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Abstract
In order to address the housing challenge in Kenya, 250,000 housing units should be constructed annually, but only 50,000 are supplied by both the public and private sector players. This means that there is an annual deficit of 200,000 units, which has since accumulated to over two million housing units. The inadequate supply of housing leads to increase in the number of inadequate shelter and homelessness, where 46.5 percent of Kenyans live therein.  Stakeholders have called for diverse ways and means for accelerating provision of down-market urban housing arising from its growing demand in Kenyan urban areas. Such means require the public and private sector to work together, and the application of Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) is one of such measures for enhanced down market urban housing provision. 
Despite its recommendation as one of the most cost-effective methods through which down market urban housing can be provided, applicability of PPP models is hampered by many challenges, as evidenced in Kenya since 2013 when the public sector started utilizing the concept. To unravel these challenges and recommend solutions, Delphi method of research was used, involving three rounds, of three panels drawn from housing practitioners, financiers and developers, comprising of 88 persons. The major finding was that some of the challenges that face application of PPP models in developing down market urban housing include longer periods consumed in executing PPP projects, which has a bearing on the rate at which investors can recoup their investments (standard deviation of 0.25). The major conclusion was that PPP applicability challenges can be addressed through diverse ways, means and methods like structuring the model to address the unique housing development characteristics and financing options and the sensitization of stakeholders. The major recommendation was that PPP models are applicable in the development of low-cost urban housing.
Key words: Public Private Partnerships, Delphi, Panels, down market urban housing/low-cost urban housing. 
Introduction
Countries and individuals spend substantial investments of their lifetimes to acquire decent and quality housing. This is because human beings require adequate housing for enhanced living and productivity, comfort and dignity. It is projected that about one billion people worldwide lack access to adequate housing and hence resorts to living in slums and informal settlements, with over one hundred million being homeless (Nnanjar, 2017; Nnanjar, 2017; Republic of Kenya, 2016). According to the State Department for Housing Kenya, there is need to provide 250,000 housing units annually, where only 50,000 units are actually developed from the public and private players. This creates a deficit of 200,000 units, which has subsequently accrued to over two million housing units. The accumulated shortage of adequate supply of housing has relegated many urban dwellers to slums and informal settlements where for example 46.5 percent of urban Kenyan population lives in over 500 number slums and informal settlements (Government of Kenya, 2019; World Bank, 2018; World Bank, 2017). 
The shortage of urban housing in Kenya is exacerbated the ever-increasing national population currently at 52 million people, of which 31.2 percent is urbanized with an urbanization rate of 4.9 percent (which is above the global average at the same, which was 1.86 percent), according to the 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census (KPHC). To ensure that adequate down market urban housing is supplied, stakeholders in Kenya and worldwide are unanimous that PPPs presents one of the best alternatives in the development of down-market urban housing, because it leverages the advantages and capabilities that arise when governments work together with private players. Through PPPs mechanisms, the public sector provides the monitoring and evaluation of projects, creation of enabling environment, provision of incentives and standards for the down-market urban housing. On the other hand, the private sector provides innovation, technology, efficiency, effectiveness, managerial expertise and enhanced financing mechanisms (Mohamed, 2017; Rondinelli, 2003; Buckley and Kalarickal, 2005). 
Application of PPP models to construct and avail low-cost urban housing faces challenges that border on economic, political, legal, technological, environmental and capacity aspects, which have the net effect of delayed application and utilization in the sector (Republic of Kenya, 2016; 2007). 
The likely hindrances to the applicability of PPP models in developing low-cost urban housing  

Since the advent of civilization, the arising benefits in the application of PPP models to develop infrastructure and deliver services, low-cost urban housing included, have been documented. However, its application in down market urban housing has faced many challenges that include economic, political, failure of the various housing development programmes and laws, and inability of countries to operationalize effective institutional frameworks through which low-cost urban housing and related supporting and enabling infrastructure can be availed. In addition, applicability of PPP models may be hampered by inadequate structuring and alignment of various players’ interests. Mechanisms should be put in place for private players to make profits on one hand, and for the public sector to comprehensively provide public goods and services to the majority of its population (Urmi, 2005; Jones and Ward, 1994; Islam, 1996). 
The application of PPPs faces five major challenges as highlighted by the United Nations Habitat programme (UN Habitat). These are modes of financing, capacity of parties to the PPP contracts, contradictory goals between parties, insufficient incorporation of sustainability considerations and inadequate public acceptability of the project. To address these challenges, diverse strategies have been used in the successful PPP projects. Some of the strategies include application of subsidies, guarantees, letters of comfort and credit lines, provision of housing infrastructure and in some cases, the public sector can undertake part financing. Long term national planning and budgeting, in addition to creation of enabling housing environment – legislations, finance, housing infrastructure has been used to address likely PPP application challenges (Kavishe & An, 2016; Moskalyk, 2011). 
Efforts to address likely PPP challenges in projects and hence make the model applicable have been applied in many countries, key among them Egypt. Under the Mubarak Youth Housing Project implemented between years 2005 to 2011, attempts were made to address existing weak partnership policies, which results in constrained housing finance for the developers and high taxation that affects both developers and consumers (Ahmed, 2017; Zhou et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2012). 
Other measures that should be undertaken in order to reduce challenges like hampering the applicability of PPP models in developing low-cost urban housing include improved risk identification, costing and allocation, including transfer between parties. Secondly, there must be efforts in building local capacity to handle commercial, legal, technical, negotiation of PPP processes and thirdly, the mechanisms to handle local politics which can greatly affect the public acceptability of PPP projects (Zhou et al., 2013; UN Habitat, 2011; Wang et al., 2010). PPP proponents may need to address the apparent inadequate innovative financing of the model which has been affected by the many global financial crises. This has had the effect of reducing the capabilities of the private sector to avail themselves of their capital for PPP pipeline projects. Stakeholders may need to address the issues around public acceptability of application of PPPs in financing public projects arising from concerns of environmental sustainability, accountability, transparency and PPP project delivery methods (SDG’s 2015; IISD, 2011; Murphy, 2009; UN Habitat, 2011; UK Department of Transport and Green Public - Private Partnerships Guide Note, 2003). 
Finally, studies by Trangkanont and Charoenngam (2014) and Sengupta (2006) emphasized key success factors that can address challenges inherent in the application of PPPs in the development process. These are mechanisms for the adoption of suitable legal environment and framework supportive of the down-market urban housing agenda, adequate framework for effective incentivization of private players in order to invest, innovate and provide optimal solutions to public challenges. There is need to ensure increased capacity and reliance on the country’s local private sector resources for successful PPPs (Kavishe and an, 2016; Abdullahi and Aziz, 2011; Abdul-Aziz and Kassim, 2011; UN Habitat, 2011 and IISD, 2011). 
Principal Agency Theory (PAT) and applicability of PPP to deliver low-cost urban housing 
To explain the arising relationship between public and private sectors unique partnerships and collaboration under PPP arrangements, the Principal Agent Theory (PAT), developed by Laffont and Tirole, is used. This arrangement is such that the public sector or the “principal”, contracts a private party, the “agent”, to carry out some agreed functions and activities on its behalf. The principal has to assign some agreed levels of decision making to the agent, who is supposed to have a risk appetite, and who once incentivized, can perform the agreed functions and service delivery on behalf of the principal (Sajko, 2008; Otten, 2005; Smith, 1999). 
Down -market urban housing projects assume many risks which must be properly assigned to the entity that has the best capabilities of handling the same in the PPP arrangement. PAT operationalizes strategies for risk allocation in a partnership in order to promote the achievement of good outcomes and high performance of the desired project objectives (Ong’olo, 2006). PAT deals with the challenges of aligning the interests of the players and their core concerns in a partnership on one hand and the application of mechanisms, including systems of monitoring and sanctions, through which the contract is delivered as per specifications and agreements (IMF, 2009; Delves and Patrick, n.d; Mitnick, 1973). 

Gailmard (2002) noted that accountability is the main ingredient of the PAT theory, where the agents undertake to perform a certain function on behalf of the principal(s), who makes decisions on the incentive structures for the agent. The agent is thereafter supposed to take appropriate actions to deliver as per contractual obligations.  PAT is frequently considered to be an explicit area of contract theory; and related with many formal theories which address specific concerns in various aspects of projects and contracts in the modern world (Bolton and Dewatripont, 2004; Gailmard, 2002). PAT balances the motivations and interests of players in a PPP contract, by ensuring that the motivation of the government or the public players for seamless provision of services and goods, through welfarist inclinations on one hand; and the motivations of the private sector for making profits on the other hand, are aligned. The Special Purpose Vehicle or company (SPV) formed in many PPP transactions and agreements is central to the operationalization and alignment of these interests and motivations (Sajko, 2008). 
Methodology 

In order to gauge the likely hindrances to the applicability of PPP models in the development of low-cost urban housing, the Delphi method of research was used. This is because very few PPPs in housing and wider urban development sector have been undertaken, and hence there was a need to get forecasts and predictions of ways through which identified challenges can be addressed. Delphi is a qualitative method of research used where the problem or issue of concern has not been fully explored. It leverages experts’ opinions in a certain area of study to make predictions and forecasts and informed judgements. These opinions are then channeled in a way that leads to consensus on possible solutions to the research problem at hand (Donohoe & Needham, 2009; Linstone & Turoff, 1975). 
This study utilized the identified experts who possess knowledge and experience in matters housing policy formulation, financing and development. Their opinions and suggestions on the hindrances likely to hamper the applicability of PPP models to develop low-cost urban housing were reviewed and consensus developed (Paliwoda, 1983). In the phase of collecting critical information and data, experts were individually engaged and were kept aware of the opinions of others, in order to restate their opinions or make modifications. These opinions and predictions were thereafter ranked and weighed (Linstine and Turoff, 1975; Erdener, 1994). Delphi research places a lot of emphasis on anonymity of the respondents, which should be guaranteed throughout the study process. Guided open ended Questionnaires were administered through emails and direct contact with targeted experts (Rowe and Wright, 1999). 
In Delphi studies, the selection of the sampling frame depends on the scope, significance attached to the different variables and nature underlying the investigation and rationale of the research (Erdener, 1994). Delphi studies utilize panels of experts as respondents, and the number of one panel or another can vary as much as possible. The panels can range between 15 -30, 15 -20, 10 -15, 10 -50 people as the researcher may design. The panels can include up to three panels (Somerville, 2008; Chitu and Suzanne, 200; Clayton, 1997; Ziglio, 1996; Murray, 1970). The reasons behind selecting and utilizing a specific number of panelists are that they should first be experts in the subject matter under investigation and secondly, they should be willing to answer all the questions in all the rounds of Delphi (Seuring & Muller (2008; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004).
The number of experts to be used in some Delphi studies, like the applicability of PPP models in the development of low-cost urban housing, might be limited. In practice, Delphi studies may not emphasis on high levels of expertise for the panelists participating in the research process (Sackman, 1975; Welty, 1974). This study therefore utilized three Delphi panels of 25 -30 persons per panel (Gordon, 1994; Murray, 1970). This consideration was made out of the realization that the efficiency and effectiveness of data collected has no correlation between panel size and the Delphi rounds used in a study (Rowe and Wright, 1999). 
This investigation utilized 3 Delphi panels spread such that first, there were 30 Housing Financiers, comprising of employees of banks in Kenya involved in provision of mortgages and loans for housing development and improvement, and working in Nairobi city county. These banks were: Jamii Bora, Cooperative, Equity, Kenya Commercial, Commercial Bank of Africa and National Bank of Kenya. Secondly, there were 28 developers of housing comprising of the leading housing construction and selling companies within the city of Nairobi. These developers were members of the Kenya Property Developers Association (KPDA) and included: Munchen general contractors, Axis Real developers, Nile developers, Daykio developers and real estate, PDM Kenya Ltd, Kelly Developers and Engineering ltd, Cytonn real estate developers, Vimerc Ltd and Munthumbi developers. Thirdly, there were 30 number housing practitioners comprising of housing development officers working with the Nairobi city county and the Housing department of the State Department for Housing and Urban Development.
Data collection procedures under Delphi

In ideal Delphi studies, the data collection and revision and or correction exercise should be carried out till the level where the researcher does not find out any more changes, discoveries or revisions of the collected data (Seuring & Muller, 2008; Okoli and Pawlowski, 2004; Linstone &Turoff, 2002). The data collection for this research was done through three Delphi rounds in order to answer the underlying issues and likely challenges in the applicability of PPPs in the development of down-market urban housing. Questionnaires were administered to the respondents, where in the first round Delphi, exploratory questions were asked. Subsequently, data collected in the first round was qualitative in nature, and was analyzed through content analysis techniques, like the grouping of similar issues and summarizing them. The researcher undertook minimum editing, and formulated questions for round two Delphi using the findings of round one Delphi data collection (Hasson et al., 2000; Pateman, 1998).  
Under the Delphi method of data collection, the experts have the leeway to restate or change or vary their opinions from time to time before consensus is attained. They can provide reasons for sticking or changing their opinions and answers, which is then evaluated to achieve consensus. The researcher worked on the responses till a level where consensus would be achieved on the various questions. The only caution is that consensus in Delphi studies can be achieved in many ways and hence no one fits all methodology. Therefore, the greatest number of studies conducted through Delphi utilizes the mean and standard deviations as measures of the level of agreement and consensus amongst the experts. From the foregoing, this study used the mean and standard deviation to analyze and draw some level of consensus on the hindrances likely to hamper the desired applicability of PPP models to develop low-cost urban housing. The more the computed values approached the mark of 0.00, the more it was agreed that some level of consensus on the specific issue under inquiry was achieved (Somerville, 2008; Hasson et al., 2000; Mitchel, 1991).  
Findings using the values computed for standard deviation values were ranked and assigned qualitative meanings. In practice, standard deviation values were qualitatively interpreted such that 0.00 -0.5 was assigned “Highly important” statement; 0.51-0.70 assigned “Mild Important”; 0.71-1.00 assigned “important”; while 1.01 -2.00 assigned “unimportant”. 
Results and Discussions:
From the Delphi analysis, it was found out that 90 question forms were administered to Practitioners of Housing, Financers of housing and developers of housing and through physical means or through electronic mails. Further, 30 questionnaires were returned by the Housing Practitioners, representing 34.1% of the respondents; and another 30 questionnaires were returned by the Housing Financiers representing, representing another 34.1%; while 28 questionnaires were submitted by developers of housing, representing 31.8% of the total participation of the respondents. Figure 1 shows the 3 panellists who participated in the Delphi rounds. 
Figure 1: The three respondents’ panels under Delphi


[image: image1.png]Figire 1: respondent in the three round Delphi process per panel

= Housing practitioners = Housing Developers = Housing Financiers



Source: Field Data (2025)
Deeper analysis indicated that the panellists had 100% understanding through which diverse PPP models can be applied to develop low-cost urban housing. This has the implication that they had some idea on how PPP models can be structured and utilized in the development of low-cost urban housing. 

During the first round Delphi, questions were exploratory in nature and the respondents randomly and without guidance, experts recognized five likely hindrances to the application of PPP models in developing low-cost urban housing. These challenges were: number one, prolonged period it takes to conclude PPP transactions, including actual project implementation, which has significant bearing on the cost of project financing, higher profit motivations for the private entities, inadequate project resources deployment, and challenges in structuring and operationalizing adequate incentives. This challenge had a frequency of 33 and hence a 37.5%. to counter such challenges, the respondents noted the need to develop appropriate incentive structures, off-take guarantees for final housing projects, the provision of housing infrastructure, which ordinarily consumes 30% of a typical housing development project. The challenges could also be ameliorated through operationalization of unique housing financing strategies like the provision or arrangements for standby credit lines, utilization of the sovereign wealth funds, reduction of bureaucracy, land banking and incentivizing demand and supply for housing, to address the likely hindrances brought about by the long nature of transactions under PPP models. 
Secondly, the respondents noted that challenge number two was the inadequate access to serviced land that is land with adequate or basic housing infrastructure recording a frequency of 23 translating to 26.1%. The respondents noted that some down -market urban housing projects could be in areas that are not connected to housing infrastructure, which would increase the cost of the projects, and the costs would be passed on to the consumers, hence facing the probability of the PPP models being unpopular to the public. The respondents provided specific solutions to this challenge that included provision of housing infrastructure, adequate planning that residential areas are connected via adequate transport and Non-Motorized Transport (NMT) to places of work; utilization of the cooperative/savings and credit cooperatives societies (Saccos) successes in housing delivery and partnership with targeted groups for low-cost urban housing development. 
Thirdly, respondents had consensus on the likely hindrance of inadequate PPP legal operating environment, especially for low-cost urban housing programmes, which recorded the frequency of 15 translating to 17.1%. They noted that to address such a challenge, countries that are intent on utilizing PPP models in the process of developing low-cost urban housing should develop clear and facilitative legal operating environment that spells out the various aspects of PPPs, provides user friendly PPPs application manuals, PPP standards and guidelines that address all the sectors of the economy, for ease of application by stakeholders. 
Fourthly, the respondents cited incoherent mutual understanding and agreement on the rationale and importance of provision of low-cost urban housing options for the urban poor, with a frequency of 10 translating to 11.4%. The apparent lack of common vision is made worse by the fact that housing programmes targeting the urban poor are predisposed to political interference and corruption, which combine to deny the target group the developed units. The respondents provided solutions to this challenge and suggested the championing of mutual national rationale and justification through which adequate low-cost urban housing programmes and projects can be implemented under PPP models and other mechanisms. The national vision/common goals for provision of low-cost urban housing should be actualized through consensus-building by all stakeholders. National cohesion and harmony can be attained from housing the urban poor, which has a lot of benefits to the economy and stability of a country. Applicability of PPPs in such a venture could be bolstered by establishing PPP champions and pacesetters to galvanize and rally stakeholders to provide low-cost urban housing. 
Fifth, respondents highlighted limited know-how on structuring, alongside arranging successful PPP models and approaches in developing low-cost urban housing, recording a frequency of 7, which translates to 7.9%. The structuring, arranging and implementing successful down-market urban housing programmes requires possession of some critical skills which might be lacking in many countries or institutions desirous of leveraging on PPPs. Inadequate skills and competencies limit the overall uptake of PPP down-market urban housing projects in a country, hence inability to leverage on PPP models to address the huge demand for such housing products. Countries need to build capacities, create awareness and sensitize stakeholders for utilization of PPPs, including operationalization of innovative financing options for PPPs for various sectors of the economy. Table 1 highlights the challenges and solutions for the application of PPPs in developing low-cost urban housing in Kenya. 
Table 1: Likely hindrances & solutions to applicability of PPPs in low-cost urban housing development 
	No
	Item
	Item 
	Frequency 
	%
	Rank

	1.
	Longer PPP transactions time
	Develop appropriate incentives & enabling environment
	33
	37.5
	1

	2.
	Inadequate access to serviced land 
	Provide housing infrastructure& adequate planning 
	23
	26.1
	2

	3.
	Inadequate PPP legal environment 
	Formulate up to date legal environment 
	15
	17.1
	3

	4.
	Lack of common vision/ goals/ values
	Formulate common goals/ vision/objectives
	10
	11.4
	4

	5.
	Inadequate knowledge on PPPs structuring/ implementation 
	Sensitization/ awareness creation/ capacity building
	7
	7.9
	5

	Total 
	88
	100
	


Source (field surveys, 2025). 
The answers obtained through the questions in the Delphi round one was analysed and formed the basis for the development of the second round Delphi investigation. The challenges likely to face the application of PPPs in the development of low-cost urban housing were further developed and agreed upon, including the identification of one further likely challenge, making them six in number. The first challenge was confirmed to be the extensive time taken before the private players can recoup their investments under PPP models, recording 24.2%. The time taken for developers and financiers for return on their investment has major implications on their willingness to participate in such ventures. Secondly, respondents cited the likelihood of interferences by the political players and corruption in matters of application of PPP models in the attempt to construct and deliver low-cost urban housing, recording 19.5%. Corruption and political interference have the likelihood of leading to low resource mobilization especially for low-income urban households. Thirdly, the respondents noted that there could be the challenge of legal environment, inadequate institutional structures for PPP models, and poor operating environment under which PPP models can be utilized to avail the low-cost urban housing, scoring 15.3%.  

The fourth challenge as listed by the panellists was the limited availability of land with housing infrastructure and other services, scoring 15%. This is because the presence of serviced land in areas set aside for housing development has the consequence of reducing the final cost and price of the low-cost urban housing units under the PPP arrangements. It is estimated that housing infrastructure constitutes up to 30% of the final cost of housing development, and therefore its provision and installation has the effect of making PPP models applicable in the process of developing low-cost urban housing. The fifth challenge was listed as the likelihood of limited know-how and cognizance of the operationalization of PPP models and attendant frameworks, with a score of 14%. The sixth challenge provided by the panellists was limited and inexistence of little mutual understanding and rationale for comprehensive provision of adequate shelter and attendant infrastructure for the low-income urban households, with a score of 12%. Lack of a common vision means there can be no champions to rally players towards comprehensive provision of low-cost urban housing. 
The six challenges discussed herein are presented in table 2. 
Table 2: likely hindrances to applicability of PPP in delivering low-cost urban housing
	S/No
	Item 
	Percentage  
	Rank

	1. 
	extensive time to recoup investments & implement projects 
	24.2
	1. 

	2. 
	Interferences by political players, corruption and inadequate mobilization of resources 
	19.5
	2. 

	3. 
	Inadequate laws, institutional structures & enabling environment 
	15.3
	3. 

	4. 
	Limited serviced land
	15
	4. 

	5. 
	Inadequate know-how and consciousness of operationalization of PPP models 
	14
	5. 

	6. 
	Limited mutual understanding and rationale for comprehensive low-cost housing options
	12
	6. 


Source: Field surveys (2025).
In the third Delphi round, the panellist restated and ranked the challenges that are likely to hamper the applicability of PPP models in the process of developing low-cost urban housing as follows: Firstly, was the extensive time within which PPP models are structured, implemented and investors recoup their investments, some of which could be loans and other debts. This challenge scored a standard deviation of 0.25. This is in line with the observations made in the first and second Delphi rounds, where the development of low-cost urban housing using PPP models requires long periods to implement because of the many processes involved like the agreements, negotiations, discussions and planning and actual rollout of the project. 
The public sector may be required to undertake some processes and procedures that requires time, including public engagements, approvals, market sounding and stakeholder engagement and alignment of the public actors. In some cases, down-market urban housing developers may have to undertake some initial payments like guarantees for performance, and these deductions and dues take time before they can be paid back, hence constituting a substantial investment. These processes and periods that precede actual rollout of PPP programmes and projects increase the cost of capital and hence affect the price of houses developed under the PPP arrangements. This might make it mandatory for the government to apply incentives, concessions and guarantees for developers to be comfortable to invest in the sector, and for the targeted households to afford the housing units. 
Secondly, the respondents noted that there are insufficient enabling, legal and institutional contexts, scoring a standard deviation of 0.29. It was found out that some of the applicable laws in Kenya, prior to the enactment of the PPP Act of 2021, focused on the hard and physical infrastructure, and did not pay much attention to the softer infrastructure like PPP approaches applicable in development of low-cost urban housing. These laws prescribed modalities for investment and recovery of such investments and included the need to tap into the user fees and in some cases government payments under PPP transactions. Therefore, it has been the practice for the physical infrastructure to be more considered under PPPs because the asset developed under PPP arrangements had the capacity to generate sufficient revenue streams to cover the capital investments made in the process. 
The development of low-cost urban housing, being a dual good -social and economic, might not generate sufficient revenues in short spans to offset what the developers have used, and hence PPP laws should address the peculiar characteristics of housing. The laws should make it possible for development of low-cost urban housing units that have different and innovative ways through which the products can be let to the consumers. PPP laws amenable to housing should inculcate and in-build flexibility for the players in the low-cost urban housing to successful.  

The third challenge was cited political interference and corruption as a challenge, with a standard deviation of 0.30. Low-cost urban housing schemes attracts a lot of political interference, and this makes the final units developed not benefit the actual target groups, the low-income urban households. To counter the problem, proponents of low-cost urban housing projects should court and cultivate political support through which creates the desired favourable environment for increased participation of the private players in developing low-income urban households under PPP models. Mega projects cannot be successful without the political support as cited in the Kenya Vision 2030 under the political pillar. The broad political support for the national development including for housing through enhanced role of the private sector led to the enactment of the Government Support Measures of 2018. 

The fourth challenge was highlighted as limited and inadequate mutual understanding and rationale for building low-cost urban housing, with a standard deviation of 0.31. This arises from the fact that players in PPP pipeline might not have the much-needed buy-in to invest in low-cost urban housing; housing the urban poor operationalizes many national development benefits which can be leveraged to fast-track rapid developments. The programme can address marginalization, informality, competitiveness and security of tenure since people who have their own homes are less likely to engage in violence and dangerous activities. 
The provision of low-cost urban housing makes citizens more responsible and active participants in national development. In this regards, adequate access of low-cost urban housing through PPP models stabilizes national development. This has the effect of fulfilling the aspirations of the Kenya vision 2030 of a well housed nation buttressed by the Big five issues under the Bottom-Up Economic Transformation Agenda (BETA), which includes intention to develop 250,000 housing units per year. The Kenya Vision 2030 aims to lead to the construction of on average 200,000 housing units per year through mixed methods like PPPs. This will be done through adequate planning that should factor in slum and informal settlements upgrading and enhanced provision of housing infrastructure to spur housing developments. 
The panellists identified the fifth challenge as the inadequate knowledge on how PPPs operate and work in some sectors like the construction of down-market urban housing, with a standard deviation of 0.37. The limited awareness hindered the proper utilization of PPPs in addressing the housing supply and other infrastructural needs. There is limited knowledge on how the concept works, how it can be structured and how it can be tapped. Adequate skills are needed for negotiations and operationalization of PPP transactions, including the capacity building for the private sector, who may lack some skills for effective PPPs. Inadequate experience in structuring and implementing PPPs from the government side has been blamed as one of the hindrances to the successful leveraging and application of PPPs in development process. 
The panellist provided the sixth challenge as the lack of adequate serviced land with social and physical infrastructure, with a standard deviation of 0.38. Inadequate housing infrastructure like, sewer lines, water lines, electricity, waste management facilities, drainage canals and footpaths/access roads increase the cost for housing development, making it out of reach of the target groups. Where housing infrastructure is absent, developers must include the cost of developing off-site and on-site infrastructure in their final pricing. Figure 2 presents the weighted likely hindrances to the applicability of PPP models. 
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Figure 2: Combined/weighted likely hindrances to the applicability of PPP models 
Source: Author (2025).
Conclusion

Application of PPPs in developing low-cost urban housing has many advantages that if tapped, can offer to the development of infrastructure, including fast tracking the development of low-cost urban housing programmes. The attempts to apply the concept though have faced many challenges, which are surmountable, that must be addressed going forward to make it applicable. 
The main reason as to why the private sector is important in the operationalization of effective PPPs is because they are advantageous in five key areas. This is because private entities have the necessary expertise through which development of low-cost urban housing, associated project management, mobilization of the financial resources which can be diversified through housing bonds and Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs), infusion of technology and efficiency in the down-market urban housing operations. These advantages are key for enhanced service delivery parameters. The main advantage that the private sector obtains from PPPs is the operationalization of long-term secure contracts, which enables the implementation of whole life of the project costs hence enhanced innovation and reduction of cost implications for projects (Syracuse University, 2016; UN Habitat, 2011). 
In order for PPPs to apply into the low cost -urban housing to work, stakeholders and proponents of PPPs should operationalize effective and workable PPP arrangements. These arrangements are key in addressing risk identification, quantification, pricing and apportionment, in addition to application of adequate guarantees and measures to incentivize the private sector. The public sector may need to use subsidies and part financing for social sectors like down market urban housing development to succeed and make a business case. Proponents may need to operationalize sustainable capacity building, elimination of project implementation constraints, including technology transfer and innovations for successful PPPs. There should be deliberate fiscal reforms and managerial perfections in the public sector to address project design, affordability and accessibility of down-market urban housing and other challenges (UN Habitat, 2011; Noll, 2000; Stern and Holder, 1999). 

These challenges include the long periods it takes to recoup the investments made under PPP transactions; existence of inadequate laws, regulations and institutions to support the application of PPPs; political interference and corruption in the process hence making some projects to be unreliable and fail to deliver as expected; lack of a common and agreed vision and goals on housing the low income urban households; inadequate knowledge on how PPPs work or how they can be structured to align all stakeholder’s interests; and inadequate supply of serviced land and housing infrastructure for housing development. 
These challenges can be addressed by firstly, structuring PPPs in such a way that the unique housing characteristics are addressed. Secondly by sensitizing people on applicability of PPPs for down-market urban housing. Thirdly, by public entities coming up with cheaper down market urban housing financing strategies. Fourthly, the public sector should provide incentives through serviced land with social and physical infrastructure. Fifth, the public sector should formulate adequate laws for the application of PPPs in down market urban housing, this can be done by operationalizing various aspects of already existing PPP framework.
Recommendations 

i) Players and stakeholders in the development of down-market urban housing should come up with a common vision and foundation for such programmes to attract the necessary attention and requisite financing.  The common vision and understanding will be key to addressing many challenges that bedevil the affordable housing programmes. Understanding will operationalize utilization of effective techniques, methods, finances, innovation and whole of life cycle concepts.
ii) Players in the application of PPPs in the development of down -market urban housing should utilize experiences and international best practices on application of PPPs. One of the major lessons is that players should leverage on PPP hybrid models, including use of local forms of PPPs in the development of down-market urban housing schemes. Examples of local models like use of the cooperative model to deliver housing and related services and programmes;
iii) Stakeholders must come up with workable and bankable PPP laws, regulations, institutions and operationalize the application of PPPs through enabling laws. This can be done by amending the current PPP Act, 2013 to make it easier to transact PPPs businesses, including providing innovative financing, government support mechanisms, technological, managerial and effective and efficient project delivery methodologies.
iv) Players must operationalize well-structured partnerships with other public agencies and private partners to deliver down market urban housing. Well-structured PPPs will appropriately apportion resources, risks, responsibilities and rewards to the parties.
v) The public sector should continue to soldier greater responsibilities under PPP arrangements and as such, the concept is not an abdication of government responsibilities, but rather an effective way of providing the same. 
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