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ABSTRACT: This paper addresses the current status of a Pdd@aneh on changing public and private roles
in urban area development in the Netherlands. Seamomic and organisational developments towards
more Anglo Saxon principles, National spatial plagnpolicy’s emphasis on the planning development
concept, and the coercive tendering proceduresuobpean Law puts established relationships between
public and private actors in urban area developrmader pressure. In particular, the tenability ke joint
venture as a conceptual Public Private Partnenstugel for the future is questionable. At the samet
current practical applications of the more privsgetor dominated concession model, raises debatefhat

the actual roles of public and private actors irtdbuurban area development ought to be. In thieipap
discuss the changed relationship between publigamdte actors based on literature research, Hsaw¢he
current use of the concession model in the Nethdsléahrough case study research.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Urban area development in the Netherlands can beacterised as the integral development of a
defined area with a mixed functional program. Thaywyublic and private actors initiate, design, iseaaind
manage urban areas is subject to change. The ppitiliate power balance in recent years has shifted
towards more private sector involvement throughhbatentire development process. The main reasahs an
indicators for this new situation are describedséttion 2. As a result existing public private parship
models in urban area development no longer entisglyesent current power relations.

Therefore, in practice we notice a new phenomendhe way public and private actors organise urban
area development processes — the increased uke obmhcession model. This model potentially is more
line with current power relations, the need for aereneffective and efficient development processl, @e
need for more transparency of roles performed tpfipand private parties. One of the main charisties
of this model is the disconnection of the publid gnivate domain; tasks, risks, responsibilitied egvenues
are separated. At the same time this model is cteaised by a more private sector managed develapme
process. These model characteristics implicate gbsernmental institutions solely facilitate andnaate
urban developments, while private organisationfoper a larger role in the development process.

The research problem relates to the knowledge myapddemic literature on Dutch urban planning, and
in daily practice relating to the way public andvate actors (should) cooperate in a model based tipe
disconnection of the public and private domain angrivate actor managed development process. The
objective of this research is to design a coopamathodel that is in line with the changed publio/ate
power relations. Therefore, we (amongst other #)ingnalyse current concession model cases in the
Netherlands on their characteristics, effects, atlems, alongside public and private actors’ erpees.

This paper is divided into three main sectionssthjir it addresses the current status of the rekear
through Literature Findings on the societal, orgaftional, urban planning, and juridical indicatfos a
changed public private relationship. Secondly,Engpirical Case Studies section explains the custitis
of the application of the concession model in urbeea development in the Netherlands. FinallyQkerall
Conclusion section deliberates on current resultisfature research activities.
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2 LITERATURE FINDINGS

In current urban area development in the Nethedatifferent changes in the way public and private
actors organise and manage development processdsecaoticed. This section provides insight inte th
main indicators for the increased influence of An§bxon values in Dutch society, organisations,uabdn
planning, which is interesting in their impact oawnroles for public and private actors in urbanaare
development.

2.1 Socio-economic & organisational developmentswards a more Anglo Saxon principle

Central to the increased influence of the privatetar in urban area development is the discussion o
the role of the State and the Market. On a politgecal economic level authors like Albert (1998)d@éns
(1998), Hall and Soskice (2001), and Rifkin (2004fer to two different types of capitalism thaisexn
Western countries. These are the Anglo Saxon nmodst applicable to the USA, UK and Canada, and the
Rhineland model generally applicable to most Waesteuropean countries. These two ideal type models
exist with different interpretations on the roldslee State and the Market. In short, Anglo Saxoantries
have free market economies with limited governnoemitrol and legislation based upon Case Law, vihide
Rhineland countries emphasis lies on the regulatadket economy with some sort of government control
and legislation based upon Civic Law. In the Nd#drats the ‘established’ Rhineland model is undeerse
influence of the characteristics from the Anglo @axmodel. Fig. 1 shows the main differences between
Anglo Saxon and Rhineland model characteristicoatetal Level.

Aspects Anglo Saxon mode! Rhineland model
Economy Frae Market Market Regulation
Legislation Case or Common Law Civic Law
Ownership (in general) Private sector (privatisations) Collective sector
Government tax policy Low taxes on high income High taxes on high income
g
= Government role Passive Active
I
'% Private sector role Economic driver Employment & economic driver
o
w
Leading principle Individual success Collective power
Innavation driver Technology & market Research/Design & science
Coordination Rules Shared values
Relationship companies Competition Collaboration

Figure 1 Differences between Anglo Saxon and Rhineland ingtiracteristics on Societal Level

From a Dutch historical perspective Van der Camraed De Klerk (2003) identified that three
National Government Cabinets-Lubbers (1982-1994¢ctied the reorganisation of the economy and the
society towards more neoliberal ideologies on sffergnt fields; reduction in financial burdensduoetion
of the government’s deficit, reorganisation of tudlective sector (subsidy expenditures), a modilisvork
market, privatisation of government businessesgidation and decentralisation. These pragmatirmef
in the Netherlands during the 1980s and 1990s lgléamve some sort of similarity with the instanads
destruction of former socio-economical ideologiesd ahe moments of creation of later neoliberal
economical ideologies introduced by Brenner andofthare (2002) in “Spaces of Neoliberalism”.
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In a political respect, the Rhineland model in Wetherlands is gradually being replaced by valves f
the Anglo Saxon model (Rooy et al, 2006), whichitethwith government retrenchments and privatisatio
in the Dutch economy in the 1980’s (Van der Camnaen De Klerk, 2003). Furthermore, on an
organisational level Brouwer and Moerman (2005kkea et al (2005), and Godijk (2008) also indicttat
there are obvious influences of Anglo Saxon prilesipn the way organisations are structured andageah
in the Netherlands. They argue that Anglo Saxomkihg is becoming more dominant in several
organisation related activities. ‘We see this inggoment policies, in the way firms and their maraghink
and act, and even in the content of current manageoourses’ (Bakker et al, 2005). Fig. 2 showsntiaé
differences between Anglo Saxon and Rhineland mclulacteristics at the Organisational Level.

Aspects Anglo Saxon model Rhineland mode!
Business driver Short term revenues Continuity & trust
Dominant thinking Financial Industrial
g
o Private sector Stock market business models Other business modals (family)
i
E Company take-overs Power to capital Protection constructions
©
o
@ Leading organisational principle Money, power, heraism Craftsmanship, content
@
ke
o Leadership & employees Trust on hierarchical positions Trust on self-reliance individual
[
£
b View on people Human utility / Mechanical Human dignity / Humanic
2]
=
rcu: Priority relationship dimensions Juridical - Organisation - Relation Crganisation - Relation - Juridical
e
O
Management madel Output driven: planning & contral Input driven: strategy & flexibility
Decision-making Negatiating (gaming) Consensus (debating)

Figure 2 Differences between Anglo Saxon and Rhineland induracteristics at the Organisational
Level

In conclusion, it is important to mention that cdweristics from both ideal types of models do ¢xtar
Dutch societal and organisational systems. Howeliermain message here is that Anglo Saxon prieipl
are now more widely accepted and applied to sederalains such as healthcare, infrastructure araodial
systems. But does this Anglo Saxon wind also imfb@sthe formation of urban policies in the Nethaalks?

2.2 National spatial planning policy’s emphasis othe planning development concept

Urban planning policy formation represents a reacto these changes in society. Rooy et al (2006)
argue that current urban planning in the Netheddadaced with changed spatial assignments analgeitia
relationships. The National Spatial Planning P&i@mphasis on the planning development concefgads
of the formerly used permitted planning concepty @adeed be seen as a reaction to these changed
circumstances. Spatial planning policy under govennt leadership has disappeared to a large exidrd.
relative simplicity of former policies is replacbkyg pluriformity and changeableness, with more \hdetors
involved and less fixed relationships. The riselainning development can be attributed to dissatigfn
with the visible shortcomings of the classical pged planning (Hobma, 2005). Within the latest iNaél
Spatial Planning Act (Ministerie van VROM, 2006k thhift towards increased influence from the Market
and Citizens is recognised and mentioned as theageament philosophy shift from government towards
governance or network governance; ‘Collaboratiamvben public actors, societal organisations, aitszend
companies is needed to effectively handle problanasto seizepportunities’.
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Thus, we can state that the policy shift from feste to planning development concepts has imghcte
the way public and private organisations cooperai&rban area development processes. Indeed, esul r
of policy changes we see that Public Private Pestiygs (PPP) gained ground as an organisationalegadi
instrument for organisations to cooperate on spdaaelopments. In the Netherlands, most profounety
notice an evolution in the existence of PPP motbelsrds more private sector involvement. This is tho
several reasons related to the financial positio®,availability of resources, and the status ofigetencies
(amongst others) of the public and private sedibe evolution of Dutch PPP models is characterised
gradual shift from a publicly managed developmeantesses (building claim model) towards public-gigév
managed development processes (joint venture mad) privately managed development processes
(concession model).

As a consequence, the role of public and privateradn urban area development processes is chlingin
as well. On the one hand market parties are opegratiore often and further into the classic govemme
domain in urban planning, due to the increased murmb private initiatives and investments — somaghi
referred to as ‘the forward integration of the nedr&ector’ (De Zeeuw, 2007). The role of the pevse¢ctor
becomes more active. On the other hand, local govents more often retrench themselves from the
development decision-making and urban design psesegocusing on formulating conditions for pland a
authorising them through public law procedures. fidte of lower governments becomes more reactiig. F
3 shows the main differences between Anglo Saxah Rhineland model characteristics at the Urban
Planning Level. Some Anglo Saxon characteristiesaéteady applicable to Dutch urban planning pcéioy
practice.

Aspects Anglo Saxon model Rhineland model
Role central government Few regulations & investment Requlations, visions & investment
e Role local government Reactive: authorization Active: authorization & investment
_E‘:n Role private sector Active: iniiative & investment Reactive: realisation
£
E Urban planning principle Development-led Restrictive & permitted
o
=
% Decision-making process MNegoatiating (gaming) Consensus (debating)
E
=2 Organisation Project oriented Collaboration model oriented
Management Project oriented Process & Product oriented

Figure 3 Differences between Anglo Saxon and Rhineland indubracteristics at the Urban Planning
Level

Investments, and with that risk taking in urbareadevelopment, thus becomes more and more a private
sector affair, which can only be secured by mansatties when something is gained in return; the
manageability of the process. As a consequence mBéels are also evolving into private sector
management development processes. The increased teconcession model in urban area development
practice can be considered as the interorganisdtioanslation of the new public private reality urban
planning.

Therefore, although urban planning in the Netheldasince the 1950’s can be regarded as State &d, w
have put forward several indicators for a more Matkd urban planning practice. This situation hasvds
not something the Netherlands is totally unfamilidth. Historically urban planning in the Nethertin
always has been a country in which private initiedi went along with public spatial guidelines. st
respect, the period from 1950’s until approximatidg year 2000 can be regarded as an exception. The
current economic crisis might cause a new PPRdwrtheless will not change the need for a cliosds at
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the roles public and private parties have in agtévsector managed development process, it wilf onl
influence the features of the roles themselves.

2.3 Coercive tendering procedures of European Law

There is another development that changes the whiicpand private actors cooperate in urban area
development in the Netherlands; the applicationEafopean tendering procedures for PPPs in urban
planning. This phenomenon is a reoccurring issuberDutch planning debate and in practice. Inipar,
the often used joint venture model (an institutlseal PPP with a single corporate body commonlgtjpi
owned by a public and private organisation) is urgtessure from Brussels for several reasons telate
European Law (EU) principles.

The first reason is that the single corporate bimdjoint ventures in the Netherlands in the initiat
phase of a development is often formed withoutrabeenpetition among private parties. Private partiee
selected based upon their coincidental intereshw@lvement in a development and thus obtain aredo
position in relation to other private parties, blyigh the EU competition principle can be violated.

The second reason why the joint venture form ofipydrivate cooperation in relation to the seleataf
private parties is dubious is the unclear definitad the subject of the tender by the public orgatidn in
the early stage of an urban area development. TinepEan Commission (2004) has frequently diagnosed
that the tasks appointed to public and private igartvithin the single corporate body are defined
inaccurately and in some cases are totally absenthé contract. This leads to problems with EU
transparency and equality principles and the defninof the objectives of common interest by pupécties.

The third reason is that in the realisation phdsehybrid role of both public and private pariiesirban
developments within the single corporate body e®ale so-called ‘double hat problem’ (Wolting, @00
This problem occurs when public parties gain finalngrofits out of a development under private lawt at
the same time are acting as the guardian of conmimerest. They have specific qualitative wishesachhin
their turn are disadvantageous for the exploitatibtihe single corporate entity. This threatensBhlepublic
legitimacy principle and brings along unnecessargricial risks for the public parties.

The message from Brussels can be regarded as agedss the disconnection of the public and private
domain. This means that public private cooperasbould be based on clear description of public and
private roles. Public private cooperation modelsiriban area development in the Netherlands thues tfee
challenge of separating tasks, responsibilitiesksti and revenues instead of the sharing themrder do
achieve the best possible solution to this problemfirst need to understand the characteristiqgeerences,
effects, and problems of current applications efebncession model used in Dutch urban area dewelop
projects, a model based upon the disconnectioripté

3 EMPIRICAL CASE STUDIES

This section provides insight into the current isfabf the concession model as a public private
cooperation model. The main characteristics of thiglel are the disconnection of the public andatev
domain and a private sector managed developmenegso These characteristics are not representative
the way public and private actors have cooperatedriban planning in the Netherlands in recent years
However, seen in the light of the indicators memdith in section 2, we can state that this way opecating
will not be an exception in the future. Within aeatdc and professional literature little empiricasearch is
conducted on the current status of the concessioden Through qualitative data analysis we want to
determine what the characteristics, effects, egpeds and problems related to the use of the csinces
model at this moment are. This provides us withntbeessary information to determine which aspedisi®
new public private cooperation model are in needallitions. In successive order, the Literaturei®ev
Concession Model, the Case Study Methodology, haddase Study Den Haag Ypenburg Deelplan 20 are
presented.

3.1 Literature Review Concession Model

The concession model in urban area developmenbées subject to debates and professional and
academic literature writing for some years nowptactice the concession model is more and more ased
new form of public private cooperation. Howevertilurecently, no clear definition for this phenonoenwas
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provided in literature. The definition used by @ijz(2009) is the most proper one and will also sexluor

this research;
‘A concession in urban area development is a camtfarm with clear preconditioned agreements
between public and private parties, in which a @dmss choice from the public parties has been made
to transfer risks, revenues, and responsibilit@sdevelopment planning, preparation, realisatiordan
some cases exploitation for the whole urban areeeld@ment towards private parties, within the
previously defined public spatial requirement fravoek in which the objective is to create an effesti
and efficient role and task division and a clegpa®tion of public and private responsibilities.’

The concession model is presented as a new pubiliat® cooperation instrument for urban area
development. The promising aspects of the conaessmdel put forward by the Commission Dekker (2008)
is that ‘public and private parties both are doimgat they are good at: determining and legitimising
frameworks respectively innovating and enterprisikgn Rooy (2007) declares that current urban mpilag
and urban area development practice is confrontiéldl several problems. Some of the solutions can be
found in a simplification of public and private s&cs roles. Van Rooy argues that the hybrid charaaf the
Rhineland and Anglo Saxon management model in Ddégision-making processes creates (unnecessary)
hybrid roles of public and private actors. The @sston model in his opinion can be a solution for a
clarification of roles which results in clear tasksl responsibilities appointed to public and ge\actors.

Klundert (2008) adds some other advantages of ¢timeassion model; the increase of competition,
transparency, creativity and innovation, the inseeemanageability of political discontinuity andrgaex
decision-making and procedures, and the decreaggogct delays and budget overruns. De Zeeuw (in
Heurkens et al, 2008) claims that the developméincarea based upon the concession model hasakever
advantages compared to other public private cotiparmodels employed; an optimal task and risksildn
between public and private actors, an effective afserivate land ownership, and the compliance with
European tendering procedures. De Graaf (2009) ulates other advantages or expectations of the
concession model; a possible end to the extensirear of negotiations common in PPP joint ventuaas,

a possible end to the hybrid role of governmen®R®s.
In conclusion, we can state that all these promiagpects can be narrowed down to four advantages;
* More effective; objectives are achieved easily

*  More efficient; reduces project delays and budgetmmns
* More transparent; clarifies public and private sole
*  More spatial quality; supports innovation and arégt

However, some disadvantages of the concession nead#las well. For governmental institutions for
instance there is a lack of management and coptssibilities after the concession agreement has be
signed. Other disadvantages can be seen as corsditio the application of the concession model. For
instance, the concession model is considered aeifor complex urban area projects. Within comple
projects contract formation and risk managemetdadsdifficult. The conditions for a successful d@pation
of the concession model in urban area developmejeqis are mentioned in Heurkens et al (2008);

* Manageable scale and functional program

*  Minimal complexity and political risk profile

» Manageable duration and phasing of the project

» Maximum freedom to act as a private actor withia plublic actor’s defined boundaries

Thus in literature many advantages and conditionghfe application of the concession model can be
found. However, these presumptions are not suppostesolid empirical research results. In otherdsothe
concession model is presented as a possible nelic parivate cooperation model for several different
problems. A cross case analysis of urban area al@velnts based upon the concession model couldligvea
the advantages are met and if the conditions aceaplicable.

3.2 Case Study Methodology

The study uses qualitative research methods teatdind analyse empirical data. In order to olttaén
empirical data on the concession model in urbara atevelopment we use case studies. Case study
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methodology is often used in qualitative reseamtagigms, especially in applied academic fields likban
planning and management. But why use qualitativa oheethodology for this research in particular?

First of all, qualitative research is interestedha comprehension of the ‘meaning of acti@viles and
Hubermann, 1994). In this research we want to cehgord the way public and private actors cooperate i
urban area developments based upon the concesesital.m

Secondly, qualitative data refers to ‘essenceseople, objects or situations’ (Miles and Hubermann,
1994). In this research it is clear that the olsj@ftstudy are urban area developments, delivangtiebasis
of a concession model (certain situation), by puélid private actors (certain people).

The main objective of the case studies is to desdhe experiences of public and private partigh wi
the application of the concession model and tordetes the characteristics and effects of the deprakmnt
process. Furthermore, current problems occurringractice and possible improvements are also discus
The identification of currently unsolved issuegrivate sector managed development processeses loais
the data collection activities in this researchalhinclude;

» Interviews; with the involved public and privatea@s in the applicable case

« Document reviews; analysis of contracts and codiperagreements of the cases
» Observations; location visits for the applicableeca

Through literature research 22 concession casesliean identified. Because the list was determated
a certain period in time (April 2009), several athew concession model project examples might béeca
out in practice. At that time this was the mostuaate list, and therefore the basis from whichaorfulate
selection criteria.
The selection of case studies is based on critériah relate to conditions formulated in sectioh: 3.
» Definition; case should meet the concession moelhition of Gijzen (2009)
* Urban areas: both urban fringe and inner city dgwalents
» Urban assignment: both regeneration and new dewvelots
* Functional program: mixed use developments
» Project status: realisation phase in progress
« Actors: presence of both public and private actors
» Pragmatics: network contact and literature access
» Experiences: both positive and negative experie(itapplicable)

Furthermore, in qualitative research methods lik®ecstudies we have the issue of scope versus. depth
As it is undoable to analyse all cases within a&tBpan of six months, we need to decide what anahte
number of cases is. As we are interested in crass analysis we want to compare cases. Kantor avittls
(2005) argue that ‘determining a sizeable numbaiitads (aka cases) can be tricky but, comparistiosild
contain substantial variation allowing the resear@m adequate range of subjects of comparisorth ihis
it is possible to distinguish what is incidentalamhat is inexorable. Thus, a sizeable number ségés in
fact a choice made by the researcher. For thisrelseve decided that the analysis of 12 casesitaest a
sizeable number of cases. It allows the reseatchiand an optimum between an adequate range géstsb
of comparison and thorough substantial variati@@ng with the possibility of in depth study of iagle
case. Eventually this provides a solid basis ferdtoss cases analysis and drawing conclusions.

With the selection criteria and the scope versysthdéssue resolved, the following 12 urban area
development projects based upon the concessionlrapgiselected for case study analysis in thisarebe
Amsterdam Park de Meer, Den Haag Ypenburg DeelplarEnschede De Laares, Maassluis Het Balkon,
Middelburg Mortiere, Naaldwijk Woerdblok, RotterdahMieuw Crooswijk, Tilburg Koolhoven, Tilburg
Stappegoor, Tilburg Wagnerplein, Utrecht De Wo&kdsen Oud-IJmuiden.

3.3 Case Study Den Haag, Ypenburg Deelplan 20

Because the cross case analysis at the time ohgvthis paper has not taken place yet, we hersepte
the findings from a single case study, Den HaagWpeg Deelplan 20 (Fig. 4).
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Figure 4 Urban plan Den Haag Ypenburg Deelplan 20 (ING Fsthte)

Deelplan 20 is located in The Hague; it is an urbramge project and therefore a new urban area
development. The total area surface is five aevéh, a functional program that contains the devalept of
470 dwellings, in a range of affordable and ownagupied units. In this concession the public actor
involved is the Municipality Den Haag, the privatetor involved is ING Real Estate. The objectivetfe
Municipality is to speed up the production of hagsin Ypenburg. For the development of Deelplariiz0
Municipality carried out a public tender competitiwvith predefined qualitative public conditions argasix
preselected developers in 2006. Furthermore, theyflated that the development should take placien
basis of the concession model. Out of the compatithree parties were selected from which ING Real
Estate was selected as the winner on the badieibfitid, planning, and enthusiasm.

The tasks performed by the public actor includetemheining a global program, setting spatial
conditions, making financial agreements, makingllamailable, judging plans on spatial conditioa&jrig
care of permit allotments and zoning plan procesluithe tasks performed by the private actor are;
determining a detailed program, making of a imagality plan, designing a spatial plan and zonirgnpl
buying land for development, and realising reahtesand public space. The tasks performed by aotors
paper are completely in line with the (principlasks divided within the concession model descrimed
Heurkens et al (2008). However, in practice we ggothat the Municipality has a lot of influencethe
design decision-making process. Designs made byR&@& Estate are not only judged on the agreedaspat
conditions. Several wishes of the public actor defined in advance are incorporated during thegdesi
process of ING Real Estate. The reason for thispassage within the contract which explains thiat the
right of the Municipality to refuse designs by thavate actor for reasons not incorporated withie t
agreement. The intensive involvement of the publkitor with the design process on the basis of this
agreement can be seen as one of the major profbertie efficiency of the process.

The risks involved for the private actor can bééid with the feasibility and realisation phase huf t
development process. Each time the Municipality Baag makes adjustments to plan proposals from ING
Real Estate the costs involved for the approvallafs totally lies with the private actor. The depeent
risks also are taken by ING Real Estate relatingpéofeasibility of the plan. The municipality barmenly the
risks of the procedural cost in relation to thdiligation to determine a zoning plan for Deelplén 2

The revenues (or losses) of the land and realeedtatelopment are linked with ING Real Estate. The
Municipality Den Haag has the benefit of a freedlpurchase of the public space, which they will aganin
the period after project delivery by ING Real Estat

The responsibilities of both actors are well ddsemti within the realisation agreement. Matters the
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sale and purchase of land are explained formalisthErmore, agreements on process related issuethk
on-time judgment of plans and control of the defeproduct are described alongside proceduralensatt
For ING Real Estate the responsibilities are redlébethe on-time and ‘within the agreed conditicshelivery
of Deelplan 20. There is a penalty of a perscriaesbunt of money for each housing unit not delivesad
time (before 2010). The Municipality’s responsilyilis to ensure public law procedures run smoothly.

The Municipality Den Haag made the conscious chticehoose the concession model as a means to
realise the project. The most important motivesidoso were the lack of labour capacity and tranisigr
risks to the private actor. Other motives suchhadack of financial means, unsolicited proposgipiivate
actors, and private sector land ownership, oftenlired with the choice for the concession model raoke
applicable to this case.

When we look at the interviewees’ experiences whth cooperation based upon the concession model
we notice the following. The Municipality Den Hadgclares that the communication with ING Real Estat
is not optimal because of the disconnective charaiftthe concession model. The performing of tasids
the decisions made by each partner are not madedperation. For instance, during the process akver
unforeseen circumstances (an example of which asctirrently unfavourable market condition) caused
adjustments to designs and the housing program imadldG Real Estate. Because this type of decigon
solely made by ING Real Estate and no explanasgorévided alongside new plan proposals deliveoed t
the Municipality, misconceptions arise. This istfer affirmed by the project leader of ING Realdistwho
explains that there is situation of distrust amdmagh parties caused by the clear task division kwhsc
characteristic for the concession model. Therevi€woperative sphere between the actors, but aesjpiie
‘us against them’. Furthermore they mention thareéhis no common ground for cooperation because the
financial sense of urgency is not felt in the pasla the public actor.

Both actors argue that the concession model appdiethis case in this form is does not meet its
intended effects. It is not an effective tool talige objectives, it is not beneficial for the eifincy of the
process, roles are not performed in a transparanher (although they exist on paper), and spatiality is
not obtained easily because of the lack of coomerain design which does not evolve into a commonly
supported urban plan. Here, we must state thae thiegle case study findings are not representétivthe
overall case study findings which have yet to bioled through the cross case analysis of all bgis.

4 OVERALL CONCLUSION

With this paper we tried support the fact thathie Netherlands urban area development is more and
more characterised by private sector managed dawelot processes. This has been done on the basis of
literature reviews on the socio-economic, orgaiora, and urban planning level. We have seenAngto
Saxon or neoliberal thinking and acting has entereriseveral domains in the Netherlands. Thetfaatt the
latest urban planning policy in the Netherlandsaitides the necessity of private investments aitiiives
for the delivery of urban projects makes it patacly clear that the public sector no longer hotts
mandate in urban decision-making processes in #tbddands. Another sign of increased private secto
influence is the birth of a new interorganisationglationship, namely the concession model. From th
concession case study Den Haag Ypenburg Deelplawe@®@an conclude that the current use of the
concession model has many drawbacks that are rotegelved. This model potentially acts as the
organisational translation of the new public préveglationship in the Netherlands. The advantagestaed
to this model on the basis of the single case shalyever are not met. But, here we must state ahat
provisional analysis of five other concession casgscts the fact that the advantages are not met.

However, the most interesting assignment for tegearch relates to the current discrepancy between
the Rhineland planning culture in the Netherlandd the Anglo Saxon characteristics based concession
model. The first one is characterised by a higlell@¥ public and private cooperation through thenown
performing of tasks, while the latter is based uffndisconnection of tasks and responsibilitiesitAs not
the researcher’s intention to change Dutch planauidtyre, it is necessary to determine how the reality
of a changed public private relationship can bediged into a new cooperation model that stillanes the
Dutch ‘polder’ planning culture.
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