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Abstract

Housing and urban-development policies are often judged by what they promise, but their real effect depends on
the institutions that carry them out. This article examines governance and policy frameworks in housing and urban
development, with emphasis on low- and middle-income settings and recent Nigerian evidence. The study reviews
previous studies on housing policy, land governance, beneficiary selection, development control, finance, public-
private delivery, intergovernmental coordination, community participation, data disclosure and maintenance. The
literature shows that weak implementation can limit the effect of otherwise reasonable housing policies.
Comparative studies also show that inclusionary housing, public rental systems and state-led supply work
differently depending on institutional capacity and accountability. The study proposes a Housing Governance
Performance Model that links clear mandates, transparent land and allocation rules, finance, coordination,
monitoring and maintenance to delivery credibility and fair access. The model is not an estimated index; it is a
guide for comparing institutions and programmes. The study reveals that governance quality is visible in ordinary
administrative practices such as published criteria, reliable data, defined responsibilities and follow-up after
occupation. The study concludes that housing policy should include governance arrangements as part of
programme design rather than treating them as an administrative detail. The review gives particular attention to
the ordinary administrative points where policy can fail: unclear mandates, weak land records, hidden allocation
decisions, delayed coordination and poor follow-up after occupation. These are treated as measurable governance
issues.

Keywords: Housing governance; urban policy; land administration; accountability; beneficiary selection;
institutional coordination.

1.0 Introduction

Housing policy is written in laws, plans, budgets and programme documents, but people experience it through
institutions. An applicant deals with eligibility rules, land records, approvals, finance, allocation and estate management.
If responsibility is unclear at any of these points, a policy can become slow, costly or unfair even when its stated
objective is sound. Nigerian research repeatedly identifies implementation as a central housing problem (Odoyi &
Riekkinen, 2022; Alamu, 2022; Enwin & Ikiriko, 2023).

Governance also affects who receives the benefit. Land and housing programmes can be captured by groups with more
influence, while low-income households remain in informal or poorly serviced areas. Studies from Ghana, South Africa
and other developing settings show that urban development can reproduce exclusion when institutional rules do not
protect access (Boateng & Klopp, 2024; Mhlongo et al., 2024; Ebekozien et al., 2021). Transparent beneficiary selection
and clear land procedures are therefore not minor administrative issues.

Coordination is another recurring challenge. Housing delivery may involve national, state and local authorities, utilities,
mortgage institutions, private developers and community organisations. These actors do not always share the same
timetable, data or incentives. Research on large infrastructure and urban service governance shows that fragmented
authority can weaken implementation even when technical plans are available (Hudon & Floricel, 2023; Cirolia et al.,
2021).
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This article asks which governance conditions make housing and urban policy more credible in practice. It reviews recent
research, compares policy instruments and proposes a model centred on mandates, land, selection, finance, coordination,
data and maintenance. The paper uses governance as a practical question: who has authority, how decisions are recorded,
how beneficiaries are chosen, how performance is checked and how problems are corrected.

1.1 Statement of Problem

Housing and urban-development policies are important for providing decent and affordable housing, but good policies do
not always produce good results. In many low- and middle-income countries, including Nigeria, the main problem is
often weak implementation. Government agencies may have unclear duties, poor land records, weak monitoring systems
and limited coordination. These problems can delay housing projects and reduce public trust.

Another problem is the way housing beneficiaries are selected. When allocation rules are not clear or openly published,
some people may be treated unfairly. Poor development control, weak access to finance and limited community
involvement can also affect housing delivery. In some cases, housing projects are completed without proper plans for
maintenance, which can lead to poor living conditions after people move in.

Housing programmes also require reliable data and clear information so that government can know who needs housing,
where projects should be located and how well the programmes are working. Without proper records and follow-up, it
becomes difficult to measure results. This study therefore examines how governance and policy arrangements affect
housing and urban development, with attention to accountability, land management, finance, coordination, allocation,
monitoring and maintenance.

2.0 Literature Review

2.1 Conceptual Review: Rules, Institutions and Urban Development

Housing governance is the set of rules, institutions and relationships through which housing decisions are made and
carried out. It covers land, approvals, finance, beneficiary selection, contracting, service delivery and maintenance.
Policy is the stated direction; governance is the process that turns that direction into action. Odoyi and Riekkinen (2022)
show why this distinction matters in Nigerian low-income housing.

Good governance requires clear responsibility and enough information for people to check decisions. Transparent
eligibility rules reduce uncertainty, reliable land records reduce disputes, and published programme data make it easier to
see whether a scheme reaches its target. Inclusionary and public-rental studies show that governance instruments can
work, but their effect depends on the institutions that administer them (Yan et al., 2021; Yan et al., 2022).

Urban development also requires coordination across scales. National policy, state land administration, local
development control and utility investment can pull in different directions. Infrastructure and metropolitan-governance
research shows that coordination is not automatic and must be designed into programmes (Cirolia et al., 2021; Hudon &
Floricel, 2023; Tapscott, 2024).

2.2 Theoretical Framework: Institutional and Collaborative Governance

Institutional theory explains why formal rules do not produce the same result everywhere. Rules operate through
organisations with different skills, resources and routines. A housing policy may set a clear target, but the target can be
weakened by poor land records, delayed budgets, weak enforcement or inconsistent allocation. Studies of housing policy
in Nigeria and Southeast Asia show the importance of this institutional setting (Odoyi & Riekkinen, 2022; Ebekozien et
al., 2021).

Collaborative-governance theory is also relevant because housing delivery crosses organisational boundaries. Public
agencies, private developers, financiers, utilities and communities may need to share information and decisions.
Collaboration is useful only when responsibilities remain clear and there is a way to resolve disagreement. Evidence from
public rental housing, large infrastructure and urban governance supports the need for both participation and
accountability (Yan et al., 2022; Hudon & Floricel, 2023; Tapscott, 2024).

2.3 Empirical Review
Table 1. Recent studies on housing governance and policy implementation

Study Focus / target Method / model Reported finding Context
Odoyi & Housing policy Policy analysis Implementation structure limits low- Nigeria
Riekkinen income policy results

(2022)

Ebekozien et al.  Low-cost housing Regional review Policy instruments work differently Southeast
(2021) policy across institutional settings Asia

Yan et al. Inclusionary Governance Actor roles and relationships shape China
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(2021) housing framework policy outcomes

Yan et al. Public rental Tenant study Outcome evaluation should include user ~ Chongqing
(2022) housing experience

Shin et al. Housing supply Developmental- Public land management is central to Hanoi
(2023) state case incentive-based delivery

Boateng & Urban housing Governance Elite capture can redirect urban benefits ~ Ghana
Klopp (2024) justice analysis away from vulnerable groups

Mhlongo et al. Low-income Governance study Institutional coordination and services South Africa
(2024) housing affect housing sustainability

This study identifies recurring governance weaknesses in housing delivery. Studies discuss policy implementation,
affordability, infrastructure finance, private investment and exclusion (Alamu, 2022; Fateye et al., 2021; Nwachukwu et
al., 2023; Anierobi et al., 2023). These problems are connected because land, finance and services often pass through
different agencies before a household receives a usable home.

International studies show that different policy instruments still face similar governance tests. State-led supply in
Vietnam, public rental governance in China and affordable-housing governance in Amsterdam and Miami all depend on
rules, implementation capacity and local market conditions (Shin et al., 2023; Yan et al., 2022; Wijburg, 2021). African
studies add the risk of exclusion and uneven urban investment (Boateng & Klopp, 2024; Mhlongo et al., 2024).

2.4 Gap in Literature

Recent literature provides substantial evidence on housing policy, affordability, inclusion and urban governance (Odoyi
& Riekkinen, 2022; Yan et al., 2021; Boateng & Klopp, 2024). Nigerian studies also identify problems in finance,
infrastructure and low-income access (Jiburum et al., 2021; Fateye et al., 2021; Ogundipe et al., 2024). The remaining
gap is that governance variables are often discussed as separate administrative problems rather than as one delivery
system. Less attention is given to how land rules, beneficiary selection, intergovernmental coordination, data disclosure
and maintenance accountability work together over the life of a programme. This article addresses that gap through a
connected governance model and a set of practical performance questions.

3. Governance Process-Tracing and Policy Audit

This article uses a governance process-tracing framework. The main question is where a housing policy can lose
effectiveness between the written rule and the household outcome. Recent studies were examined for the actor
responsible, the rule or instrument used, the implementation step described, the problem reported and the consequence
for delivery or access. The method therefore follows a chain of responsibility rather than only counting policy themes.

3.1 Governance Audit Matrix

Six functions form the audit matrix: mandate clarity, land and approval control, beneficiary allocation, inter-agency
coordination, public disclosure and maintenance accountability. Each source was checked against these functions. When
a study discussed more than one function, each relevant issue was coded. The frequencies in the results section are
descriptive counts from the review and should not be interpreted as national governance scores.

3.2 Governance Control Index
For a future programme audit, the six functions can be scored on the same 0-to-100 scale and averaged:

GCl=M+L+A+C+D+0Q)/6 (1)

M is mandate clarity, L land and approvals, An allocation transparency, C coordination, D disclosure and Q post-
occupancy accountability. Equal weights are used only as a transparent starting rule. A government may adopt published
policy weights where there is a clear reason to do so.

3.3 Delivery-Gap Measure

Where planned and completed programme outputs are available, a separate implementation gap can be reported:
Delivery gap (%) = ((Planned — Delivered) / Planned) * 100 2)

This equation keeps implementation performance separate from institutional quality. A programme can have clear rules
and still face a delivery shortfall caused by finance, procurement or infrastructure delay.
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3.4 Accountability Loop

The diagram presents governance as a closed loop. Mandates lead to land and approvals, then allocation and
coordination, followed by disclosure and maintenance. Public evidence and corrective action return to the start of the
cycle. This form is useful for policy management because governance does not end when units are handed over.

Housing governance accountability loop

Mandate

es e 000 s 0 s 0 e se s e s s e s e e 0 e
----------------------------

Public evidence
+ corrective action

Disclosure Allocation

NS

" CoRrdingtion”,”.”)

Figure 1: Closed accountability loop for housing and urban-development governance.

4. Findings
Across the reviewed cases, credible delivery depends less on the number of policy statements than on clear
responsibility, transparent rules and follow-through.

4.1 Clear Mandates

Housing delivery becomes slow when several bodies are involved but none has final responsibility. Land may sit with
one agency, approval with another, finance with a third and infrastructure with utilities or local government. Nigerian
policy research shows that implementation gaps can weaken programmes aimed at low-income households (Odoyi &
Riekkinen, 2022). Comparative work also shows that the same housing instrument can perform differently under
different institutional arrangements (Ebekozien et al., 2021). Every programme should therefore have a written
responsibility map showing which body leads each major task and who resolves a delay when agencies disagree.

4.2 Land Governance

Land governance affects cost, speed and public trust. Weak records can produce disputes, double allocation or long
approval periods, while opaque disposal of public land can shift benefits away from the intended group. Inclusionary and
public-rental studies show that land and actor relationships matter to housing outcomes (Yan et al., 2021; Yan et al.,
2022). A sound system should keep parcel records current, state the basis for allocation and make changes traceable. The
aim is not simply more paperwork; it is a land process that users, developers and public officials can follow without
relying on informal access.

4.3 Transparent Beneficiary Selection

Affordable housing programmes often create a benefit worth more than the payment required from the beneficiary. That
makes selection vulnerable to favouritism or capture. Research on urban exclusion in Africa shows how stronger groups
can redirect urban benefits away from those with less influence (Boateng & Klopp, 2024). Public-rental governance
studies also emphasise the role of rules and user experience (Yan et al., 2022). Eligibility criteria should therefore be
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published before applications open, and the programme should keep an auditable record of applications, scores,
allocations and transfers. Transparency is especially important when demand is much larger than available units.

4.4 Development-Control Capacity

Planning rules have little effect when the office responsible cannot inspect sites, process applications or enforce clear
standards. Capacity includes staff, maps, procedures, transport for inspection and enough authority to act. Work on
housing policy in developing countries shows that institutions shape whether formal rules reach practice (Agayi &
Karakayaci, 2020; Mhlongo et al., 2024). Development control should focus on risks that matter unsafe land, blocked
drainage, poor access and harmful density while keeping routine approvals predictable. A slow and uncertain system can
encourage developers to work outside the formal process.

4.5 Intergovernmental Coordination

Urban housing cuts across levels of government. A state may provide land while a local authority manages roads or
waste and a national institution supplies mortgage finance. Coordination fails when each organisation follows its own
timetable. Community-infrastructure and affordability studies in Nigeria show how gaps between institutions can shift
cost back to households (Fateye et al., 2021; Jiburum et al., 2021). Major housing programmes should therefore use one
implementation timetable with named dependencies. If water, access or finance is late, the effect on allocation should be
visible before residents are affected.

4.6 Data Disclosure

Public information can improve both management and accountability. Basic programme data should show land released,
units started and completed, beneficiaries, price or payment terms, infrastructure status and major delays. Nigerian
housing research often points to implementation constraints, but comparison is difficult when programme information is
incomplete (Enwin & Ikiriko, 2023; Adedeji et al., 2023). Disclosure does not require publishing private applicant
details. It requires enough aggregated information for citizens, managers and researchers to see whether the programme
is reaching its stated purpose and where delivery is falling behind.

4.7 Maintenance Accountability

Governance continues after keys are handed over. Roads, drains, common areas and shared services need a clear
maintenance arrangement, yet responsibility can become blurred between residents, estate managers and public bodies.
Housing-quality research shows that service conditions affect wellbeing as well as asset condition (Howden-Chapman,
2023). Nigerian estate and infrastructure studies also show the value of continuing management attention (Okopi, 2023;
Fateye et al., 2021). Programme documents should therefore state who maintains each shared asset, how routine costs are
funded and how residents report unresolved faults.

4.8 Policy Continuity and Review

Housing programmes often last longer than one administration. Land preparation, infrastructure, finance and repayment
can continue for many years, so abrupt policy changes can strand projects or alter rules for existing beneficiaries.
Comparative studies from Vietnam, China and other markets show that state capacity and institutional design shape long-
term housing results (Shin et al., 2023; Yan et al., 2021). Continuity does not mean that a weak policy should never
change. It means that changes should follow evidence, protect existing obligations and be explained clearly. Regular
review is safer than sudden redesign driven only by a change in leadership.

Table 2. Governance functions identified in the reviewed evidence

Theme Coded share / count Interpretation

Mandates 18 Review coding / documented emphasis
Land 17 Review coding / documented emphasis
Finance 16 Review coding / documented emphasis
Participation 14 Review coding / documented emphasis
Accountability 20 Review coding / documented emphasis
Continuity 15 Review coding / documented emphasis
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Figure 2: Pareto chart of governance functions coded in the reviewed evidence.

S. Discussion
The governance problem is therefore practical: who decides, who pays, who checks performance, and what happens
when a programme departs from its stated purpose?

5.1 Implementation Credibility

A policy becomes credible when people can predict how it will be applied. Clear mandates, published procedures and
realistic timelines reduce the gap between written promises and actual delivery. Odoyi and Riekkinen (2022) show why
implementation structure matters in Nigerian housing policy, while Ebekozien et al. (2021) show that policy tools work
differently across institutional settings. Credibility is therefore built through repeated administrative behaviour. If
deadlines are missed or rules change, the programme should record the reason and the corrective action instead of
allowing uncertainty to become normal.

5.2 Fair Access

Fair access depends on more than an open application form. Eligibility, land location, deposit requirements and
information channels can all exclude people before formal selection begins. Governance studies from China and African
cities show that institutional design and unequal influence shape who receives housing benefits (Yan et al., 2021;
Boateng & Klopp, 2024). Programmes should examine application and allocation outcomes by income or target group,
while protecting personal data. A large difference between the intended group and actual beneficiaries is a signal that the
access rules need review.

5.3 Reduced Leakage

Leakage occurs when public support reaches people outside the intended group, when land or units are diverted, or when
programme funds cannot be traced to delivery. Transparent selection and auditable records can reduce this risk. Public-
rental research shows the value of continuing governance after allocation, not just at the point of entry (Yan et al., 2022).
Wider work on urban exclusion also warns that benefits can be captured by groups with stronger political or market
power (Boateng & Klopp, 2024). Housing agencies should therefore track transfers, resale, major contract changes and
beneficiary status where the programme rules require it.

5.4 Faster Delivery

Good governance can shorten delivery by removing uncertainty rather than by removing necessary checks. Developers
and agencies should know the documents required, the approval sequence and the time allowed for each decision. Large-
project research shows that policy and project systems work better when their responsibilities are connected (Hudon &
Floricel, 2023). Intergovernmental coordination is equally important because one late utility or land decision can hold up
an entire scheme. A published timetable with escalation points can make delay visible and easier to correct.
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5.5 Public Trust

Trust grows when people can see how decisions were made and whether the same rule applies to similar cases. Public
data, clear allocation rules and complaint channels help, but they must be followed by action. Research on governance
and affordable housing shows that user experience and accountability are central to long-term legitimacy (Yan et al.,
2022; Wijburg, 2021). Agencies should therefore publish programme results in plain language and explain major
changes. Silence after a delay or disputed allocation often damages trust more than an openly reported problem with a
clear remedy.

5.6 Policy Continuity and Accountability

Policy continuity matters because housing programmes often extend beyond one budget year or political term. Land
preparation, infrastructure, finance and construction may take several years. When rules or priorities change abruptly,
projects can stall and beneficiaries lose confidence. A governance framework should therefore specify what can be
changed, who can change it and how existing commitments will be protected.

The Kano evidence illustrates why land and transport governance belong in the housing discussion. Rapid built-up
expansion changes the area that planning institutions must manage (Koko et al., 2021; Koko et al., 2022), while transport
growth affects access to new neighbourhoods (Otuoze et al., 2021). Governance is therefore partly about keeping spatial
planning, housing and infrastructure decisions aligned.

Resident experience provides another accountability check. Okopi (2023) shows the importance of neighbourhood
infrastructure to public-estate satisfaction in Kano. Programme monitoring should include service quality after
occupation, not only the number of units allocated. Maintenance complaints, arrears and vacancy can reveal whether
governance is working at estate level.

Affordable-housing reviews also support flexible delivery. Bhanye et al. (2024) and Olaniran et al. (2024) discuss
innovative and mixed-income approaches, while Olubi and Aseyan (2022) focus on sustainable delivery for the urban
poor. These options can widen access, but they need transparent rules to protect the intended group and prevent benefits
from drifting upward.

Health and wellbeing provide a final public-value test. Housing that lacks safe services or forces excessive travel may
meet an administrative target while producing poor living conditions (Howden-Chapman, 2023). Governance indicators
should therefore include outcomes that residents can feel, not only process measures inside government offices.

The practical aim is not to create more committees. It is to reduce gaps between institutions. A programme should have a
clear lead agency, named responsibilities for partner bodies, shared data and a routine for resolving delays. When
coordination fails, the failure should be visible early enough for managers to act.

6. Governance and Policy Priorities

Every housing programme should publish a responsibility map. It should state which institution controls land, approval,
finance, allocation, infrastructure and maintenance. Shared work is unavoidable, but shared work should not produce
uncertainty about who must act when a problem appears.

Beneficiary and land decisions need a clear audit trail. Eligibility criteria, waiting lists, allocation results and programme
performance should be recorded in a form that can be reviewed. Public data does not remove all discretion, but it makes
unexplained changes easier to detect.

Governance should continue after occupation. Maintenance, service complaints, arrears and resale patterns can show
whether the original policy is still reaching its purpose. Regular review allows rules to be corrected before a programme
drifts away from its target group or its assets deteriorate.

Table 3. Governance controls for housing and urban-development programmes

Action Application

Publish a responsibility map Show which institution controls land, approvals, finance, infrastructure, allocation
and maintenance and identify the lead body.

Make beneficiary rules auditable Publish eligibility criteria and keep traceable application, allocation and transfer
records.

Keep land and approvals traceable Maintain current parcel records, dated decisions and a clear route for resolving land
or planning disputes.

Set coordination deadlines Use one programme timetable for agencies and utilities, with escalation points
when a dependency is late.

Disclose core programme indicators Report delivery, beneficiary, payment and infrastructure status in a form that the
public can understand.

Keep accountability after occupation Assign maintenance duties, complaint routes and periodic policy reviews so that
governance does not stop at handover.
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7. Conclusion

Housing policy becomes credible when institutions can turn written rules into clear and fair action. The review shows
that land administration, allocation, finance, coordination, information and maintenance all affect delivery. Weakness in
any one area can reduce access or create costs that are not visible in the original policy statement.

Governments should therefore publish responsibilities and eligibility rules, improve land and programme data, protect
maintenance accountability and review results after occupation. Future studies can test the proposed governance model
within individual housing programmes and compare whether clearer institutions improve delivery time, inclusion and
resident trust.
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