The low importance reaction of the investors causes a low importance rate of 1,5 in general. Institutional investors gave 
an average importance rate of 2,1 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 0,0. This indicates that this 
criterion is not applicable for private investors and can be removed from the selection criteria list for private investors. The 
criterion has a low importance rate for institutional investors but three investors mentioned the importance. This causes 
that the criterion stay in the list for institutional investors. Table 6.9 gives an overview of the importance rates and the 
other results of the criterion % (re)development.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important 

No limit ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Important 

Max. 10% !

Only redevelopment (no percentage) !

80% - 90% without development risks !

Importance rate 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 0 7 0 0 0 0

Table 6.9: % (re)development urban development

! = active in urban development

The low importance rate of this criterion makes it not possible to create a precondition in general. The preconditions are 
not applicable on private investors. However, the precondition is also difficult to specify for institutional investors because 
of the diversity. For this reason, no precondition can be prepared for this criterion. 

Quality of the plan
All investors believe that the quality of the plan is an important selection criterion for investments in urban development. 
However, three institutional investors mentioned that this criterion is difficult to measure. They suggest that this criterion 
needs to be sufficient and is based on a feeling. The other 11 investors have given a precondition. Three institutional 
investors and two private investors require sustainable plans. Sustainability becomes more and more important in 
urban development and these investors only invest in urban developments when the plan recognizes sustainability. Two 
institutional investors and one private investor require timeless architecture for the quality of the plans. In this way, the 
area can have a longer service life. One institutional investor and the one private investor of these investors also require 
an acceptable level of facilities in the plans. This depends on the facility level in the surrounding area. Furthermore, the 
private investor wants a high quality of the public area. The one institutional investor who requires timeless architecture 
and sustainability also wants a clear phasing of the plan and a flexible plan. One other institutional investor also requires 
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a flexible plan. The main reason for this is the long duration of urban developments and the quick changing real estate 
market. The plan can only be successful when it can anticipate on market changes. Three institutional investors and one 
private investor only invest in the urban development as the plan responds on the market demand, one institutional 
investor wants a plan with potential and another institutional investor believes that it is necessary that the plan creates 
identity for the area. Moreover, one institutional investor requires a transparent plan and one private investor only wants 
a unique plan. 

These results show that the preconditions of this criterion are very divers and difficult to cluster. However, the importance 
of this criterion is clear defined and the importance rate is 8,4 in general. Institutional investors gave an average importance 
rate of 8,0 and private investors gave an average importance rate of 9,5. These results indicate that the quality of the plan is 
more important for private investors than for institutional investors. Table 6.10 gives an overview of the importance rates 
and the other results of the criterion quality of the plan.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important 

Based in feeling ! ! !

Timeless architecture ! ! !

Sustainability ! ! ! ! !

Acceptable level of facilities ! !

High quality of public area !

Clear phasing !

Flexible plan ! !

Respond on market demand ! ! ! !

Plan with potential !

Creates identity !

Transparent plan !

Unique plan !

Importance rate 6 9 6 9 8 7 9 8 10 8 8 10 10 10

Table 6.10: % (re)development urban development

! = active in urban development

The high importance rate of this criterion emphasizes the presence in the decision-making process for investment in urban 
development. However, the preconditions are very divers for both investors active in urban development as investors 
without urban development experience. This creates a list of important factors in the quality of the plan and no general 
precondition. The most important factors are the preconditions mentioned by more than one investor and mentioned 
by currently active investors in urban development. The important factors are: sustainable, respond on market demand, 
timeless architecture, acceptable level of facilities, flexible plan, high quality of public area, plan with potential and 
unique plan. Furthermore, one must be aware that the quality of the plan can also be judged based on feeling. The other 
preconditions seem to be less relevant but have to be taken into account. 

Extra criteria
After the discussion of the criteria from the literature, the investors had the possibility to add extra criteria which are also 
important for the decision-making process for investments in urban development. One institutional investor and two 
private investors state that the criteria from the literature are complete. The other investors mentioned that criteria are 
missing in the list. In total, the 11 investors created nine extra criteria. Three institutional investors and one private investor 
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mentioned the timeline of the urban development as extra criterion. The main reason for the addition of this criterion 
is the fact that the duration of urban developments affects the risk-profile of investors. Long-term projects have a higher 
risk-profile than short-term projects. Two institutional investors noticed that the role of the municipality is important in 
the decision-making process for investments in urban development. This is in line with the previous criterion because the 
municipality has major influence on the timeline of the urban development. One institutional investor and one private 
investor noticed that the diversification in the urban development is an important criterion by investment decisions in 
urban development. In their opinion, a mixed area is more successful than an area with only housing. Other criteria 
mentioned by only one institutional investor are: building permits, indirect return as separate criterion, legal requirements, 
market demand, risks and organizational power. The extra criteria are shown in table 6.11. The criteria mentioned by more 
than one investor are discussed in more detail in the next paragraph.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

No 

Complete ! ! !

Yes

Timeline ! ! ! !

Role of the municipality ! !

Diversification ! !

Building permits !

Indirect return !

Legal requirements !

Market demand !

Risks !

Organizational power !

Table 6.11: Extra criteria urban development

! = active in urban development

Timeline
Three institutional investors and one private investor mentioned timeline as extra criterion. Two institutional investors and 
the one private investor have a maximum duration of the project. One institutional investor requires a maximum of 16 
months. However, urban developments have more often a longer duration. One institutional investor requires a maximum 
of 10 years and one private investor noticed a maximum of 5 years. The private investor also mentioned the importance 
of the level of outfitting of the surrounding area. An institutional investor also mentions this. They both noticed that the 
surrounding area has to be finished when their building is finished. 

These four investors gave this criterion a importance rate of 8,6. The low amount of investors makes it not demonstrable 
to divide this rate into institutional investors and private investors. The importance rate of this criterion for all investors is 
2,4. Table 6.12 gives an overview of the criterion timeline. 
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Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important 

Maximum duration ! ! !

-        16 months !

-        10 years !

-        5 years !

Level of outfitting (surrounding area) ! !

Importance rate 10 9 8 7,5

Table 6.12: Timeline urban development

The low importance rate of this criterion does not mean that this criterion can be removed. However, the preconditions 
are very divers, which make it also difficult to create preconditions for institutional investors and private investors. In 
general, the investors have a maximum duration of the project and judge the level of outfitting of the surrounding area as 
important. 

Role of the municipality
Two institutional investors mentioned the importance of the role of the municipality. One of the investors mentioned that 
the municipality has to be flexible, approachable and setting a framework. The other investor confirms this and added 
clearness in the public processes. This means that the municipality gives clear inside in all of the public procedures and 
the duration. 

The importance rate of this criterion is both scored with 9,0. The importance of this criterion for all investors is 1,3. Table 
6.13 gives a short overview of the criterion role of the municipality.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important 

Flexible, approachable, setting 
frameworks

! !

Clearness in public processes !

Importance rate 9 9

Table 6.13: Role of the municipality urban development

! = active in urban development

The low importance rate in general makes it not possible to create a precondition for institutional investors and private 
investors. The precondition in general for the role of the municipality is:

The municipality needs to be flexible and approachable, needs to set frameworks and needs to give clearness in the 
public processes and durations. 

Diversification
One institutional investor and one private investor mentioned diversification as important criterion for investment 
decisions in urban development. They both require a mix in different functions in the urban development. Furthermore, 
diversification is also important between different investments to create a healthy portfolio. 
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The two investors gave an importance rate of 7,5 in general. The fact that only two investors mentioned this criterion 
makes it not possible to divide the importance rate between institutional investors and private investors. The importance 
rate of this criterion of all investors is 1,07. Table 6.14 gives a short overview of the criterion diversification.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Important 

Mix in functions ! !

Importance rate 8 7

Table 6.14: Diversification urban development

! = active in urban development

The low importance rate in general of this criterion makes it not possible to divide the precondition in institutional investors 
and private investors. Furthermore, the precondition is the same by both investors and can be characterized as:

The urban development needs to have a mix in different functions. 

6.3 Conclusion
This chapter aimed to answer the fifth sub question of this thesis. The fifth research question is:

What are the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors to invest in urban development?

The investors state to invest in urban development because the added value of the property and the certainty to buy 
appropriate properties due to early commitment. The surrounding area of a property has influence on the value of the 
property. When investors can have a voice in the quality of the surrounding area, such as investments in urban development 
does, the return of the property can increase. Investors are more inclined to invest in urban development by high market 
pressure. Furthermore, the higher risk profile of investments in urban development needs to fit in the strategy of the 
investor and needs to meet the investment regulation. The investor is more likely to invest in alternative real estate than 
to change to another asset class to achieve the investment goals and prevent for portfolio aging. 

The selection criteria from the literature study are all demonstrably important for investment decision in urban development. 
The investors also added three more selection criteria including preconditions. The conclusions of the selection criteria 
and preconditions are discussed below in random sequences. In each criterion, a distinction is made between institutional 
investors and private investors. 

Leverage: Investors require a minimum equity of 50%. Some investors may prefer a higher equity based on the risk-profile 
of the investor. Most investors did not recognize this selection criterion as important because they do not use debt capital in 
their investments. This makes it not possible to make the distinction between institutional investors and private investors. 
Property type: The property type is mainly determined by the strategy of the investor. Most of the investors require 
housing in the urban development. Institutional investors also mentioned retail as property type and the need to respond 
on the market demand. Private investors have a more various scope of property types and can also be interested in 
investments in urban developments with retail, offices or other commercial real estate based on the investment strategy. 
Property location: All investors require an urban development on an economic powerful location. Institutional investors 
mentioned the Randstad conurbation, Brabant Cities, Arnhem, Nijmegen and bigger cities in general. Private investors 
indicated only the Randstad conurbation with focus on Amsterdam and Brabant Cities. This can be caused by the fact that 
private investors are mostly smaller and do not need to spread that much to achieve the investment goals. 
Ownership control: The investors require to have a voice in the strategy or to lead (with or without partner) the urban 
developments. There is no distinction between institutional investors and private investors.
Property size: Investors gave various preconditions to this criterion, which makes it not possible to create an encompassing 
precondition. 
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Direct return: In general, the investors require a total return with at least 50% direct return. No distinction is possible 
between institutional investors and private investors due to the various preconditions. 
Stakeholder risk: The investors mentioned that a common vision, transparency and trust are important factors in this 
precondition. The difference between the preconditions makes it not possible to divide the precondition in institutional 
investors and private investors. 
% (re)development: The private investors mentioned that this criterion is not important for them because of the exemption 
from the institutional investment regulation. The precondition is only applicable for institutional investors. However, the 
diversity in preconditions makes it not possible to create a precondition for this criterion.
Quality of the plan: The preconditions of this criterion are very divers, which create a list of important factors in the quality 
of the plan. The important factors are: sustainable, respond on market demand, timeless architecture, acceptable level of 
facilities, flexible plan, high quality of public area, plan with potential and unique plan. One must be aware that the quality 
of the plan can also be judged based on feeling. 
Timeline: No specific precondition is possible for this criterion because the difference in preconditions. In general, the 
investors have a maximum duration of the project and judge the level of outfitting of the surrounding area as important.
Role of the municipality: For investors, the municipality needs to be flexible and approachable, needs to set frameworks 
and needs to give clearness in the public processes and durations. In this way, investors can better asses the risks.
Diversification: Investors require a mix in different function within the urban development to create an appropriate area.

The criteria and preconditions have different importance rates for institutional investors and private investors (table 6.15). 
This indicates that institutional investors make other consideration by investments in urban development than private 
investors. They use almost the same selection criteria and preconditions but with other importance. The most remarkable 
difference is the first criterion and precondition. The property location is the most expected criterion on this place. 
However, the results show that the quality of the plan is more important by private investors. The private investors are 
more reasoning from qualities. This can be caused by the profile of private investors. They are more active investors and 
reasoning most from value creation. This is in line with the importance of direct return. Private investors indicate direct 
return as less important than institutional investor. Furthermore, the ownership control is also more important by private 
investors. The profile of private investors, as mentioned in chapter 4, makes this also a logical difference because private 
investors are more involved in their investments than institutional investors. Institutional investors gave more importance 
to the stakeholder risk. This can be caused by the fact that institutional investors are more risk averse than private investors. 

Table 6.15: Selection criteria for investments in urban development by importance

Institutional investors

Rate  Criteria

10  Property location

9,5  Property type

8,9  Direct return

8  Quality of the plan

7,2  Property size

6,9  Stakeholder risk

6  Ownership control

2,4  Leverage

2,4  Timeline

2,1  % (re)development

1,3  Role of the municipality

1,1  Diversification

Private investors

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Quality of the plan

8,8  Property location

8,5  Property type

8,4  Ownership control

7,3  Direct return

4,8  Property size

4,3  Leverage

3,8  Stakeholder risk

2,4  Timeline

1,3  Role of the municipality

1,1  Diversification

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria
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7. Results investor-led 
urban development

The theory only gives an indication of the possible selection criteria and preconditions of investors for investor-led urban 
development. This chapter aims to give insight in the selection criteria and preconditions mentioned in the interviews 
and tries to answer the sixth sub question in order to answer the main research question of this thesis: 

What are the selection criteria and preconditions of various types of real estate investors in order to perform the leading 
role in the Dutch urban development practice?

The first section of this chapter consists of investor-led urban development decisions in general. The opinion of investors 
about leading urban development is described in the second part. Thereafter, the selection criteria and preconditions 
are discussed. This chapter ends with a conclusion of the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate investors for 
investor-led urban development.

7.1 Investor-led urban development decisions
The first question on investor-led urban development creates insight in the activeness of investor-led urban development 
for investors. All 14 investors are familiar with the definition of investor-led urban development. Three investors are active 
in investor-led urban development and one investor has been active in investor-led urban development. This investor stops 
leading urban development due to the economic crisis and changing strategy. 

The investors have different reasons whether to lead urban developments or not. Eight institutional investors and one 
private investor are not interested in investor-led urban development. Most of these investors mentioned that investor-led 
urban development is against their investment strategy. The risk-profile is too high. These extra risks are especially noticed 
by one institutional investor as reason why not to lead urban developments. Two institutional investors mentioned to be 
too small for this kind of investments and one institutional investor considered that it brings too much hassle. 
The other investors recognize the importance of investor-led urban development. One institutional investor only mentioned 

Cruquius, Amsterdam
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this for the conservation of the existing real estate. He states that redevelopment of the portfolio and surrounding area 
is sometimes necessary to maintaining the value. In this case, the investor should take the lead in the redevelopment of 
the area. This investor indicates this as an obligation. The two other institutional investors and the two private investors 
indicate the extra control on the quality as main reason to lead urban development. The leading role in urban development 
entails more risks but they argue that the return increases. One institutional investor also mentioned only wanting to 
lead urban development in combination with another party. In general, it can be stated that investors active in urban 
development are more interested in investor-led urban development than other investors. Table 7.1 gives an overview of 
the results whether an investor takes the leading role in urban developments.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

No

Inconsistent with investment strategy ! ! ! ! !

Extra risks !

Investor too small ! !

Too much hassle !

Yes

Added value (quality) ! ! ! !

Only with other parties !

An obligation (due to existing portfolio) !

! = active in investor-led urban development

Table 7.1: Results whether an investor leads urban developments

7.2 Investors as leading party in urban development
The second question on investor-led urban development indicates the opinion of investors about the suitability of investors 
in leading urban developments in general. Five institutional investors and one private investor suggest that investors are 
not the right party to lead urban developments. Three institutional investors and one private investor mentioned that 
this does not fit in the current activities of the investor. The core business of investors is to invest in real estate or other 
asset classes. Leading urban development is not part of this core business. One institutional investor states that urban 
developments do not need a leader but that all involved parties need to lead urban developments together. In this case, 
an urban development management team can be created with different stakeholders to lead the urban development. The 
low capacity of investors is mentioned by another investor as reason why investors are not the right party to lead urban 
developments. 

Six institutional investors and two private investors recognize the possibility of investors to lead urban developments. 
Two institutional investors state that investors have sufficient knowledge and capacity to lead urban developments. One 
institutional investor and one private investor mentioned that investors can only lead urban developments in combination 
with other parties. They emphasize that collaboration is very important in urban development. Two institutional investors 
indicate that only large investors can lead urban developments and two other institutional investors mentioned specific 
institutional investors to lead urban developments. Table 7.2 shows the results of the opinion of investors on leading urban 
developments.
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Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

No

Does not fit in current activities ! ! ! !

No leader !

Not enough capacity !

Yes

Larger investors ! !

- Institutional                                         
investors

! !

sufficient knowledge and capacity ! !

Only in combination with other parties ! !

Table 7.2: Results investors as leading party in urban developments

! = active in investor-led urban development

7.3 Selection criteria and preconditions
The selection criteria and preconditions for investor-led urban development are also discussed in the interviews. However, 
the nine selection criteria and preconditions mentioned by investments in urban development are also applicable for 
investor-led urban development. This is indicated by 13 of the 14 investors. One investor cannot give more insight in the 
selection criteria and precondition for investor-led urban development because a lack of knowledge. This influences the 
importance rates of the criteria. The preconditions stay the same. The difference between the selection criteria for urban 
development and investor-led urban development in general can also be found in the importance rates. The difference is 
explained shortly in the next paragraph.

Three institutional investors and all four private investors indicate that the selection criteria and precondition including the 
importance rate are exactly the same for investment decisions in urban development and investor-led urban development. 
Two investors mentioned that the property size becomes more important in case of investor-led urban development. 
This is caused by the fact that these investors will not take the leading role without a large property volume. Two other 
investors mentioned that stakeholder risk becomes more important because of the more intensive collaboration between 
stakeholders. The ownership control has also an increased importance rate according to one of these investors. The reason 
for this is also the more intensive collaboration between parties in investor-led urban development. In the opinion of 
this investor, the property type became less important due to the scale of the project. One investor mentioned that the 
importance rate of all criteria becomes more important and all rates needs to be the same. This investor emphasized that 
all preconditions needs to be there to decide to participate in investor-led urban development. One investor mentioned 
that the quality of the plan is no relevant criterion anymore because investor directs and develops the plan. Table 7.3 gives 
an overview of the changed importance rate of the nine criteria for investor-led urban development. 

The selection criteria for investor-led urban development are added with one criterion named organizational power. The 
results of this criterion are described below.
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Urban development Investor-led urban development

Total Institutional Private Total Institutional Private

Leverage 2,9 2,4 4,3 3,4 3 4,3

Property type 9,2 9,5 8,5 9,1 9,4 8,5

Property location 9,6 10 8,8 9,5 9,9 8,8

Ownership control 6,7 6 8,4 7,7 7,4 8,4

Property size 6,5 7,2 4,8 7,2 7,7 6

Direct return 8,4 8,9 7,3 8,3 8,8 7,3

Stakeholder risk 6 6,9 3,8 7,7 8,6 5,8

% (re)development 1,5 2,1 0 1,2 1,7 0

Quality of the plan 8,4 8 9,5 8 7,3 9,5

Table 7.3: Importance rates investor-led urban development 

Organizational power
Most investors mentioned that this criterion is important for investor-led urban development. One institutional investor 
does not recognize the importance because he suggests that it must not play a role in investment decisions. Most of the 
investors require these skills within the organization. This can change during the project and is based on the progress of the 
project according to one private investor. This investor mentioned that he wants to have these skills within the organization 
in the beginning of the project. Two institutional investors required a combination between external knowledge and internal 
knowledge. They mentioned to prefer a flexible team. Two institutional investors and one private investor mentioned that 
these skills needs to be hired extern because the lack of knowledge. 

The importance rate for this criterion is 8,0. This confirms the importance of this criterion. Three investors find it hard to 
give an importance rate to this criterion due to lack of knowledge. For institutional investors, the importance rate is 7,6 and 
for private investors 9,5. These results can indicate that the criterion organizational power is more important for private 
investors. Table 7.4 gives an overview of the importance rates and the other results of the criterion organizational power. 

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Not important

Must not play a role in investment 
decisions

!

Important

Intern present ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Extern by progress !

Combination intern and extern ! !

Extern ! ! !

Importance rate 0 10 9 10 8 6 8 10 - - 9 - 10

Table 7.4: Organizational power investor-led urban development 

! = active in investor-led urban development
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The three investors active in investor-led urban development all mentioned the importance of having the organizational 
power within the organization. In this case, they can have fully control of the quality of their investment. They emphasize 
not to participate in investor-led urban development without these skills at the start of the urban development. For this 
reason, the precondition for this criterion is:

The organizational power needs to be present within the organization. 

Extra criteria
Nine investors mentioned that the extra criteria of urban development are the same of investor-led urban development. 
One institutional investor mentioned that the role of the municipality becomes important because the necessity of close 
collaboration. One institutional investor that already participates in investor-led urban development mentioned that 
knowledge of the urban development processes is crucial in investor-led urban development. Otherwise, it is not possible 
to direct other parties in the direction you want. Another institutional investor required a positive land exploitation from 
the beginning of the project to minimize the extra risks of leading urban developments. An institutional investor mentioned 
that legal requirements become more taken for granted but that the spatial planning status needs to be irrevocable. This 
investor also requires a land allocation in full ownership and no leasehold. Table 7.5 gives an overview of the extra criteria 
in investor-led urban development.

Institutional investors Private investors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

No 

Complete ! ! !

Yes

Timeline ! ! !

Role of the municipality ! ! !

Diversification ! !

Indirect return !

Market demand !

Risks !

Land exploitation !

Knowledge of urban development !

Spatial planning status !

Land allocation !

Table 7.5: Extra criteria investor-led urban development 

! = active in investor-led urban development

The extra criteria mentioned by more than one investor are the same as the extra criteria by investments in urban 
development. The role of the municipality is mentioned one time more, which increased the importance rate of the 
criterion to 2,15. The timeline is indicated by three investors instead of four investors by investments in urban development. 
This is caused by the lack of knowledge on investor-led urban development of one investor. The importance rate of the 
timeline increases to 1,88.

7.4 Conclusion
This chapter aimed to answer the sixth sub question of this research in order to answer the main research question of this 
thesis. The main question is:

What are the selection criteria and preconditions of various types of real estate investors in order to perform the leading 
role in the Dutch urban development practice?
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The investors state to lead urban developments due to the control on the quality of the area. They can determine the plan 
and related qualities. Investor-led urban development has an extra risk factor for investors. For this reason, the risk-profile 
of investor-led urban developments also needs to fit in the investment strategy of the investor. The investors without 
interests in investments in urban development are also not concerned with investor-led urban development. The fact that 
some investors want to lead urban development with a partner to spread risks and create more volume has to be taken 
into account. 

The selection criteria from the literature study are all demonstrably important for investment decisions in investor-led 
urban development. The extra selection criterion for investor-led urban development (organizational power) has also 
proved to be important. The investors added the same extra selection criteria including precondition as with investments in 
urban development. The conclusions of the selection criteria and preconditions are discussed below in random sequences. 
In each criterion, a distinction is made between institutional investors and private investors. 

Leverage: Investors require a minimum equity of 50%. Some investors may prefer a higher equity based on the risk-profile 
of the investor. Most investors did not recognize this selection criterion as important because they do not use debt capital in 
their investments. This makes it not possible to make the distinction between institutional investors and private investors. 
Property type: The property type is mainly determined by the strategy of the investor. Most of the investors require 
housing in the urban development. Institutional investors also mentioned retail as property type and the need to respond 
on the market demand. Private investors have a more various scope of property types and can also be interested in 
investments in urban developments with retail, offices or other commercial real estate based on the investment strategy. 
Property location: All investors require an urban development on an economic powerful location. Institutional investors 
mentioned the Randstad conurbation, Brabant Cities, Arnhem, Nijmegen and bigger cities in general. Private investors 
indicated only the Randstad conurbation with focus on Amsterdam and Brabant Cities. This can be caused by the fact that 
private investors are mostly smaller and do not need to spread that much to achieve the investment goals. 
Ownership control: The investors require to have a voice in the strategy or to lead (with or without partner) the urban 
developments. There is no distinction between institutional investors and private investors.
Property size: Investors gave various preconditions to this criterion, which makes it not possible to create an encompassing 
precondition. 
Direct return: In general, the investors require a total return with at least 50% direct return. No distinction is possible 
between institutional investors and private investors due to the various preconditions. 
Stakeholder risk: The investors mentioned that a common vision, transparency and trust are important factors in this 
precondition. The difference between the preconditions makes it not possible to divide the precondition in institutional 
investors and private investors. 
% (re)development: The private investors mentioned that this criterion is not important for them because of the exemption 
from the institutional investment regulation. The precondition is only applicable for institutional investors. However, the 
diversity in preconditions makes it not possible to create a precondition for this criterion.
Quality of the plan: The preconditions of this criterion are very divers, which create a list of important factors in the quality 
of the plan. The important factors are: sustainable, respond on market demand, timeless architecture, acceptable level of 
facilities, flexible plan, high quality of public area, plan with potential and unique plan. One must be aware that the quality 
of the plan can also be judged based on feeling. 
Organizational power: The investors state that it is important to have these skills within the organization to have fully 
control on the quality.
Timeline: No specific precondition is possible for this criterion because the difference in preconditions. In general, the 
investors have a maximum duration of the project and judge the level of outfitting of the surrounding area as important.
Role of the municipality: For investors, the municipality needs to be flexible and approachable, needs to set frameworks 
and needs to give clearness in the public processes and durations. In this way, investors can better asses the risks.
Diversification: Investors require a mix in different function within the urban development to create an appropriate area.

The criteria and preconditions have different importance rates for institutional investors and private investors (table 
7.6). This indicates that institutional investors make other consideration by investor-led urban development than private 
investors. They use mostly the same selection criteria and preconditions but with other importance. Institutional investors 



79

are more reasoning from property level and private investors more from urban development level/investor-led urban 
development level (table 7.6). The quality of the plan is the most important criteria by private investors. This emphasizes 
that private investors making decisions mostly based on qualities. This can be caused by the profile of private investors, 
which is characterized with value creation. This is in line with the difference in the importance of direct return. Private 
investors provided direct return with less importance than institutional investors. In general, private investors are more 
active investors and more driven on value creation. Institutional investors are more risk averse and have the obligation to 
pay for (for example) retirements, which makes direct return very important. The stakeholder risk is also more important 
by institutional investors. The risk averse character of institutional investors can cause this difference. The organizational 
power is more important for private investors than institutional investors. This difference can be explained by the active 
attitude of private investors. 

The difference in importance rates can be determined for investments in urban development and investor-led urban 
development investments. For institutional investors, the stakeholder risk and ownership control has become more 
important by investment decisions for investor-led urban development instead of investment decisions for urban 
development. This is caused by the fact that investor-led urban development requires a more intensive collaboration for 
the investors. The stakeholder risk is for the same reason also more important for private investors in investment decisions 
for investor-led urban development.

Table 7.6: Selection criteria for investor-led urban development by importance

Institutional investors

Rate  Criteria

9,9  Property location

9,4  Property type

8,8  Direct return

8,6  Stakeholder risk

7,7  Property size

7,6  Organizational power

7,4  Ownership control

7,3  Quality of the plan

3,0  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,7  % (re)development

1,1  Diversification

Private investors

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Quality of the plan

9,5  Organizational power

8,8  Property location

8,5  Property type

8,4  Ownership control

7,3  Direct return

6,0  Property size

5,8  Stakeholder risk

3,8  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,1  Diversification

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria Investor-led urban development investment criteria 
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8. Conclusions, 
reflection and 
recommendations

The previous chapters aimed to provide insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of real estate in investors for 
investor-led urban development. This chapter discusses the main goal of the research in short conclusions (8.1), the 
reflection and recommendations for further research (8.2) and recommendations for the Dutch urban development 
practice (8.3). The main objective of this thesis is described in chapter one as follows:

The main objective of this thesis is to create more insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of different types 
of real estate investors for investor-led urban development in the Netherlands in order to assess the opportunities of 
investor-led urban development. 

Strand - East, London

8.1 Conclusions 
The Dutch urban development practice has changed, which made the financing and leading role a subject for further 
discussion. The literature shows that the investor needs to become more active in urban developments to solve the 
problems. This thesis has given insight in the opinion of the investor of this new role. 

Investors invest in real estate for many different reasons. Real estate investments cover the inflation, have a stable direct 
return and have an attractive return with a limited risk. Urban development has a higher risk-profile than real estate 
investments due to the uncertainty and duration. However, investors are more likely to invest in alternative real estate 
to achieve the investment goals and prevent against aging of the portfolio than to change to another asset class. Most 
investors are not active in urban development due to the real estate investment strategy or regulation but they mentioned 
that it is sometimes necessary to achieve the real estate investment goals. They also consider investments in other types 
of real estate such as healthcare property or other locations when no appropriate properties are available. The economic 
conjuncture is an important factor whether an investor search for alternative real estate investments. Most of the investors 
mentioned that the real estate investment goals can be achieved with appropriate property until end 2015. They predict 
that 2016 becomes a year of new real estate investment strategies because appropriate properties will become scarcer. 
Some investors state that the amount of investments in urban development will increase. 
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Some investors are already active in urban development due to the added value to the property. They do not participate in 
urban development only to the necessity to achieve investment goals. They believe that the value of the property increases 
when they can have influence on the quality of the surrounding area. These investors’ reasoning from opportunities and 
the economic conjuncture is partly determinative for the amount of urban development investments. 

The leading role in urban development creates an extra risk for investors because they not only invest but also direct in 
the urban development. The investor needs to be able to manage these extra risks. Some investors are able to do that but 
other investors mentioned that leading urban developments is not the core business of investors. For this reason, some 
investors do not believe that investors are the right party to take the leading role in urban developments. However, most 
investors active in urban development also mentioned to prefer the leading role (with or without partner) to have the 
control on the quality of the area in order to increase the return of the property. This also depends on the property size. 
Investors are more likely to take the leading role if they have a large amount of ownership in the area. 

The selection criteria from the literature are almost all demonstrably relevant for investor-led urban development 
decisions. The criterion “% (re)development” shows no importance for private investors, which can be explained by the 
fact that private investors have no regulation for development percentages. The investors mentioned three extra urban 
development decision criteria for investment decisions. Investors state that the timeline, the role of the municipality and 
the diversity on the location are very important for investment decision in urban development. These extra criteria are also 
applicable for investment decisions in investor-led urban development. 

The importance rates of the criteria emphasize that institutional investors reason from property level in investment decisions 
for investor-led urban development (table 8.1). In general, institutional investors gave these criteria a higher importance 
rate. This is also confirmed in the interviews because most institutional investors looking at urban development from a 
property level. The private investors gave more importance to urban development and investor-led urban development 
investment criteria. The main difference in the decision-making process of institutional investors and private investors 
can be found in the criteria “direct return”, “stakeholder risk”, “organizational power” and “quality of the plan”. The direct 
return has a higher importance rate by institutional investors than private investors. This is in line with the difference in 
importance rate by the quality of the plan. Private investors mentioned that the quality of the plan is the most important 
factor by investment decisions in investor-led urban development. This focus on quality indicates that private investors are 
more long-term focused and have more focus on value development. Institutional investors estimate the quality of the 
plan as less important and gave a higher importance rate to the direct return, which indicates that institutional investors 
are more focused on the quality of the cash flows. The stakeholder risk has a higher importance rate by institutional 
investors than private investors, which can be caused by the risk profile of these two types of investors in general. The last 
criterion “organizational power” has a higher importance rate among private investors than institutional investors. This can 
be caused by the fact that private investors are more active investors and want to act in close connection to the property. 

The question of the most appropriate investor for investor-led urban development is difficult to answer. Institutional 
investors are more risk averse than private investors, which makes them less suitable for investor-led urban development. 
One reason for this is the fact that institutional investors have more regulation to deal with and supervision from the 
Dutch Central Bank. Insurance companies mentioned solvency II as important new regulation. However, institutional 
investors have in general the capability to create a large property size and this is an important factor for investor-led 
urban development. Private investors are in general smaller investors than institutional investors but they do not have 
the obligation of payments, strict regulation and supervision from the Dutch Central Bank. They are more reasoning from 
qualities, an important factor in urban development. Not one type of investor is most suitable for investor-led urban 
development. Both institutional investors private investors can be suitable for investor-led urban development.

Investor-led urban development can play a limited role in solving the problems in the Dutch urban development practice. 
Only a small amount of investors want to participate in this process beside the investors that already participate in investor-
led urban development. This makes the impact of investor-led urban development only limited. The market pressure is 
an important factor for alternative real estate investments. Furthermore, institutional investors and private investors have 
almost the same preconditions for investments in investor-led urban development. The difference can be found in the 
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Table 8.1: Selection criteria for investor-led urban development by importance

importance of the selection criteria. Institutional investors reason more from the quality of the cash flows and private 
investors more from the quality of the area. However, this does not mean that private investors are more suitable for 
leading urban developments. 

8.2 Reflection and recommendations for further research
The reflection of this thesis is divided in three parts: the literature, the methodology and the results.

8.2.1 Literature
The current literature of urban development and investor-led urban development is based on qualitative research and 
focused on the urban development process. This thesis focusses on the link between urban development and the decision-
making process of different types of investors. The opinion of real estate investors is the central part in this thesis. It fills 
the gap in the literature on the decision-making process of investments in urban development and investor-led urban 
development by different types of investors and gives insight in the importance of different criteria and preconditions. 
However, further research is recommended. This thesis shows that the decision-making process depends partly on the 
economic conjuncture. It is recommended to repeat this research during other economic conjunctures to study this impact 
on the decision-making process.  

Institutional investors need to adhere to investment regulations and are supervised by the Dutch Central Bank. This thesis 
shows that institutional investors are more restrained in taking more risks. The introduction of Solvency II has already 
influenced the investment strategy of insurance companies and will also have impact on investment institution in the 
future. Therefore, it is recommended to repeat this research after the definitive introduction of Solvency II and other new 
investment regulations. 

8.2.2 Methodology
The explorative character of this thesis justifies the use of interviews as research methodology. Investor-led urban 
development is quite new, which makes this methodology most appropriate. When this subject is more integrated in 
the market, it is possible to use surveys to create a larger database of the decision-making process of different types of 
investors. This is not only interesting for investor-led urban development but also for property investments in general. 

Institutional investors

Rate  Criteria

9,9  Property location

9,4  Property type

8,8  Direct return

8,6  Stakeholder risk

7,7  Property size

7,6  Organizational power

7,4  Ownership control

7,3  Quality of the plan

3,0  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,7  % (re)development

1,1  Diversification

Private investors

Rate  Criteria

9,5  Quality of the plan

9,5  Organizational power

8,8  Property location

8,5  Property type

8,4  Ownership control

7,3  Direct return

6,0  Property size

5,8  Stakeholder risk

3,8  Leverage

2,2  Role of the municipality

1,9  Timeline

1,1  Diversification

Property investment criteria Urban development investment criteria Investor-led urban development investment criteria 
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The selection of the investors for the interviews was based on their strategy, focus and activeness in urban development. 
However, foreign investors become more interested in the Dutch real estate market and are mostly able to invest large 
amounts of money on one place. High property volume is mentioned as one of the important factors for investor-led urban 
development. Therefore, it can be interesting to repeat this study with only foreign investors. 

8.2.3 Results
The results of this thesis show the selection criteria and preconditions for investor-led urban development. The preconditions 
are not given for all criteria because of the diversity in answers. The focus on only the preconditions of investor-led urban 
development can create a complete overview of the preconditions for investor-led urban development and may be able 
to create more connections between the preconditions and the type of investor. This can give more detailed insight in the 
preferred circumstances for investor-led urban development. 

Furthermore, the results show that some investors are active in urban development and investor-led urban development to 
create added value, which increases the return on the property. However, not all investors are convinced of this increasing 
return. More investors will probably be active in urban development when increasing return is proven. Further research is 
needed to prove the relationship between qualities in the surrounding area of a property and the return on the property. 

8.3 Recommendations for the Dutch urban development practice
Real estate investors are not all interested in investments in urban development and investor-led urban development. The 
higher risk and the uncertainties of urban developments make most of the investors reticent. However, urban development 
offers many opportunities for investors but institutional investors have the obligation of for example retirement payments 
and insurances payments. This makes this party more focusing on direct return and the quality of the cash flows. This does 
not match with the characteristics of investor-led urban development, which can be characterized with indirect return and 
only a small amount of cash flows in the beginning of the projects. These investors can become active in urban development 
when the risk-profile of investors is matched with the risk-profile of urban development. The collaboration between the 
different stakeholders is an important factor in this process. Investors mentioned in the interviews that investor-led urban 
development could become more interesting for investors when they lead urban developments with a partner to create a 
better connection between the risk-profiles. In this case, an investor can for example collaborate with a project developer, 
a party with development and management experience. The importance can be found in the structuring of the risk and 
financing. Further research is reccommended to give insight in the possibilities to create connecting risk-profiles. 

Furthermore, the investors mentioned that the public processes within the Dutch urban development are not always 
clear and transparent for them. The municipality has the task to create more clearness in these processes, which makes it 
easier for investors to assess the risks of the urban development. In addition, the municipality needs to try to release the 
directors’ role in the urban development more often and has to create more space for private parties such as investors. 
The Cruquius area in Amsterdam is a good example of a municipality that facilitates the private parties. This flexibility is 
an important factor for investors. In addition, the selection criteria of this thesis give insight in the important factors in 
investments decisions of institutional investors and private investors. In this case, the municipalities can better estimate 
whether a project is interesting for investors. Furthermore, the distrust of some investors in municipalities can be remedied 
by delving into the process and interest of each other’s business. The municipality can do this by studying the selection 
criteria of investors and the investors can do this by developing more knowledge of public processes. In this way, they can 
get more insight in the risks of urban development and the possibilities for alternative real estate. 
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ii Appendix 1

Interview guide investor-led urban development

1. Introduction
 • Name:
 • Position:
 • Company:
 • Background:

2. Investments in general
This thesis is intended to give insight in the selection criteria and preconditions of different types of investors for 
investor-led urban developments. Primarily, I am looking for the general view of investors and their investment strategy.

 a. In this thesis, a distinction is made between different types of investors. [Company name] is classified as   
  [type of investor]. Is this correct?
 b. Does [Company name] also invest in other asset classes beside real estate?
  i. Yes: Can you complete the list of asset classes with percentages to give inside in the distribution   
   between the asset classes. 
 c. Can you see a shift is the percentage since the start of the financial crisis in 2008?
  i. Yes: What is the influence of these changes?
   1. What is the reason that real estate assets become more or less interesting for [Company   
    name] in economic bad times?
  ii. No: Are the percentage sensitive for other changes?

3. Real estate investments
 a. What is the percentage of direct and indirect real estate investments of the total amount of real estate   
  investments?
This thesis will not elaborate on indirect investments because it’s focusses on direct investments.
 b. Has [Company name] the preference for a certain type of real estate? What is the reason for this?

4. Investments in urban development
The next definition of urban development is used in this thesis:
Urban development is the total (re)development of an area between 3 and 15 hectares with different functions in which 
stakeholders from different disciplines collaborating, have shared responsibilities and aim to create financial and social 
value. 

 a. Does [Company name] invest in urban development?
 b. What are the reasons for this?
The literature shows the selection criteria for investments in urban development. 
 c. Does [Company name] use the same selection criteria for investments in urban development?
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  i. Yes: Can you give each criterion a grade between 0 and 10?
  ii. No: What do you want to change? (Thereafter answer i).
To create the preconditions, it is important to give the selection criteria a value. 
 d. What kind of value can you give to the selection criteria?

5. Investor-led urban development
The next definition of investor-led urban development is used in this thesis:
Investor-led urban development can be defined as urban development projects between 3 and 15 hectares in which 
an investor leads the development of a spatial area. This means that the investor is involved in all phases of the urban 
development and has a large share in the investments. The investor can choose whether to develop by himself or 
to collaborate with property developers. The core tasks of the investor in investor-led urban development consist of 
managing, organizing and financing of the project

 a. What is your opinion of investor-led urban development?
 b. Do you think that investors in general are able to lead urban developments?
  i. Yes: In which way can an investor do this? (intern of extern)
  ii. No: Why not?
 c. Does [Company name] have experience with investor-led urban development?
  i. Yes: Can you give an example of a project?
  ii. No: Why not? 
  iii. No: Is [Company name] interested in investor-led urban development?
The literature shows the selection criteria for investor-led urban development. 
 d. Does [Company name] use the same selection criteria for investor-led urban development?
  i. Yes: Can you give each criterion a grade between 0 and 10?
  ii. No: What do you want to change? (Thereafter answer i).
To create the preconditions, it is important to give the selection criteria a value. 
 e. What kind of value can you give to the selection criteria?

6. Closing
 a. Do you have any questions about this subject or thesis?
 b. Do you want the results to be anonymized?






