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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION
The State Secretary for Infrastructure and the Environment has requested the
Council for the Environment and Infrastructure (Rli) to advise on governance in
the Amsterdam Schiphol region in relation to the Spatial Strategy for Mainport
Amsterdam Schiphol Haarlemmermeer (SMASH). In view of the various projects
and decision-making processes arising from SMASH, the State Secretary
requested the Council’s advice on how the national government can best guide
the spatial and economic development of the mainport1 Schiphol and the
Amsterdam metropolitan region. Specifically, the State Secretary asked the
following questions:
• ‘Which national interests should the national government safeguard in the
urban area around Schiphol, do these interests form a hierarchy, and if so, how
may this affect the spatial strategy?
• Given the decentralised spatial planning system, what are the responsibilities of
the national government, the regional authorities in the area and parties within
the aviation sector, and how can more robust governance be achieved?’
In this advice, the Council argues that the spatial and economic development of
the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region2 must be strengthened to improve
the international competitiveness of the region and the country as a whole. A
balanced improvement of the region’s competitiveness will require a careful
combination of regional and supraregional interests. This combination should
ideally occur within the region itself, and will require cooperation between all
the relevant parties: between government authorities themselves and between
government authorities and non-governmental actors (governance). In this
advice, the Council formulates recommendations on how to strengthen this
cooperation, paying special attention to the role of the national government.
Specifically, the national government should focus on the functioning of the
system as a whole. If the national government sets out clear goals, policy
parameters and procedures, the region can draw up a strategy that meets these
requirements and at the same time advances its own objectives. The Council does
not offer advice about the future of Schiphol, but on the governance of a region
in which Schiphol occupies a special position as a mainport and represents a
supraregional interest.
The recommendations are presented and elaborated below.

1
2

This is a Dutch policy term for the two key logistical gateways to the country,
Schiphol Airport and the Port of Rotterdam.
A description of this region is provided in the text box in Section 1.1.
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CHAPTER 1

COMBINE REGIONAL AND
SUPRAREGIONAL INTERESTS
IN THE REGION
In brief, the Council’s advice is:
• Stimulate governance for the development of the metropolitan region without
fixating on a single territorial scale, but take a flexible approach that allows
shifting between scales.
• Create partnerships around issues and opportunities as and when they arise.

1.1 Strengthen the international competitiveness of the region
The Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region is crucial to the international
competitiveness of the Netherlands. The high-quality business environment
and accessibility of Schiphol puts the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region
on a par with other European metropolitan areas; it even performs better than
expected for a region of its size (Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2011). In
economic terms, the region has a positive effect on the rest of the country and
vice versa: the regional and national economies reinforce each other.
A number of factors are crucial for strengthening the region’s international
competitiveness: the region’s attractiveness as a business location will benefit
from investments that increase agglomeration advantages, while the excellent
air connectivity provided by Schiphol is a unique selling point. However, the
development of the airport and commerce in the region should be accompanied
by improvements in the residential environment (see Section 2.1).

Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region
Schiphol and Amsterdam play a leading part in the metropolitan region.
Regions are geographical entities that in one way or another comprise a single
whole. ‘Formal regions’ are defined by distinguishing characteristics (e.g.
the flower bulb region ‘Bollenstreek’) and ‘functional regions’ are defined by
relational characteristics (e.g. the Arnhem-Nijmegen City Region), but defining
the boundaries of regions is always difficult. Bulbs are also grown outside
the Bollenstreek, and people living outside the Arnhem-Nijmegen City Region
also work in the region and make use of its facilities and amenities. Regions
are social constructs and their geography is dependent on the criteria used

1
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for classification and the interests at stake. These interests can be grounded
in culture (e.g. identity), economy (e.g. specialisation in a particular sector) or
politics (e.g. administration). This advice focuses on the spatial and economic
interests (see also De Pater, 2011).
Like other regions, metropolitan regions do not have clear borders. The
diversity of residents, visitors and businesses in a region, and the many
differences in the scale of their activities and networks makes it difficult, if
not impossible, to delineate precise borders. But this does not matter because
regional borders vary according to the issue at hand. For example, Richard
Florida (2008) argues that the metropolitan region in which Schiphol and
Amsterdam are located is just part of a wider region stretching beyond
Brussels and Cologne.
Governance is oriented to solving problems through cooperation. A flexible
delineation of borders is especially conducive to this, as each problem requires
its own set of partners. In this advice, the Council considers that the Schiphol/
Amsterdam metropolitan region exists on many different scales: some
issues are local in nature, while others are more regional or supraregional.
Governance in this region means establishing links between issues that
manifest themselves on these different scales.

Figure 1: No clear borders to the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region

@
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Source: DRO Amsterdam, april 2008.
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1.2 Pull together the strengths within the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region
The Council notes that the strengths of the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan
region have not been pulled together as much as they could be. Stakeholders
in the region agree that it is important to strengthen the region’s international
competitiveness in a sustainable way. Although they share these values and
strategic objectives, they find it hard to translate this into common and mutually
reinforcing activities. In the past, they often looked to the national government,
particularly the Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment and its
predecessors, for guidance in such matters. The Council believes that the situation
has changed for the following reasons:
1. Spatial planning and economic development policy (including social services)
has largely been decentralised
2. National budgets for infrastructure and spatial development have been
drastically cut
3. More and more citizens are becoming concerned about their environment
(Hajer, 2011).
Partly for these reasons, the parties within the region – both public and private
sector – will need to face these challenges together.
Figure 2: Combine interests and connect issues

€
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1.3 Combine issues at different territorial scales and in different
domains
Strengthening the international competitiveness of the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region will require a governance strategy that pulls together local,
regional and supraregional interests. This means that different interests must
be respected and taken into consideration when finding and implementing
solutions. The best way to do this is have the relevant parties to work together on
a particular issue. This keeps transaction costs manageable, and maximises the
probability of achieving objectives (Teisman, 2012).
The Council feels that regional parties can represent supraregional interests in the
region. In taking this view, the Council follows the philosophy and methodology
of the National Policy Strategy for Infrastructure and Spatial Planning (Ministerie
van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2012b) as well as the government’s own governance
principles.3 Regional coordination, one of the Strategy’s objectives, is not served
by the national government imposing a fixed hierarchy of public interests. The
public interest changes over time and only becomes meaningful when debating a
particular case (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2012). A tailormade place-based approach is therefore needed to achieve effective governance.
Bear in mind the multiplicity of scales
Virtually all spatial and economic issues influence and are influenced by factors
and circumstances operating on higher and lower territorial scales. For instance,
the regional transport system cannot be seen in isolation from its international
and local connections. Similarly, the regional economy benefits from the link
between international knowledge networks and local knowledge exchange. The
attractiveness of Schiphol is not only determined by the excellent international
connections it provides, but also by the attractiveness of the region as a place
to live and work. Also, the expansion of retail space at an accessible location
will have an impact on shopping centres elsewhere in the region. Another wellknown example is how construction of an office block in one municipality can
lead to vacancies in another. These examples all show why it is so hard in practice
to keep responsibilities separate and distinct, and why it is unrealistic to ask
government authorities to ‘mind their own business’.
In metropolitan regions, the scale of societal problems and jurisdictions are
not just difficult to identify, they are also in flux. For this reason, jurisdictional
authority cannot be demarcated by simply assigning tasks. A better approach is
to create a governance solution for each topic as it arises, allowing an adaptive
governance to emerge.
3

The National Policy Strategy for Infrastructure and Spatial Planning states that the national
government opts for a selective role based on trust, which gives scope for regional variation and puts
users (citizens and businesses) first.

ADVICE
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Multiplicity of scales: the high-speed train as an example
Realising a high-speed rail connection to the eastern part of the Netherlands
and the German hinterland will entail complicated interactions at international,
national, provincial and local levels. It is obvious that the Netherlands will
benefit from an eastern connection to the European high-speed rail network.
But how much will the country benefit and how much are we willing to pay
for this? What is the best route? Through Eindhoven to the Ruhr area and
southern Germany, through Arnhem/Nijmegen to Berlin, or through Groningen
to Hamburg and Scandinavia? Will the existing tracks be gradually upgraded
to accommodate higher speeds or will a new track be laid? How will the
infrastructure be integrated into the landscapes and urban areas it traverses?
Who is responsible for involving citizens and businesses in the decisionmaking process? To what extent will affected residents and businesses be
compensated? Who will pay the damages? Who stands to gain from the line and
can or should they contribute to its construction? How can regions and cities
seize the opportunities offered by the high-speed connection? The answer to
these questions requires input and involvement of public and private parties at
a multiplicity of scales.

View the region as a system of partnerships
Due to the multiscalar nature of the challenges, the Council views the region
as a system of partnerships. This system is comprised of subsystems with a
network of interrelationships. Consultation and decision-making occurs in each
of these subsystems. Because of this interconnectedness, such systems cannot
be controlled well (or at all) by interventions based on a hierarchical governance
model. Intervention in a subsystem can produce unexpected and sometimes
unwanted consequences in other subsystems that can easily negate the benefit of
the intervention.
Governance in metropolitan regions should therefore be multiscalar when it
concerns the breadth, or range, of policy (from global to local), multifaceted when
it concerns the depth, or substance, of policy (from connectivity to the built and
natural environment), and diverse when it concerns the involvement of public and
private actors. This means that governments will need to work together and with
others (businesses, NGOs and citizens).
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What is governance?
Exerting control from and within the various layers of government hierarchy
does not always lead to desired social outcomes. Many parties therefore act
according to a strategy based on the principles of the network society, in which
government authorities, the private sector and civil society cooperate in finding
acceptable combinations of interests and influence each other’s policy-making
and implementation.

Figure 3: The region as a system of partnerships
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CHAPTER 2

NATIONAL GOVERNMENT:
FOCUS ON THE SYSTEM
In brief, the Council’s advice is:
• Focus on creating the right conditions for regional governance in the
Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region.
• Give regional actors clear guidance on national strategic objectives, the
parameters to be observed and the procedural requirements to be met.
• Provide a safety valve in the event supraregional interests are insufficiently
taken into account in regional decision-making.

Placing responsibility for pulling together supraregional and regional interests at
the level of the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region does not mean that the
national government is absolved of all responsibility. The Council believes that the
national government remains responsible for the functioning of the system as a
whole (see text box below).
Like other metropolitan regions, the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region
is vulnerable to global shifts, but also well poised to take advantage of new
opportunities. A governance model is needed that can quickly adapt to whatever
issue may arise. The mutual dependencies between actors and the dynamics
between them are increasing, while the durability of agreements is declining.
This means that the parties should be able to anticipate and prudently react to
accelerating developments, regardless of where they may occur. This demands a
governance model that is at once robust (i.e. transparent and sustainable in the
long term) and resilient enough to react flexibly to anticipated and unexpected
developments and opportunities. The government, in its traditional form as a
hierarchical organisation with powerful internal procedures, is not necessarily
qualified to meet both conditions. However, this requirement can be met when
the region is given responsibility and the national government, as guardian of the
system,4 calls on regional parties to take this responsibility seriously.

4

The national government responsibility can take various forms: responsibility for the system,
responsibility for policy and/or responsibility for the final outcome.

2
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National government responsibility for the system
Being responsible for a well-functioning system implies that the national
government defines the playing field (parameters) and the rules of the game
(procedural rules) in such a way that the players are encouraged to engage in a
lively game of regional development (strategic goals). The national government
demarcates the responsibilities of the regional and local governments and
non-governmental actors, but also gives them room to manoeuvre and
provides the necessary resources. The players then spring into action and
co-create regional development. Responsibility for the system means that the
national government does not play a major role in safeguarding supraregional
interests, but the government should, to a certain degree, still be able to review
how the region has discharged the responsibilities it has been given.

As guardian of the system, the national government offers regional actors a
clearly defined framework within which they can shape a governance model for
the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region. The role of the national government
is guided by a one simple rule: it may enter the field it created temporarily and
as one of the players, but only at the request of the region and/or if national
government participation has an added value that the region itself cannot deliver.
It may also intervene if comparisons with other regions in Europe show that
the governance created by the parties in the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan
region is not responsive enough.
National government responsibility for the system is made manifest through the
setting of:
1. Strategic objectives (see 2.1)
2. Parameters which must be observed (see 2.2)
3. Procedural requirements which must be met (see 2.3).

2.1 Strategic objectives: be clear about the national government’s role
in the region
The national government must be clear about its role (in other words: what it
wants and what it will do) in the region. The Council feels that the SMASH spatial
strategy should provide this clarity. The Council sees SMASH as an ‘opening bid’
by the national government to invite regional parties to discuss the extent to
which the government’s strategic objectives complement or conflict with their
own ambitions. This dialogue can enhance the impact of SMASH and strengthen
and enrich the development plans within the region.

ADVICE
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The Council has found widespread support within the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region for the strategic objective of strengthening the region’s
international competitiveness, but opinions still vary about how to achieve this
objective. A collective effort is needed to resolve conflicts between the ambitions
of the involved parties, although this does not necessarily imply a common
visioning process. Framing SMASH as an opening bid to the regional parties
means that nothing is set in stone. Adding regional objectives to the opening bid
opens the way to an effective joint implementation schedule whose first aim is to
combine regional and supraregional interests. Parties are free to join, collaborate
and participate. The national government’s mission is not tactical and by no
means operational, but strategic. It states what the national government wants,
but not how it thinks this should be realised in the region. This is something that
is best left to the regional parties themselves to work out in more detail through a
smart combination of regional and supraregional objectives.
The Council feels that the national government delivers the most added
value when it stimulates and rewards parties for contributing to a sustainable
improvement of the international competitiveness of the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region. The national government formulates strategic objectives to
this end for:
• Maintaining and strengthening the air connectivity of Schiphol Airport
• Creating agglomeration advantages through urban intensification and by
improving accessibility
• Further internationalisation of the knowledge economy
• Improving quality of life in order to improve the business climate
• Creating a balanced supply and demand in the regional housing and labour
markets.
The national government asks regional parties to include these strategic
objectives in their decision-making along with their own objectives.
The national government should say what is important and not concern itself with
the details of how this should be realised. For example, the national government
should not impose quantitative housing quotas on regions, but articulate strategic
objectives such as ‘a regional balance in supply and demand in the housing
market’. Similarly, Schiphol’s connectivity should be the objective, not the number
of flights. Not only do strategic objectives make it easier to combine regional and
supraregional interests, they also invite others to come up with smart solutions
(see text box below).
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Replacement decision in ‘Room for the River’ programme: smart use of scales
The aim of the Room for the River programme was defined using clear
objectives: by 2015, the Dutch river system must be able to safely handle a
discharge of 16,000 m3 per second in the Rhine where it enters the Netherlands
(at the village of Lobith). The national government has already reserved a
budget of about €2 billion for this. The Directorate General for Public Works
and Water Management (Rijkswaterstaat) drew up a series of measures for the
period up to 2015 which could meet these water management targets.
The national spatial planning key decision ‘Room for the River’ invites regions
to come up with alternative plans for certain stretches of river. These plans
must provide for at least as much discharge capacity as Rijkswaterstaat’s plans
and not foreclose any future options for lowering water levels further (no
regrets). The alternative plans may, in addition to achieving water management
objectives, also improve spatial quality by incorporating other regional
development goals – e.g. in the areas of transport, agriculture, ecology,
landscape or recreation – or by making different use of existing landscape or
environmental values. The government may then take a ‘replacement decision’
and use the funds reserved for this stretch of the river in its original plan to
implement the regional alternative instead. Any additional amenities or design
and development features that add value to the regional plans have to be
financed from regional budgets (from either public or private sources).
The replacement decision has led to a number of prominent examples in which
significant improvements in spatial quality have been achieved compared
with the original Rijkswaterstaat proposals, while still meeting the watermanagement targets (Tweede Kamer, 2013c).

The Council feels that the national government should not and cannot take
control over regional development. The national government should avoid
playing a double role (responsible for the system as a whole as well as taking
on regional responsibilities). The national government should acknowledge the
regional developmental potential and use its role as guardian of the system to
ensure supraregional interests are taken on board in regional decision-making.
Financial autonomy of the region
It is not always easy for the national government to limit itself to a role as
guardian of the system. Although many responsibilities and powers have been
decentralised, the national government has retained control over finances,
which means it is often indispensable for providing co-financing, especially in
the area of infrastructure. The Council notes that a mismatch exists between
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the Netherlands’ relatively centralised fiscal regime (from an international
perspective) and the domestic trend towards decentralisation of spatial
and economic policy, and more recently, social services. Regional and local
governments have few opportunities to generate their own income. Moreover,
decentralisation has gone hand in hand with major budget cutbacks. The capacity
of the region to act effectively can be enhanced by increasing the region’s
resources, for example by enlarging the provincial and/or municipal grants,
or by shifting budgets downwards (RLI, 2011).5 The current funding system
leads to opportunistic behaviour among regional parties to obtain the national
government funding, but also to a lack of appreciation of the ability of the region
to achieve higher social returns by taking a series of small interventions. All too
often, these fall by the wayside in the struggle for national government funding.
The predecessors of the Council recommended increasing the financial autonomy
of regional and local governments (RLI, 2011). This would alleviate confusion
about the roles of the national government. The national government should not
try to set the rules of the game and play the game at the same time. Furthermore,
increasing the financial autonomy of partners in the region will make it easier for
the national government to concentrate on its role as a guardian of the system.
It will lead to a more equitable collaboration between government authorities,
which is now often subsidy driven.

2.2 Parameters: substantive conditions and financial resources
The Council advocates a form of governance in which parties in the region
take collective responsibility.6 The national government can facilitate this by
setting the parameters for action: unambiguous substantive conditions and the
necessary (financial and infrastructural) resources. These parameters are intended
to stimulate cooperation in the region by asking and prodding the regional
parties and rewarding them for collectively taking responsibility. The national
government must insist that its strategic objectives are met and the substantive
conditions respected, but should not place demands on the way in which the
region seeks to achieve these objectives. We will return to this in Chapter 3.

5

6

Funds for spatial development, especially infrastructure, come from two funds: the Infrastructure
Funds (IF) for the Multi-Year Programme for Infrastructure, Spatial Development and Transport
(MIRT) and the Multiple Targeted Subsidy Schemes (BDU). The MIRT process establishes how the
national government spends its funds. Provinces and city regions receive funding from the BDU for
investments in regional infrastructure. The MIRT area agendas are collective regional agendas of the
authorities in the respective regions and serve as the basis for mutual coordination and expenditure
of MIRT funds.
This relates to earlier advice by the VROM-raad (2006) on a regional transaction model.
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The substantive conditions consist of policy frameworks, in part already codified
in sectoral regulations (e.g. European framework directives). For example,
regional transport and business activities must operate within set limits on
emissions and nuisance to neighbouring residents. The Council advocates taking
a more integrated approach in this respect. The new Environment and Planning
Act (Omgevingswet)
Omgevingswet) is expected to allow for a more integrated and place-based
Omgevingswet
approach which offers more room for manoeuvre when making decisions.
The national government makes international agreements on a large number of
policy areas, including aviation. The Council considers these agreements to be
substantive conditions for regional decision-making, and feels that it also makes
sense for the national government to consult the region prior to signing such
international agreements.
There have been good experiences elsewhere in the Netherlands with
setting substantive conditions and delegating responsibility to regional actors.
The construction of the Maasvlakte 2 port development (see text box) is a case
in point.

Maasvlakte 2: regional responsibility for supraregional interests
The need to expand the capacity of the Port of Rotterdam became apparent
in the late 1980s and talks on this began in 1993. Due to the magnitude of the
required investment and its importance to the national economy, the project
was placed under the responsibility of the Ministry of Transport and Water
Management (Project Mainport Rotterdam). Consultations with public and
private stakeholders were held separately, which led to conflicts between
the two. These conflicts sparked debates in the Dutch parliament, after which
consensus could be reached on key issues between the involved parties. One
such issue was the inclusion of wildlife compensation for the environmental
impact in the national spatial planning key decision. However, not all
stakeholders were involved in the negotiations, and parties excluded from the
decision-making process appealed to the Council of State, which annulled the
key decision in 2005 (Van Gils, 2005).
In 2004 the Port of Rotterdam Authority was privatised, with the Dutch
government retaining a majority holding. The new Authority decided to finance
and assume the risk for the construction of the Maasvlakte 2. The Authority
chose to consult stakeholders not on the basis of their administrative or political
status, but according to their positions of principle regarding the development,
based on a bold vision of strategic stakeholder management. All this made
it possible to draw up a new and coherent package of proposals for the port
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development. The commitment of the Authority to make extra investments in
the natural environment (i.e. compensation above what was required by law)
signalled a breakthrough in the process and turned opponents into proponents
(KING, 2010, p. 46–47). The Authority laid down the various agreements in
contracts with the other stakeholders. These agreements are bundled in the
document ‘Vision and Trust’, which establishes a monitoring committee in which
all stakeholders are represented (Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat et al.,
2008). Although the Maasvlakte 2 has now been completed, the committee still
continues to monitor progress with the agreements.

2.3 Procedural requirements
The national government must grant regional and local governments the
freedom to establish regional partnerships and encourage them to do so. These
cooperation arrangements should be well-rooted in the constitutional structure
and resilient enough to strategically respond to changing conditions in the world.
This point will be taken up in more detail in Chapter 3.
It is important that the national government sets procedural requirements. For
example, it can make the initiators responsible for generating support for their
own initiative. Government authorities must involve stakeholders (especially
involved citizens and businesses) when drawing up strategies, developing policy
and researching and drawing up plans. Arrangements for citizen participation
should go beyond the formal democratic processes. Also in this regard, the
requirements should state what needs to happen, and leave open the question of
how it should happen to allow regional arrangements to be tailored to the issues
at hand. The Alders round table is a noteworthy example of tailor-made regional
arrangements (see Chapter 4).
Provide a safety valve for supraregional interests
In its role as guardian of the system, the national government must introduce a
safety valve into the process. This safety valve can be activated if the region does
not pay sufficient attention to supraregional interests or if the parties to regional
decision-making lose sight of the integrity of the metropolitan region as a spatial
and economic system. This has a notable side effect: the mere fact that a safety
valve exists will motivate parties to make progress in their decision-making
on their own. The safety valve method requires that the national government
clearly states beforehand the grounds on which it can intervene in the regional
cooperation. Intervention does not mean that the national government assumes
the initiative; it must remain a short-lived involvement. Mediation or arbitrage by
a trusted third party is also an option.
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A safety valve for the construction of a new high-voltage transmission line
To demonstrate how a safety valve works in the governance model proposed
by the Council, a fictitious example of a 380-kV transmission line can be
considered. The national government declares that a new transmission line
is needed to ensure a certain quality standard in the energy network and
estimates the costs of this line on the basis of previously built lines. It then asks
the region to ensure that the line is built and permits the region to determine
the exact route. If the line can be constructed for less money than estimated,
the region can keep the difference. If it is more expensive, for example because
the region imposes additional quality standards, the region must pay the
difference. The national government can introduce a safety valve in the process
by setting a maximum period for decision-making. If the region does not meet
this time limit, the national government will assume control over the remainder
of the process (see also text box on the replacement decision; due to its
technical and financial know-how, the national electricity transmission system
operator TenneT could play a role comparable to that of Rijkswaterstaat). In this
governance model, the region has two incentives: it can select its own route
and if it manages to find a less expensive alternative, can use the difference to
fund its own objectives.

Consultation bodies and forums
When stakeholders in the region begin to organise themselves around various
issues, politicians are often quick to see this as an example of bureaucratic
overload. The Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region also has its share of
consultation bodies and forums. Considering the large number of these, the
desire to clear the decks is understandable. For various reasons, a round of
abolishments at the instigation of the national government is not very feasible
or particularly desirable. Experience has shown that the abolition of consultation
bodies is quickly followed by the establishment of new ones around new issues.
The new transportation bodies that emerged in the Amsterdam/Almere and
Rotterdam/The Hague regions are a case in point. After abolishing the city
regions,7 the national government stated that municipalities and provinces will
need to organise themselves informally. Since then, the municipalities in the
Amsterdam and Rotterdam/The Hague regions have developed metropolitan-level
partnerships to deal with various issues as they arise.

7

The Joint Regulations Act-plus (Wet gemeenschappelijke regelingen plus) had assigned legal
responsibilities to designated city regions.
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The desire to curtail the number of partnerships can be explained by a need for
clarity and simplicity. However, the continual appearance of new bodies and
forums is a logical result of the multiplicity of challenges governments face and
the fact that cooperation is imperative. The Council has arrived at the conclusion
that flexible, issue-based partnerships are a natural response to the challenges of
the network society. It can be sensible to trim these back from time to time, but
mainly to provide room for new, more pertinent, arrangements.
Collaboration has its own dynamics and life cycle. We can see this in the adaptive
evolution of arrangements in the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region. The
parties involved in the Bestuursforum Schiphol, for example, are considering
abolishing this coordination body, since they already meet in the SMASH talks.
Sometimes great efforts are made to put an end to a particular arrangement, but
more often they fade away as attention wanes. Once a Minister, State Secretary or
regional government decides that a particular forum is longer a priority and steps
out, the forum’s legitimacy decreases and it either dies a quiet death or goes into
hibernation. This experience makes it advisable to deal with the establishment of
new coordination forums more professionally. One way is to have the participants
agree at the outset to periodical evaluations (a kind of stress test) to determine
whether the arrangement still has sufficient added value. A clause about the ad
hoc nature of a particular arrangement can also be included in its statutes.
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CHAPTER 3

GIVE THE REGION
RESPONSIBILITY AND
STIMULATE REGIONAL
COOPERATION
In brief, the advice of the Council is:
• Use the existing constitutional structure of government as a robust basis for
partnership and treasure its capacity to stabilise and institutionalise; issuebased cooperation between governments is a precondition for success.
• Take the existing constitutional structure of government as a point
of departure when setting up resilient regional partnerships with
non-governmental actors; triple helix arrangements are promising for
stimulating spatial and economic developments.

Above it was stated that, as far as governance in the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region is concerned, the national government should act as a
guardian of the system. This means that the national government needs to learn
to let go. Regional actors are, after all, being given more and more responsibility
for the spatial and economic development of their region. The national
government can help out by being unambiguous about its own objectives, by
offering substantive and financial frameworks and by establishing procedural
requirements (see the previous chapter). In so doing, the national government
fulfils its responsibility for enabling governance with maximum participation by
regional parties. The Council feels that responsibility should be delegated as far
as possible to the level where the problems manifest themselves. Since so many
challenges transcend local jurisdictions, municipalities and individual parties
cannot act alone, but must work together. A promising recent example is the
cooperation in the Metropolitan Region Amsterdam that prioritises metropolitanlevel development. In these cases, the province can facilitate the process and
bring parties together. These parties can opt to give the province the role of
mediator or referee.8 Given its role as guardian of the system, the national
government should not be too quickly persuaded by regional parties to assume
this role.

8

The province has sufficient legal instruments under the Spatial Planning Act to safeguard its interests,
such as establishing rules for local plans (ordinance) and the authority to draw up a local plan itself.
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This chapter addresses the different ways regional actors can set up partnerships.
The regional actors must construct a model of governance that is not only
robust, but also flexible enough to anticipate or respond to new developments
(resilience). The essence of resilience is the ability to deal with unexpected
opportunities and threats. This demands that the involved parties have enough
organisational capacity to set up public-public or public-private partnerships to
tackle thorny issues (see 3.1). In addition, the actors will need to develop their
adaptive capacity (see 3.2) in order to quickly enable new approaches.

3.1 Enlarge organisational capacity with flexible partnerships
The Council has found that combining regional and supraregional interests when
addressing problems in the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region will require
that governments work together and with partners in society. The Council feels
that, in general, the current administrative structure offers enough flexibility for
any kind of partnership, regardless of form, composition, topic or scale.9
The administrative structure should remain open enough to allow constructive
cooperation between different levels of government. The Council argues that the
channels need to be opened up further to make it even easier for government
authorities to come into contact and cooperate. They should be more perceptive
and mindful of cues from society and anticipate and initiate partnerships with
non-governmental parties.
Public-public
The Council’s recommendation to combine interests at the metropolitan level
does not mean that the meso level of government should be strengthened. This
would entail adding an additional (fourth) tier of government, whereas it is the
improvement of governance that is at issue. By definition, a fourth governmental
tier would eventually lead to a new fixation on a particular geographic scale and
would take insufficient account of the network character and multiscalar nature
of spatial planning and economic development (see also VROM-Council, 2008).
The Council takes the existing state structure as a given and seeks effective
solutions for spatial planning and economic development issues from this basis.
The Council therefore advocates improving the organisation of intergovernmental
cooperation so that it can be arranged faster, more easily and without hitches.
Government efficiency and democratic legitimacy are often cited as arguments
against the kind of intergovernmental regional cooperation suggested by
the Council (Tweede Kamer, 2013b). However, the Council feels that regional

9

The Council views the plans of the current government to amalgamate municipalities and provinces
as adjustments within the constitutional structure.
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cooperation for improving international competitiveness should be organised
around specific issues (such as connectivity, business climate or quality of life).
Government authorities are free to make their own decisions according to their
preferred model of cooperation within the limits of effectiveness and democratic
legitimacy.
For non-governmental parties, it is vital that governments arrive at coordinated,
and if possible, common implementation schedules. The Multi-Year Programme
for Infrastructure, Spatial Development and Transport (MIRT) is rolled out through
regional implementation schedules that have already undergone coordination
between governments, is a good example in the area of government investments
in the physical environment (especially infrastructure).
Public-private
The Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region must remain vigilant if it wishes to
improve its international competitiveness. It must be quick to recognise what is
happening elsewhere in the world and how these developments have a bearing
on the region. Non-governmental parties, the business sector, NGOs, knowledge
centres and citizens can all contribute to this. Governance in a metropolitan
region means being able to create a strategic package of visions and capabilities
of both public and private parties.
In order to take advantage of opportunities, partnerships need to be flexible. They
may be partnerships of government authorities, but also partnerships between
governments, businesses and knowledge centres. That is why many regions
work with triple helix forms of public-private partnerships (see textbox below).
The regional cooperation that has emerged in the Brainport Eindhoven Region is
generally viewed as a best practice. The Amsterdam Economic Board is engaging
in similar forms of partnership. The Council feels that these kinds of partnerships
are vital for bringing about the spatial and economic developments needed to
improve competitiveness and for maintaining and enhancing the quality of the
built and natural environment.
Inevitably, agreements made by government representatives participating
in these partnerships will need to be reaffirmed in their own, democratically
legitimised, organisation. When evaluating these agreements, elected officials
should exercise restraint if the agreements command broad support and comply
with conditions set beforehand.
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The triple helix model: cooperation between university, industry and
government
In more and more sectors and regions, companies, knowledge centres and
government are pulling together to improve the competitiveness of regions.
Intensive cooperation between these parties is increasingly carried out
according to a common strategy based on the triple helix model. The first
Dutch region to adopt the model was Brainport Eindhoven Region in 2001.
The cooperation in the Amsterdam Economic Board was launched at the end of
2010 and is also based on the triple helix model.
The purpose of the triple helix model is to bring about innovation. New
relationships and conditions are created in which the participants retain their
individuality but are stimulated to act outside their traditional roles. This
creates great potential for innovation and economic growth.
The triple helix model benefits from a cooperation-oriented governance style
applied by actors participating in a multitude of networks. The triple helix model
provides room for knowledge spaces, consensus spaces and innovation spaces
(Etzkowitz, 2008). A knowledge space is a concentration of relevant research
centres and resources in a region. Specialisation in one or more knowledgebased sectors (e.g. in the Brainport) will increase the chances of success. This
specialisation is not imposed from above, but is the outcome of cooperation.
In a consensus space, all actors recognise the advantages of cooperation.
A shared sense of urgency is helpful for achieving this. In the triple helix
model, participants have an equal footing and no party is dominant. Innovation
spaces relates to organisational aspects, for example the founding of a triple
helix institute that stimulates participants to further increase cooperation.
The Brainport Development NV corporation in Eindhoven is such an example.
Although the triple helix model might suggest that cooperation is located
primarily at the regional level, practice has shown otherwise. The core of
the model consists of actors in business or knowledge sectors operating in
worldwide networks (global pipelines). They garner information about markets,
knowledge about products and opportunities for innovation from abroad
and make this available to their regional partners. They combine the best
of (at least) two worlds: the latest international developments and detailed
information on the one hand, and intuitive local knowledge (local buzz) on the
other. Regions that manage to establish themselves in both worlds through
a triple helix organisation are able to create fertile ground for improving their
international competitiveness.10

10 The initiators are responsible for generating support for their initiative. This applies to innovations
produced within a triple helix as well.
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Many triple helix partnerships, including the Amsterdam Economic Board, have
a strong network character. A variety of clusters and/or agencies operate under
the Board’s banner (e.g. for trade missions, labour market policy and business
location strategy). No partner is dominant in the triple helix model; it is a joint
effort. Nevertheless, the national government can play a part in the process as
a financer of public and private R&D, as a provider of higher education, as a
consumer of innovative products and as a legislator facilitating the diffusion of
innovation.

3.2 Enlarge adaptive capacity
A second characteristic of flexible governance is its ability to adapt, to make
continuous adjustments to routines and how resources are used.11 Adaptation
is especially important in turbulent times. Despite this, many regions seem
to gravitating towards lock-ins – situations in which new external knowledge
is insufficiently taken up. In such cases, the entrenched interests of dominant
actors within the region have the upper hand. In order to increase the adaptive
capacity of the region, the parties must learn to quickly insert themselves into the
shifting networks and systems necessary for international competitiveness. This
also means that the parties should be able to deviate from existing policy and
implementation strategies if rapidly changing conditions, sudden opposition or
opportunities demand this.
Shifting coalitions
New issues constantly arise. This demands flexible partnerships that vary from
topic to topic (VROM-Council, 2008). For cross-border issues, coalitions will be
sought with partners from outside the region. The example of the high-speed
train described above highlighted the need for strategic cooperation between
government authorities, businesses and stakeholders in the eastern and southern
parts of the country, and perhaps with German airports as well. Coordination
and cooperation between the harbours of Amsterdam, Rotterdam and Delfzijl is
another example of a strategic partnership.

11 Studies on governance examine how resources (knowledge, financial, legal, technical and personal)
are mobilised within a system and which written and unwritten rules define routines.
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CHAPTER 4

GIVE COLLECTIVE
RESPONSIBILITY TO SCHIPHOL
AIRPORT AND THE REGION
In brief, the advice of the Council is:
• Be clear about the public interest of Schiphol and put this in writing.
• Hold Schiphol accountable for consulting with its neighbours.
• As guardian of the system, provide structures that allow consultation with
stakeholders about combining interests in the area around Schiphol and
pursuing an integrated approach to assessing environmental quality.

The presence of an international airport makes the Schiphol/Amsterdam
metropolitan region of vital importance to the economic development of the
Netherlands and is, consequently, a supraregional interest. At the same time, the
airport is also a source of nuisance. This has led to a number of ad hoc regional
governance solutions such as the Alders round table for Schiphol. This fourth
chapter supplements the general argument set out in previous chapters by
examining the specific case of Schiphol. Two key issues are raised: safeguarding
the public interest represented by Schiphol and organising dialogue between the
airport and its surroundings.

Alders round table
The ‘Alders round table’ for Schiphol is chaired by Hans Alders, former Minister
of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment and governor (Crown
Commissioner) of the province of Groningen. The round table was set up
in 2006 to advise the government about the growth in air traffic at Schiphol
and how to reduce nuisance and improve environmental quality in both the
short term (up to 2010) and medium term (2018/2020).12 Parties in the round
table include the aviation sector, the national government, regional and local
politicians and representatives of local residents. Its composition has changed a
few times over the years.
The Alders round table has produced a variety of advisory documents. In
2007, it published an advice for the short term that included an agreement
allowing Schiphol to increase its capacity to 480,000 air traffic movements in

12 This is one of the findings of a 2006 evaluation of Schiphol policy, see also Procescommissie Evaluatie
Schipholbeleid (2006).
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2010. The advice published the following year for the medium term included
an agreement allowing Schiphol to increase its capacity to 510,000 air
traffic movements in 2020. Additional agreements were reached regarding
environmental quality, nuisance-reducing measures and selectiveness.
The 2008 advice also led to the establishment of Alders round tables for the
Lelystad and Eindhoven airports.
It is expected that during the course of 2013 the Alders round table will submit
advice on the new system of standards and enforcement. Following this, the
Schiphol environmental council (Omgevingsraad Schiphol, ORS) will be set
up to replace both the Schiphol regional consultative committee (Commissie
Regionaal Overleg Schiphol) and the Schiphol Alders round table. Although
the definitive composition of the ORS will only be determined in the months
to follow, it will consist of both a ‘meeting place’ and a ‘negotiating table’
(Alderstafel, 2013).

4.1 Improve protection of the public interest of Schiphol
The grounds for government involvement in the holding company NV
Luchthaven Schiphol is the public interest represented by the airport, namely its
connectivity (the quality of the network of connections) to locations around the
world. Participation demands that the national government be clear about its
position so that all involved parties in the region are aware of its interests and
responsibilities. The question that remains is how the public interest in Schiphol
(i.e. its connectivity and, directly related to this, its contribution to the regional
and national economy) can best be safeguarded. The Council feels that the
national government should articulate its interests in terms of strategic objectives
and not tactical or operational criteria (e.g. number of flights or passengers).13
In the Council’s opinion, this can be done through its position as a shareholder
and the articles of association of the holding company as well as through specific
legislation (Tweede Kamer, 2013a). This will allow the national government
to remain at a distance and allow the airport to assume responsibility for
maintaining the desired level of network connectivity.
To safeguard the public interest, a safety valve is needed in the event Schiphol is
no longer able to gain sufficient support for the continuity, change or growth of its
operations, in turn jeopardising the public interest of air connectivity. This means
that the national government has to set conditions for intervention (see also
Section 2.3 on procedural requirements).
13 See also Raad voor Verkeer en Waterstaat (2008): ‘The Council advises taking the desired level of
accessibility as a starting point in the deliberations on the future of Schiphol…’ (p. 15).
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4.2 Organise a dialogue between the airport and its surroundings
The Council is of the opinion that, in theory, companies are responsible for
consulting with their neighbours. As a company, Schiphol should therefore also
be responsible for this. The national government should not stand in its way, nor
should it intervene in consultations between Schiphol and the elected officials in
the region. The national government should prevent a situation in which regional
parties seek its support in cases of real or impending conflict in the region.
Regional processes are more likely to succeed if the national government stays at
arm’s length.
The Council views the consultations between stakeholders about the combination
of interests in the area around Schiphol as an important part of the governance
of the Schiphol/Amsterdam metropolitan region. As guardian of the system,
the national government needs to set the right procedural requirements. The
Council recognises this in the current plans proposed by the State Secretary
for Infrastructure and the Environment (Tweede Kamer, 2012a). The Schiphol
environmental council (Omgevingsraad Schiphol, ORS) is a forum set up to
enable talks about how to coordinate ‘air’ and ‘land’ interests in the vicinity of the
airport. These talks could focus narrowly on aircraft noise levels, but broadening
the talks to include all environmental aspects, and perhaps spatial planning
concerns as well, will allow for a more integrated approach to environmental
quality. In any case, the Council feels that Schiphol can make deals with its
neighbours largely by itself. Broadening the discussion to environmental quality
will raise issues that fall within the responsibilities of other regional parties.
The Council feels this broader approach has potential as long as it remains clear
that the ORS only has an advisory role. In the view of the Council, decisions can
only be taken within the democratic system. If ORS recommendations fit within
predetermined policy frameworks and there is consensus and support among the
parties involved, then politicians should have little reason for acting otherwise.
The impact of Schiphol on business activity and road transport in the surrounding
area is obvious. In addition to positive external effects (generally for the
economy) there are also negative external effects (generally for health and the
environment). This means that, in addition to procedural requirements, the
national government must draw up a substantive framework for the integrated
assessment of external effects. The Council recommends not only placing such an
assessment central in the decision-making process, but also setting performance
standards to ensure its implementation. The new Environment and Planning Act
contains elements that facilitate taking an integrated approach.
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Relationship between Schiphol and regional airports
Coordination at a supraregional level is often used to justify national
government intervention. An example is the coordination between Schiphol
and the regional airports (e.g. Lelystad and Eindhoven). In this advice, the
Council argues that the national government does not need to arrange this
coordination itself. In its role as guardian of the system (i.e. establishing
strategic objectives, substantive policy frameworks and procedural regulations),
the national government should challenge the involved parties to reach
consensus on their own.
If Schiphol wishes to move flights to regional airports, for example to free up
space for hub-related flights, it can strike a deal with the relevant parties itself.
Other arrangements will be drawn up for the regional airports (in practice they
already exist) that include agreements on how to accommodate additional
flights, how the drawbacks of these can be compensated for and how the
advantages for the region can be secured.
The safety valve will only come into play if it is clear that the parties involved
cannot agree among themselves (see Section 2.3).
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1 RESPONSIBILITY AND
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
Advice request
Request for advice regarding the Governance in the Schiphol/Amsterdam
Metropolitan Region by the State Secretary of Infrastructure and the Environment
on 21 February 2013 (available at www.rli.nl).
Composition of the advisory committee and project team
Chair
Prof. Dr P. Hooimeijer, Professor of Social Geography and Demography, Utrecht
University
Members of the advisory committee
Prof. Dr O.A.L.C. Atzema, Professor of Economic Geography, Utrecht University
Prof. Dr W. Derksen (from 1 January – 31 March 2013), Professor of Public
Administration, Erasmus University Rotterdam
M.E. van Lier Lels, Rli Council Member
Prof. Dr W.F. Passchier, Emeritus Professor Risk Assessment, University of
Maastricht
Prof. Dr G.R. Teisman, Professor of Public Administration, Erasmus University
Rotterdam
Members of the project team
Y.M. Oostendorp, project leader
C.I.A. de Vries, project assistant
Dr T.H.C. Zwanikken, project staff
Consulted experts and organisations
Three expert meetings were held to provide input for this advice with the
following participants:
Expert meeting: 11 March 2013 (Land-use)
K.W. de Boer, Municipality of Amsterdam
Y. Feddes, Feddes/Olthof landscape architects
P.W. Gerretsen, Deltametropolis Association
Prof. Dr J.J.M. Hemel, Municipality of Amsterdam
J. Heuvelink, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment (as observer)
Prof. Dr E. van der Krabben, Radboud University Nijmegen
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Prof. Dr E. Lebret, National Institute for Public Health and the Environment
Dr S.J.H. Majoor, University of Amsterdam
J.S.M. Wagemakers, Schiphol Group
Prof. W.C.T.F. de Zeeuw, Bouwfonds Ontwikkeling BV
Expert meeting: 13 March 2013 (Economy)
P.H.M. Bleumink, Buck Consultants International
P. Jansen, SADC
J. Heuvelink, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment (as observer)
J. Krul, SEO Economic Research
M.W.S. Schaafsma, Schiphol Group
L.P. Tiel, Confederation of Netherlands Industry and Employers (Amsterdam
Region)
Prof. Dr P.P. Tordoir, University of Amsterdam
Dr L.M. van Vliet, Municipality of Amsterdam
P.E. Wevers, Amsterdam Region Business Association
Expert meeting: 14 March (Transport)
Prof. Dr L. Bertolini, University of Amsterdam
A.N. Bleijenberg, TNO
Prof. J. Brouwer, former Government Advisor on Infrastructure
J.M. Groenendijk, Twynstra Gudde
Prof. Dr H.J. Meurs, Radboud University Nijmegen and MuConsult BV
J.G. Veldhuis, SEO Economic Research
W. Wessels, independent strategic advisor
Dr M. van Wijk, University of Amsterdam
Further discussions were held with:
H.T. Ahrens, Province of Noord-Holland
J.G.M. Alders, Chair of Alders round table and initiator Omgevingsraad Schiphol
E. Bien, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment
W. Blom, PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency
A. Bruins, Ministry of Economic Affairs
P. Cornelisse, KLM
T. Dassen, PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency
M.T.H. de Gaay Fortman, Confederation of Netherlands Industry and Employers
(Amsterdam Region), Amsterdam Economic Board
M.A.H.M. Hameleers, Ministry of Economic Affairs
M.A. Hanou, Province of Noord-Holland
J. Heuvelink, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment
I.G. Hosper, Ministry of Economic Affairs
D.J.M. Houthuijs, National Institute for Public Health and the Environment
Dr M.G. Huijs, Municipality of Rotterdam
Dr B. de Jong, Municipality of Haarlemmermeer
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E. van der Kooij, Municipality of Amsterdam
S.M.P. de Kroon, Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations
J. Krul, SEO Economic Research
E.M.M. Molenaar, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment
J.A. Nijhuis RA, Schiphol Group
C.A. van Ojik, Schiphol Regional Consultative Committee (CROS)
G. van der Plas, Amsterdam City Region
J.W. Remkes, Province of Noord-Holland
M.W.S. Schaafsma, Schiphol Group
J. van der Tak, Port of Rotterdam
D.M.T. Toonen, Schiphol Group
L. Verbeek, Province of Flevoland
E. Verdonk, Municipality of Amsterdam, District Nieuw-West
C.J. Vriesman, independent consultant in planning and real estate
J.S.M. Wagemakers, Schiphol Group
Dr J. Weggeman, Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment
C.P.A. Zoon, Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations
Additional discussions were held with the SMASH management committee
(national government, region and the sector) and the SMASH consultation of
public officials.
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