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Preface 

For a large part, this thesis reflects on the management strategies that are applied in 
infrastructure planning. It shows that infrastructure planning is largely focused on 
project management principles for the realization of infrastructure development. 
Without meaning to oversimplify project management, this management strategy 
comes down to three basic rules: specify as detailed as possible exactly what you are 
about the realize; specify the path you need to follow in order to make this happen; 
and, in the meantime, ensure that you are troubled as little as possible with contextual 
developments. Whatever happens in the context of your project has to be interpreted 
as a risk, as it could only hamper what you are about to realize. 

To me, conducting an explorative research project in an environment where these 
three rules are so highly valued, has been a truly contradictory, confusing, and at the 
same time, marvellous, fun and exciting experience. I have learned that I found these 
rules hard to follow. Not only did I embark on something, the scope of which was 
beyond anything I imagined it to be when I started, planning four years of my life as a 
PhD researcher proved an even more complex task. In addition, I have to admit that 
especially the contextual developments (both with regards to research as well as 
otherwise) proved to be most valuable to me. I would therefore argue, that a 
programme management perspective suits a PhD trajectory much better than a 
project management perspective. Programmes are aimed at achieving broad goals, 
allow for and anticipate changes in planning, and are receptive towards contextual 
developments. At the same time, however, successfully bringing a programme to an 
end is a big challenge, as much of this thesis also shows. 

Many people have helped me to overcome the challenge of bringing my PhD 
programme to an end and I would like to thank them.  

First, I would like to thank my promoters Jos Arts and Taede Tillema. Jos, your ability 
to ‘sense’ those things in planning practice that seem insignificant in the beginning, 
but steadily become of great importance has not only resulted in the emergence of 
this research, but also proved to be highly valuable along the way. In our discussions 
you helped me to gain depth and relate my findings to other developments in the 
field. With your unbridled enthusiasm, even (or perhaps especially) early in the 
morning, you have truly been a source of inspiration. Taede, when new ideas were put 
forward, you were always able to filter, weigh, and sharpen these. Your ability to 
structure my thoughts, be precise in what was added, and your keen eye for detail 
have improved both the quality as well as readability of this thesis. Moreover, it 



provided me with new a way of thinking, both in terms of research, as well as on a 
personal level. 

I would also like to thank Chris Zuidema, who, in addition to my promoters, co-
authored some of the articles that form the foundation of this thesis. It is fair to say 
that this research has gained immensely from our in-depth discussions on our 
common research interests as governance, governance networks and policy learning. 

My gratitude should also include the other members of the ‘Team Duurzame Wegen’: 
Sander Lenferink, Niels Heeres, and Marije Hamersma. Wim Leendertse and Arjan 
Hijdra, and former team members Rik Struiksma and Catherine Maloir should also be 
mentioned here. Together we have shared many cups of coffee, discussed relevant 
and totally irrelevant matters and experienced crazy adventures in faraway cities. Not 
only have you helped to keep me on track, but you also provided me with the 
necessary distractions. This certainly applies to Ferry as well, when we swopped the 
terrible work coffee for beer, played video games or watched Ajax win; Marc and Eva, 
with whom I have enjoyed many hours playing table tennis; and the Oranje Nassau 
indoor football team whom had to cope with my limited football skills.  

I would also like to thank my (former) roommates Jessica and Yang for their ability to 
ignore my ‘anything-but-clean’ desk policy, and for sharing in our intellectual and 
trivial debates as well as Chinese ‘take-in’. I have also had the pleasure of sharing the 
floor with Elen, Margo, Shuhai, Stefan and Ward and I am looking forward to continue 
working with you for the next two-and-a-half years. 

I am also thankful to Rijkswaterstaat for providing me the opportunity to conduct this 
research and for their support. The paper I wrote together with Niels and Sander titled 
“Rijkswaterstaat als partner: van asfaltboer tot suikeroom” [Rijkswaterstaat as a 
partner, from asphalt baron to rich uncle], was even mentioned at its Management 
Conference, proving that RWS truly is a dedicated partner to science. I would 
especially like to thank Werenfried Spit, Ruud Nijland and Marko Ludeking whose 
knowledge on either air quality matters, programme-oriented approaches, or both 
really proved to be of added value to my research. Anneke Havinga and Marloes 
Claassens at the former Ministry of VROM played a very important role in allowing me 
to investigate the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality. They both 
worked very hard to make this programme work, and I am not sure I made it easier for 
them. I am also very much indebted to the interviewees who were kind enough to set 
aside some of their valuable time for me, sometimes even three years in a row. 



  

 

Rolf and Peter, our occasional beers, discussions on topics ranging from the apparent 
proclivity of Spanish football players to spend the final years of their career in Belgium 
to the meaning of life, and our unbelievable golf experiences certainly helped to put 
my work efforts into perspective.  

I have also received much support from my family. Pap, mam, Chiel and Lotte, you 
have all been kind enough to take an interest in my progress, to listen to my sorrows 
and provide alternative directions or perspectives, even though you must have 
wondered at times what exactly it was that I was spending four years of my life on. 

Finally, Astrid and Pelle, words fall short to express my gratitude; not only for having 
your unconditional love and support, but especially for making me happy, just by 
being around.  

Tim Busscher,  
May 2014, Groningen 
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1. Introduction: 
about strategies, projects and programmes 

 
1.1 “Road infrastructure projects are just always delayed, delayed, delayed…” 

Young and charismatic Camiel Eurlings, the newly appointed Dutch Minister of 
Transport, was ambitious to “combat the high levels of congestion in the Netherlands” 
(TK, 2007). He felt that the realization of additional road infrastructure was 
instrumental in order to achieve this goal. In one of his first public speeches the 
Minister therefore stressed the importance of expedited infrastructure project 
delivery. Eurlings claimed “it is important to pick up the pace. The last few years have 
been characterized by stagnation. […] It is now time to speed up infrastructure 
construction” (V&W, 2007). Given his ambitions, it is extra painful that just one month 
after he was sworn in, he had to report a significant delay in the planning and 
realization of the A74, a 1.8 kilometer stretch of highway connecting the city of Venlo 
to the German border. It appeared that the Ministry of Transport had used “the wrong 
data to calculate possible environmental effects” (Volkskrant, 21 March 2007). To add 
insult to injury, this news was quickly followed by the fact that the widening of the A4 
between the cities of Leiden and Burgerveen was cancelled by the Raad van State, the 
Dutch administrative high court (ABRvS, 2007). This was in July 2007, only four 
months after the problems with the A74. Again, legal difficulties surrounding the 
environmental impact of the project – in this case air pollution in particular – caused a 
significant delay. In response, the Minister sighed, “road infrastructure projects are 
always delayed, delayed, delayed... We will have to find ways to put this to an end.” 
(Cobouw, 2008). 

As Eurlings’ remark shows, realizing infrastructure projects within time constraints 
proves difficult. Research shows that the same can be said about strongly related 
issues such as costs and quality requirements (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; TCI, 2005; 
Cantarelli, 2011). Infrastructure projects generally underperform on these aspects. This 
is not only true in the Netherlands. For example, based on an international 
comparison, Flyvbjerg et al. (2009) state that “there are some phenomena that have 
no cultural bounds such as maternal love and a healthy fear of large predators. We can 
add to this list the fact that, across the globe, large infrastructure projects almost 
invariably arrive late, over-budget and fail to perform up to expectations” (p. 171). The 
poor track record of infrastructure projects is ascribed to many different reasons found 
in literature. Typically, these reasons are related to forecasting errors or project 
management failure. For example, in an extensive literature review, De Jong et al. 
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(2013), conclude that three out of the four most mentioned causes for project failure 
can be ascribed to these aspects.  

In addition to studies that focus on these aspects, there is also a large area of literature 
that focuses on the changes in the institutional, political, and economic context in 
which projects have to be implemented. Priemus (2010), for example, argues that 
many infrastructure projects are confronted with unforeseen developments that are 
“triggered by political discontinuity and market dynamics” (p. 19). Klein and 
Biesenthal (2013), among others, conclude that in general “the project-based 
environment has become more complex” (p. 3). This seems to be especially true for 
the Netherlands, the country on which this study focuses. The Netherlands is densely 
populated and highly urbanized (see, e.g. Van der Valk, 2002). Geographically, the 
country is situated near large urban regions as London, the English Midlands, the 
German Ruhr area and Flanders, which has made it a perfect hub for international 
trade and transport flows. This is reflected in the fact that the two ‘main ports’ of the 
country – Amsterdam Airport Schiphol and the Port of Rotterdam – both rank among 
the largest in Europe. Moreover, the country is home to one of the most extensive and 
intensively used transportation systems in the world. In order to accommodate all 
these functions in a relatively confined space, the Netherlands has developed a 
‘comprehensive’ (EC, 1997) and ‘sophisticated’ system of planning, which is often held 
in high esteem by non-Dutch authors (see, e.g. Alexander, 1988; Alterman, 1997; 
Needham, 2007). Paradoxically, as also noted by Roodbol-Mekkes et al. (2012), Dutch 
scholars tend to give a much more critical account of the quality of the Dutch planning 
system and the challenges for the future (e.g. Hajer and Zonneveld, 2001; Bontje, 
2003). Criticism relates in particular to institutional and legislative developments. 
Local developments increasingly conflict with national planning policies and 
legislation. Partly, this can be explained by the fact that local and regional 
developments are often interrelated and are deeply embedded in a specific local 
context (see, e.g. De Roo, 2003). Scholars increasingly question whether general 
policies and sectoral rules and regulations, long considered the cornerstone of Dutch 
planning, are still able to relate to the intricacies of the local planning issues, or 
whether the Dutch planning approach was actually ‘too good to be true’ (De Roo, 
2003).  

This tension between general policies and sectoral rules and regulations on the one 
hand, and specific local development on the other, is particularly visible in the case of 
road infrastructure development. These projects are often deeply embedded in a local 
context, but are increasingly confronted with general and comprehensive 
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environmental rules and regulations. The Dutch planning system actually 
encompasses a direct and strict linkage between decision-making regarding 
infrastructure projects and environmental permitting (see, e.g. Committee Elverding, 
2008). This means that permits are only issued when an infrastructure project can 
demonstrate that it complies with environmental rules and regulations. However, due 
to its geographical location and large international transport flows, the Netherlands 
has to cope with high environmental background concentrations. In addition, to 
protect the environment on a European scale, the European Commission continues to 
issue more environmental rules and regulations that are generic in nature. As, for 
example, Zonneveld et al. (2008) discuss: in comparison to other member states, the 
Netherlands often interprets these European rules and regulations rather strictly. In 
planning practice this means that many governments have to take action to improve 
environmental conditions in order to ensure compliance with European rules and 
regulations. At the same time, however, governments also feel the need to develop 
additional infrastructure, which often works against the environmental measures. The 
fact that the A74 and the A4 road infrastructure projects were annulled in the 
Netherlands shows that balancing these conflicting policy ambitions might be too 
difficult to accomplish on project-level.  

In literature, a wide range of strategies can be found that deal with this situation. 
Possible strategies vary from improved project management (Cicmil et al., 2009; 
Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010; Curlee and Gordon, 2011), parliamentary scrutiny to 
increase accountability (TCI, 2005; DfT, 2013), streamlining (environmental) rules and 
regulations (FHWA, 2000; TRB, 2012; I&M, 2012) to a revised organization of planning 
processes (Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005; Committee Elverding, 2008). Recently, 
using programmes in infrastructure planning has been suggested as a viable planning 
approach among these initiatives. Programmes are considered to be a governance 
mechanism aligning multiple projects towards an overarching goal (Van der Tak and 
Wijnen, 2006; Pellegrinelli, 2008; Hombergen, 2013). The combined management of 
various projects enables the opportunity to “achieve benefits that could not have been 
achieved if the projects were implemented in isolation” (Keck et al., 2010, p. 16, see 
also, AASHTO, 2007). It is this programme-oriented planning approach that this study 
focuses on.  
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1.2 Complexities in infrastructure planning 

According to Shiftan et al. (2007), planning and realizing transport infrastructure is 
intrinsically complicated. Typically, there are many actors involved in infrastructure 
development, it involves spending large amounts of public capital, and it requires the 
use of already limited space – both through its physical land take as well as through 
environmental zoning related to aspects such as air quality, noise and external safety.  

As Arts (2007) points out, it proves difficult to find a balance between the various 
spatial claims. Particularly in urban regions the competition between interests is 
fierce. Sectoral interests such as industrial expansion, neighbourhood development, 
recreation and infrastructure development, to name a few, all compete for the 
available space. In this competition, however, infrastructure development has an 
important trump card to play as it is often credited with considerable economic 
effects. New or additional infrastructure is often considered to improve the 
accessibility, which in turn is thought to strengthen the economic structure (see, e.g. 
Lakshmanan, 2011; Banerjee et al., 2012). These positive economic effects, however, 
are often experienced on the national or regional level (Eisner, 1991). Local effects of 
infrastructure can also be positive. For example, optimized transport flows can 
positively influence the number of pollutants in ambient air or remedy congestion 
problems. However, typically, the negative influences of infrastructure development 
are experienced on this level as well. Infrastructure projects are often considered to 
attract more traffic than the current situation (see, e.g. Lee et al., 1999; Tillema, 2007), 
which could lead to environmental issues such as additional air pollution or noise 
nuisance.  

In 2007, after the A4 and A74 road infrastructure projects had been annulled, Minister 
of Transport Camiel Eurlings established the Committee Elverding, which was tasked 
with the investigation of the cumbersome planning and realization of infrastructure 
projects in the Netherlands. In 2008, the Committee concluded that, indeed, 
infrastructure development is intrinsically difficult and that this poses challenges for 
project management. Yet, project management often proves to be able to deal with 
the more technical complexities. At the same time, however, the Committee also 
concluded that project management often struggles to deal with social complexities 
such as different stakeholder perspectives and legal complexities that arise from 
dynamic rules and regulations. In addition to these, also other types of complexity can 
be distinguished. For instance, Hertogh and Westerveld (2010) distinguish financial 
and political complexities. Financial complexities relate to the different financial 
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frameworks that stakeholders apply in infrastructure development. Political 
complexities relate to the influence of political decision-making and infrastructure 
planning. To cope with these different type of complexities, projects – in line with 
project management principles (see, e.g. Meredith and Mantel, 2011; Kerzner, 2013; 
PMI, 2013a) – typically apply defensive and combative strategies to safeguard the 
initial scope and conditions (Committee Elverding, 2008; see also Hertogh and 
Westerveld, 2010; Van Buuren et al., 2010). Walesh (1999) describes this way of 
working as a ‘decide-announce-defend’ (DAD) approach: decisions are made within a 
specific project, announced to other actors and the public, and subsequently defended 
against criticism from other parties. In practice, however, this approach often initiates 
conflict. As the Committee Elverding (2008) concludes, the fact that local and regional 
actors are often involved in later stages when, as also Romein et al. (2003) argue, 
“most fundamental decisions already have been made, and these stakeholders are 
confronted with a fait accompli”(p. 211) only serves to magnify such conflicts.  

As a result, instead of debating the content of the infrastructure project, infrastructure 
projects are often caught in legal procedures to either stop or enable the project from 
being implemented. Practice has shown that in order to ‘be heard’, stakeholders have 
frequently resorted to litigation, often pointing towards environmental externalities 
(Mostashari and Sussman, 2005; Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010). As Arts (2007) points 
out, partly due to the dynamic and expanding European environmental rules and 
regulations, these parties have a wide range of options to delay or halt infrastructure 
development. An ever-increasing number of rules and regulations do not only include 
strict standards, but also obligations to provide information in the decision-making 
process, requirements to be monitored, and demands with regard to the management 
of activities and areas. As a result of complex rules and regulations, “a mistake in the 
preparation of plans and projects is easily made” (Arts, 2007, p. 18). This gives 
opposing interest groups arguments in hand to successfully litigate. In response, a 
large effort is made by project initiating authorities to ensure that the infrastructure 
development will not be halted in court. However, as illustrated by the cases of the 
A74 and A4 as well as dozens of other examples (e.g. Cantarelli, 2012), legal issues 
often make it difficult to realize infrastructure development without delays and cost 
overruns. Therefore, Arts (2007) argues that current infrastructure planning “wrestles 
with complexity” (p. 18) and is in need of different planning approaches, as also 
mentioned by the Committee Elverding (2008). 
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1.3 Responding to complexities: developments in infrastructure planning  

Historically, the usual way to deal with challenges in infrastructure planning has been 
to thoroughly analyse the current state of affairs, model the world and the issues 
within it and hence, to predict the consequences of policies and plans that are 
developed to achieve a desired future. That is to say, there has been a strong belief in 
the possibility to uncover causal relations. Based on the information gathered by 
expert planners and the objectives stated by elected officials, planners are considered 
to be able to make a “systematic consideration and evaluation of alternative means in 
the light of the preferred ends they are to achieve” (Alexander 1984; p.63). The 
strength of this strategic planning approach lies in the fact that its technocratic and 
comprehensive view helps to clearly define planning problems on the basis of 
technical variables and to select the optimal solution on the basis of a scientific 
methodology. On this basis, distinct planning goals can be formulated. Plans provide 
insight into these goals and also the possible means to achieve them. The ways to 
achieve the targets can be weighed against each other with the help of multi-criteria 
evaluation tools, cost-benefit analyses, and linear models that provide insight into 
potential consequences (e.g. Voogd, 1983). As these plans have been based on a 
rational and scientific approach, it was assumed that the benefits “would be self-
evident and [the plan] would gain widespread and easy acceptance by society as a 
whole” (Ennis, 1997, p. 1941). To illustrate this line of reasoning, the advisory council 
for the Dutch ministry of Transport (Raad van de Waterstaat, 1976, p. 24) stated, in 
relation to a strategic infrastructure plan in the Netherlands, “whether the 
construction of a national highway was desirable went unquestioned. With new 
infrastructure, the focus was on deciding the optimal route through the landscape. 
With reference to the National Road Plan, the fact that a new national road would be 
constructed was seen more or less as a matter of course” [authors’ translation]. 

In planning practice, however, the implementation of strategic plans proved to be 
anything but “a matter of course”. As argued by Barret and Fudge (1981) among 
others, these strategic plans often do not deliver specific results in planning practice, 
but rather determine the context in which yet another round of decision-making will 
take place. Bukkems (1989) refers to this process as “after-linked decision-making” 
(see also Arts, 1998). Mastop and Faludi (1993) argue that strategic plans should not be 
assessed on the basis of their conformance between plans and reality, but on how 
these plans impact decision making in the subsequent rounds – that is on the basis of 
the performance of the plan (see also Barret, 2004). As Albrechts (2006) concludes, 
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plans functioned predominantly as an administrative framework and were difficult to 
link to developments on the operational level.  

As a result, from the 1980s onwards, the focus in planning started to shift from “what” 
– i.e. which direction future development should take, to questions of “where” and 
“how” (Arts, 1998). According to Faludi and Van der Valk (1994) both spatial planning 
as well as infrastructure planning started to focus more and more on getting things 
done, highlighting projects rather than strategic comprehensive plans. Instead of the 
development and implementation of strategic plans, infrastructure planning 
increasingly dealt with the promotion and regulation of separate projects – a 
development characterized by Healey et al. (1997) as a shift in focus from “planning-
through-plans” to “planning-through-projects”. 

In comparison to strategic plans, projects are not focused on setting strategic targets 
and realizing them. Instead, projects are focused on the delivery of a predefined end 
result specified in costs, time and scope. As argued by Van der Heijden (1996), for 
example, infrastructure planning has become focused on the delivery of narrowly 
defined and project-specific end results. Once the end result is specified and the 
projects can be implemented, “all actors are expected to […] subordinate all their 
personal interests to the overall project mission” (Engwall, 2002:267). As a result, 
infrastructure planning has become a matter of promoting and regulating separate 
short-term development projects. Although the strategic, long-term planning 
approach has survived alongside the project-oriented planning approach, the two are 
often applied more or less independent from each other. On the one hand, strategic 
plans are being initiated and strategic planning facilitates collaborative processes 
between multiple government agencies. On the other hand, the strategic ideas, 
visions and designs for the long term are rarely translated into specific infrastructure 
projects. Rather, these projects are initiated more or less independently from their 
strategic context (Arts, 1998; WRR, 1998). At the same time, however, as Zonneveld et 
al. (2009) conclude also, these projects do often set the tone in infrastructure 
planning.  

1.4 Incorporating insights from management science into infrastructure planning 

In order to deal with the complexities in planning practice, historically the planning 
discipline borrowed many insights from public administration (see, for example, 
Friedman, 1987; De Roo, 2002). The proliferation of notions like ‘governability’, 
‘government’ and ‘governance’ in planning literature indicates that planning issues are 
increasingly considered to be governance issues. More and more, planning is seen as a 
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matter of setting institutional preconditions to provide an arena and guide and 
influence the “reciprocal and dynamic relationships between the physical environment 
and social processes” (De Roo, 2002, p. 51). This study is no exception to this planning 
tradition. However, this study does not only link up with public administration, it also 
explicitly aims to borrow and incorporate insights from management science into 
planning. This idea is not new. From the 2000s onwards, what little literature on 
management insights in planning there was started to get added to slowly but surely. 
Initially, predominantly lessons from the field of project management have been 
incorporated into planning theory and practice (see, e.g. Glasbergen and Driessen, 
2005; Edelenbos and Teisman, 2008). For example, Van Buuren et al. (2010), found 
that insights from project management have been applied in planning to specify the 
scope of activities, define a problem as narrowly as possible, and engage in activities 
to solve the problem. They argue that planning practitioners appreciate project 
management approaches for its ability to protect a project during implementation 
against unforeseen interferences from its environment. As Engwall (2003) explains, a 
project is often rigidly demarcated from the outside world. As Blomquist and 
Packendorff (1998) claim, this means that project management theory assumes that 
projects “can be isolated from the environment and implemented. The environment 
only exists before and after the project, providing goals and resources and receiving 
the final result” (p. 38).  

However, despite successes, the clearly defined scope of a project and its relative 
isolation from its environment have also shown to have limitations and even caused 
problems. Infrastructure projects are focused on satisfying specific ambitions that are 
defined in advance by the principal of the project. As a result, aspects such as 
dynamics, variability, iterations and uncertainty occurring during project 
implementation tend to be marginalized (see, for example, TCI, 2005; Nederveen, 
2007; Cicmil, 2009). According to Engwall (2003), project implementation is focused 
around two principal problems. The first is how to structure and plan project activities 
in order to meet the stipulated output. The second is how to ensure that the project 
activities decided upon are executed according to the pre-developed project plan. In 
short, as Bourne and Walker (2005) put it, project management is about ‘being in 
control’. The specified scope of a project and a strong focus on risk management 
(Kerzner, 2013) should prevent that changing circumstances will affect project 
performance. In planning practice, however, many infrastructure projects are faced 
with dynamism, unpredictable decision-making processes, ongoing debates about the 
need and usefulness of a project, and the dynamic and expanding rules and 
regulations that characterize many infrastructure projects; all issues that are difficult 
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to bring ‘under control’ (Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005; Arts, 2007; Van Buuren et al., 
2010). 

As a result, several interrelated problems have emerged. One important issue, as 
stated by Van Buuren et al. (2010), is the fact that “the outcomes of projects are 
increasingly contradictory to other ambitions and goals in adjoining policy fields and 
levels of government” (p. 674). In addition, the scope for dealing with complex issues 
at the project level seems to be too limited (Arts, 2007). Projects only focus on what 
can be realized within their limited scope. Often, a variety of infrastructure projects is 
required to solve complex planning issues. Furthermore, research has shown that 
interdependencies between projects are increasing (see, for example, Newell et al., 
2008). The project management approach, however, focuses primarily on internal 
management of the project. As a result, external issues such as interdependencies 
between projects are often overlooked, although these might impact a project’s 
development and realization (see Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010; Lenferink, 2013 for 
more information on internal and external complexities). 

 

Figure 1.1: Problems in current infrastructure planning 

As depicted in Figure 1.1, Dutch infrastructure planning is currently experiencing two 
important problems. First, corresponding to the vertical arrows in Figure 1.1, the 
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connection between strategic plans and operational projects appears to be rather 
vague. Second, corresponding to the horizontal arrows in Figure 1.1, projects often 
focus particularly on internal issues, thereby overlooking connections to and 
interdependencies with other projects, resulting in fragmented planning and policy 
action.  

Partly in response to these two issues there is a renewed interest in strategic 
management and strategic planning in planning theory and practice (see, e.g. Salet 
and Faludi, 2000; Albrechts, 2004; 2006; Healey, 2007). As Haberberg and Rieple 
(2008) explain, strategic management and planning was traditionally focused on the 
establishment of objectives for an organization that would enhance its 
competitiveness, develop strategies in order to reach these objectives and propose 
actions that would result in the realization of these strategies. However, as Mintzberg 
(1994) also concludes “as we know now, [strategic] planning has not exactly worked 
out that way” (p. 107). Too often these processes have taken so long that by the time 
objectives had been established and strategies developed, events had already swept 
past, leaving them no longer relevant to current circumstances. As Jacobs (2010) 
explains, the traditional perspective on strategic planning and management proved to 
be too instrumental and too static to function under changing and dynamic 
circumstances. Therefore, as Mintzberg (1994) argues, strategic planning should not 
be focused on the establishment and translation of organizational long-term 
objectives, but on the creation of an “integrated perspective of the enterprise, a not-
too-precisely articulated vision of direction” (p. 108). This way, organizations will have 
a sense of where to go, without being restricted by too narrowly defined objectives 
and strategies. As Jacobs (2010) argues, strategies should not become a 
‘straightjacket’: “strategy, yes, but no more than strictly necessary” (p. 25).  

It is also this conception of strategic planning as “creating a sense of direction” 
(Balducci, 2011, p. 537) that seems to have gained prominence in planning theory and 
practice in relation to the production of strategic plans. Whereas traditionally, 
strategic plans used to entail relatively detailed descriptions of developments that 
should take place in the long term (see also Section 1.3), as e.g. Albrechts (2004) 
argues, strategic planning should be focused on producing “a vision to frame 
problems, challenges and short-term actions” (p. 754) and “strategic frameworks and 
visions for territorial development, with an emphasis on place qualities and the spatial 
impacts and integration of investments, complement and provide a context for 
specific development projects” (Albrechts et al., 2003). In a similar vein, Healey (2007) 
argues that strategic planning processes should be seen as efforts to link 
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transformative momentum to “strategic frames” (p. 284), and Oosterlynck et al. (2011) 
argue that strategic planning should be seen as a method for “collectively re-
imagining the possible futures of particular places and translating these into concrete 
priorities and action programmes” (p. 1).  

Mintzberg (1994), however, argues that where strategic planning may be focused on 
the collaborative development of an idea of where to go – what he terms “strategic 
thinking” (p. 108) – this should be related also to activities to further elaboration and 
articulation of these visions and strategies in order to make them operational – what 
he sees as “strategic programming” (p. 111). It is interesting that in recent times, 
attention in management literature has been increasing for this strategic programming 
– or as Pellegrinelli (2008) argues – programmes that aim to link strategies and 
projects within a dynamic context (see also Pellegrinelli, 2008; 2011; Martinsuo and 
Lehtonen, 2007; Artto et al., 2011). At the same time, a proliferation in the number of 
programmes in planning practice can also be found (see, e.g. Amin, 2004; Sturup, 
2009; Van Herk et al., 2013). Dutch spatial and infrastructure planning in particular can 
be characterized by a boom in the number of programmes – see Appendix A for a list 
of recent examples. 

1.5 Towards a programme-oriented planning approach? 

As shown by the limited overview of recent programmes in Dutch infrastructure 
planning in Appendix A, there is considerable variance between these programmes. 
Some are focused on the implementation of a specific set of interrelated projects, 
others are focused on the accelerated implementation of a set of projects, whereas 
there are also programmes that are focused on topics in the context of projects like 
environmental improvement or innovation. A first observation in a practical sense is 
that the term ‘programme’ seems to be a label (see also Pellegrinelli, 2011). A 
programme appears to be a programme when it labelled as such. This begs the 
question: when something is labelled as a programme, what does that mean? 

In order to be able to answer this question, it has to be acknowledged that 
programmes are not new in infrastructure planning. In planning history, programmes 
have already been applied to align strategic goals to operational action on an 
intermediary level (see Figure 1.2 and also Lee and Wood, 1978). In traditional 
programme-oriented planning approaches, such as the ‘Planning Programming 
Budgetting System’ (PPBS) or the ‘Analysis of Interconnected Decision Areas’ (AIDA), 
this alignment occurred in a rather top-down fashion (Van Doorn and Van Vught, 
1978). Programmes were used as a way to translate abstract policies and ‘grand 
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design’ plans into specific activities. This involved top-down target setting, breaking 
down of activities to be implemented and embedding these in formal budgetary plans. 
As such, programmes performed two important functions in the planning process. On 
the one hand, programmes coordinated the implementation of policies and strategic 
plans. On the other hand, programmes structured activities undertaken at project-
level. 

However, as Buijs and Edelenbos (2012) argue among others, in order for programmes 
to perform these functions in today’s complex infrastructure planning context, they 
should not be thought of as ‘a cluster of activities’ somewhere in the rational cascade 
from goals to action. Instead, a more dynamic view of programmes needs to be 
developed which enables programmes to influence the interrelationships between 
strategic goals and projects, and to get a grip on project interdependencies in order to 
anticipate and deal with contextual changes. Buijs and Edelenbos (2012) claim that “a 
programme is not a stable, but a dynamic concept” (p. 10). In this view, programmes 
could provide options for achieving strategic targets through a more adaptive 
development path. Within a programme, projects could be replaced with other 
projects in case the initial project does not produce the expected output that is needed 
to realize goal achievement. At the same time, with respect to project 
implementation, programmes could allow for greater opportunities to implement 
projects and make use of project interdependencies. Through combining a portfolio of 
projects, programmes have larger scope. This for example allows for the 
implementation of infrastructure projects in a situation where environmental 
standards are exceeded, because at the same time general mitigation measures can 
be taken which cumulative effects compensate for the effects of the infrastructure 
projects.  
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Figure 1.2: Programme-oriented planning in relation to other planning approaches  

As illustrated in Figure 1.2, this more dynamic view on programmes also relates to the 
management of programmes. Recent insights from management science and 
programme management in particular may help in this area. 

Historically, programme management emerged from project management and 
adopted a fairly similar management approach. Programme management used to be 
seen as centralized management of a portfolio of projects. It had to focus on 
improving efficiency and effectiveness, for example through the identification of 
possible interdependencies between projects in order to reduce the incidence of 
backlogs and delays and rational resource allocation. This way, programmes were 
conceived as a means of top management to better monitor, direct and control on-
going project implementation. Such programmes were often managed as if they were 
themselves large projects. 

Pellegrinelli (2011), however, claims that although programme management has 
emerged from project management, the discipline has by now developed its own 
insights, theories and techniques. As a result, it should be seen as a distinct 
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management approach more related to strategic management. According to Buijs and 
Edelenbos (2012), this means that many contemporary approaches to programme 
management adopt a much more holistic perspective and focus on interconnecting 
different autonomous project initiatives into a larger whole. Within programme 
management literature it is increasingly acknowledged that realizing strategic 
objectives depends on the aggregated effects of a set of projects and on the mutual 
impact of and synergies between these projects. As such, programme management 
represents an integrative management approach in which various projects, project 
stakeholders and related activities are coordinated in order to realize benefits that 
could not be obtained where projects are implemented separately (PMI, 2013b). Buijs 
and Edelenbos (2012) consider this to be an ongoing process. On the one hand, 
boundaries of what is feasible constantly have to be explored, on the other hand, there 
is a constant effort to mutually connect and integrate the diverse projects and related 
activities. Pellegrinelli (2011) adopts a similar stance and argues that programme 
management is “as much about coping as it is about planning and rational decision-
making, as much about re-shaping the landscape as it is about delivering new 
capabilities. Programmes shape and coordinate projects and related activities in 
pursuit of [strategic] goals and benefits in the context of a dynamic environment” 
(Pellegrinelli et al., 2007, p. 52).  

As illustrated in Figure 1.2, in this study we discern three interrelated planning 
approaches at the level of strategies, programmes and projects. This study focuses 
particularly on a programme-oriented planning approach. This approach entails the 
use of programmes and makes use of insights from programme management. In 
relation to this, a strategic planning approach and a project-oriented planning 
approach are also discussed. A strategic planning approach entails the use and 
development of strategic plans, frameworks and visions. This approach also 
incorporates insights from strategic management as well as public administration . A 
project-oriented approach is more operational in nature and its focus entails the 
development and use of projects and links up with insights from project management 
as well as public administration. 

1.6 Scope of the study 

As discussed above, theoretically, a programme-oriented approach might be helpful in 
remediating some persistent problems experienced in current infrastructure planning. 
In planning and management literature, programmes are considered to be able to 
accommodate multiple stakeholder views, provide both a rationale as well as room for 
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discussion on the need and usefulness of individual projects and improve the 
connection between strategic plans and operational projects. In turn, this could enable 
optimal conditions for project delivery. To date, however, limited insight is availabe 
into how a programme-oriented planning approach can do so. Reinforced by the 
increasing numbers of programmes that are initiated in planning practice (see 
Appendix A), there is a need to gain more insight into this phenomenon. Therefore the 
goal of this research is: 

To gain greater insight in the characteristics of a programme-oriented planning 
approach and the way it deals with complexities in infrastructure planning, in 
order to provide directions for the design and development of programmes in 
infrastructure planning. 

In doing so, this study provides lessons to the application of programmes in 
infrastructure planning and how these programmes interfere with projects, project 
delivery and the implementation of strategic plans and policies through projects. A 
programme-oriented planning approach based on insights from management science 
is a rather new approach in infrastructure planning. Many studies focus specifically on 
projects (Flyvbjerg et al. 2003; TCI, 2005), project management (Glasbergen and 
Driessen, 2005; Edelenbos and Teisman, 2008), the way projects operate in a complex 
environment (Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010; Lenferink, 2013), how decision-making 
processes take place (Van Wee and Flyvbjerg, 2010; Cantarelli et al., 2010) or the 
implementation of strategic plans and policies (Abram and Cowell, 2004; Albrechts, 
2006). This study focuses on programmes at an overarching level and specifically on 
the interrelationships between projects and their context, between different projects, 
between projects and the programme, and between the programme and strategic 
objectives and between the programme and its environment. On this basis, the 
conceptual model depicted in Figure 1.3 has been developed. 
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Figure 1.3: Conceptual model 
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On the basis of this conceptual model, five research questions (RQ’s) central to this 
study were formulated. 

The first three research questions aim to conceptualize a programme-oriented 
planning approach, as a programme-oriented planning approach is relatively new to 
infrastructure planning. This is done by linking the programme-approach to other 
planning approaches or insights from related fields. Moreover, also empirical data are 
used to support and interpret these insights. The first three research questions are: 

RQ 1: How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to other planning 
approaches that have been applied in planning in response to problematic plan 
and project implementation and what can be learned from these approaches? 

RQ 2:  How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to other management 
approaches that have been adopted in infrastructure planning and what can be 
learned from these approaches? 

RQ 3: How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to insights from 
governance theory? 

The first research question (RQ1) aims to improve our insight on the programme-
oriented planning approach by investigating how this approach relates to other 
planning approaches that have been developed in the course of history and can still be 
seen today. We focus in particular on how these approaches try to deal with planning 
issues on both the strategic and the operational level. On the strategic level, we focus 
on more integrated planning approaches that have been developed in order to reflect 
the multi-sectoral character of many problems in infrastructure planning and prevent 
fragmentation. On the operational level, we focus on more project-oriented planning 
approaches that have been developed in order to ‘get things done’. We assess the 
strengths and weaknesses of these approaches, aim to position a programme-
oriented planning approach vis-à-vis these other approaches and investigate how 
aspects of different approaches can be combined in a programme-oriented planning 
approach to emphasize their strengths and overcome possible weaknesses. 

The second research question (RQ2) is focused on integrating insights from 
management theory into infrastructure planning. As discussed in Section 1.4, adopting 
insights from management science into planning theory and practice has become 
more common in current spatial and infrastructure planning. To answer this question, 
we investigate what lessons have been drawn from project management and strategic 
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management in infrastructure planning. Naturally, strategic management is more 
geared towards strategic planning issues and project management more focused on 
operational issues. We are interested to know which planning challenges remain on 
the tactical level – in-between the strategic and the operational level – and how 
insights from programme management may be incorporated into infrastructure 
planning in order to deal with these challenges.  

As mentioned in Section 1.4, planning theory and practice have a rich history of 
borrowing insights from public administration. In line with this tradition, the third and 
last research question (RQ3) is aimed at conceptualizing a programme-oriented 
planning approach in relation to insights from governance theory. In the conceptual 
model in Figure 1.3, this is reflected by the triangle called “governance”, which is 
brought in relation to programmes. The triangle shape of the governance icon is 
purposely chosen, because we distinguish three governance modes ‘governance 
through coordination’, ‘governance through argumentation’ and ‘governance through 
competition’ which are referred to in literature as the ‘governance triangle’ (see also 
Figure 4.2 and Martens, 2006; Zuidema, 2011). We investigate how these different 
governance approaches are reflected in a progamme-oriented planning approach and 
also identify risks that are mentioned in governance theory in relation to these forms 
of governance. Moreover, we also investigate how and to what extent these risks can 
be taken into account in a programme-oriented planning approach.  

After we have further conceptualized a programme-oriented planning approach, we 
zoom in on how a programme-oriented planning approach works in infrastructure 
planning practice by means of more in-depth empirical analysis. To do so, two 
additional research questions have been formulated: 

RQ 4:  How does a programme-oriented planning approach impact the complexities 
experienced at project-level in infrastructure planning? 

RQ 5: How and to what extent can programmes enable learning in planning to adapt to 
a changing context through time? 

By means of the fourth research question (RQ4), we zoom in on how a programme-
oriented planning approach deals with the complexities in planning practice. We focus 
specifically on the complexities on the project level as the project-oriented planning 
approach is still dominant in current development and realization of infrastructure. 
Moreover, the problems in current infrastructure planning become particularly 
prominent on the project-level, which is, for example, reflected in the fact that 
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projects generally run over budget, are too late and do not live up to quality 
requirements (see also Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; TCI, 2004; Committee Elverding, 2008; 
Cantarelli, 2012). As depicted in the conceptual model we distinguish five types of 
complexity that influence infrastructure planning and realization, i.e. social, technical, 
legal, financial and political complexity – as also mentioned in Section 1.2. We want to 
gain additional insight into how and to what extent the dominant project-oriented 
planning approach is able to deal with these complexities and what a programme-
oriented planning approach might add.  

Finally, the fifth research question (RQ5) zooms even further in on programmes and 
aims to gain more insight into how and to what extent a programme can enable 
learning in order to adapt to changing circumstances. As discussed in Section 1.5, in 
order for programmes to deal with changes within the programme and within their 
context, they have to be flexible in nature and able to adapt to changing 
circumstances. Programmes evolve over time. However, there are relatively limited 
empirical insights available into the antecedents and consequences of programme 
change and the factors that drive programme adaptation. Therefore, we will follow a 
programme over time in order to gain insight into how a programme evolves and what 
drives this change.  

1.7  Research approach 

This study aims to gain insight into a programme-oriented planning approach in the 
context of infrastructure planning. Theoretically, programmes are considered to be 
able to accommodate multiple stakeholder views, provide both a rationale as well as 
room for discussion on the need and usefulness of individual projects and improve the 
connection between strategic plans and operational projects. However, as we have 
argued earlier, there is limited empirical insight available within the field of 
infrastructure planning on how a programme-oriented planning approach might be 
able to do so. To increase our insight, we first carried out desk research into academic 
literature, official policy documents and court readings (see Healey and Healey, 2010). 
The results of this literature research were updated continuously throughout the 
course of the entire study. In line with the scope of the study, important keywords in 
the literature search have been: ‘spatial planning’ which includes terms as ‘land use 
planning’ and ‘environmental planning’. Another category of keywords focuses on 
‘transport planning’, and also includes terms as ‘infrastructure planning’ and ‘road 
infrastructure develompent’. In addition, also ‘management’ and related terms as 
‘strategic management’, ‘programme management’ and ‘project management’ were 
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important keywords in our search. Finally, we also used terms that are closely related 
to ongoing debates in planning theory. These terms include ‘adaptivity’, ‘adaptive 
capacity’ and ‘learning capacity’. In relation to the last term, we used the keywords 
‘exploration’ and ‘exploitation’. On the basis of the literature that was found we have 
established the theoretical and policy background for the study in general and the 
individual cases in particular. 

Given the fact that the Netherlands is central to this study (see Section 1.1), we then 
focused on several programmes that have been, or are still being, undertaken in 
infrastructure planning practice in this country. We adopted a qualitative research 
approach. According to, for example, Newman (1998), a qualitative approach is 
appropriate when “observing and interpreting reality with the aim of developing a 
theory that will explain what was experienced” (Newman, 1998, p. 3; see also Shaw, 
2012; Bryman, 2013). We performed a qualitative study into the experiences in case 
studies, using in-depth interviews, literature research, document analysis, workshops 
and focus group discussions. This allowed for processes of triangulation to make the 
results more robust (see, e.g. Denzin, 1970; O’Donohuge and Punch, 2003). According 
to Hartley (2004), case study research allows for “a detailed investigation, often with 
data collected over a period of time, of phenomena, within their context. […] The 
phenomenon is not isolated from its context but is of interest precisely because the 
aim is to understand how […] processes are influenced by, and influence context” (p. 
323).  

The case selection occurred based on what Flyvbjerg (2001) terms an ‘information-
oriented approach’. We selected such cases as we expected would deliver maximum 
information on how programmes operate in an infrastructure planning context, on 
which advantages and disadvantages come to the fore, the problems that could occur 
and the issues that could play a role. In the study, we focused on four different cases: 
the Programme Approach to the National Spatial Strategy (in Dutch Programma 
Aanpak van de Nota Ruimte [PANR]); Randstad Urgency Programme (in Dutch: 
Randstad Urgent [RU]); Programme Urgency Approach (Programma Spoedaanpak 
[PS]); and the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (in Dutch: Nationaal 
Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit [NSL]). All cases are recent examples of 
Dutch programmes which dealt with both road infrastructure development and 
achieving environmental (spatial) quality, and which had to operate in a dynamic and 
multi-project and multi-stakeholder environment. Moreover, all programmes, in 
different ways, tried to establish a connection between strategic objectives and 
operational projects.  
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All these cases have been investigated in-depth in order to gain insight into how a 
programme-oriented planning is applied in planning practices, the pros and cons, such 
problems as have emerged and how programme participants have dealt with these 
problems. To this end, more than thirty interviews were conducted in the cases of the 
Programme Approach to the National Spatial Strategy, Randstad Urgent Programme, 
and the Programme Urgent Approach (see also Appendix B). These interviews were 
semi-structured in nature (see Appendix C for the interview guides), which helped to 
structure the interview and the analysis of the findings, but also left room for bringing 
up other relevant issues and insights (see also Liamputtong and Ezzy, 2005). 

Furthermore, in order to answer the fifth research question, which focuses on how 
programmes can enable learning to adapt to changing circumstances, we followed the 
NSL closely over time. Whereas the other programmes only continued to run for a 
limited time after this study had been initiated, the NSL coincidently started at the 
same time as this research. This presented us with the opportunity to follow the 
development and implementation of the programme over three subsequent years. As 
such, as also advocated by Kaplan and Duchon (1988), we were able to “track changes 
over time by collecting data as events occur rather than retrospectively” (p. 547). This 
helped us to gain a real-time perspective on the antecedents and consequences of 
(contextual) changes, and to gain insight into how the programme changed, 
developed and grew. To be able to do so, more than seventy semi-structured 
interviews were conducted, divided into three rounds. The first round of interviews 
was held in 2009-2010, the second in 2011 and the third in 2012-2013 (see Appendix B 
and C). 

The interview findings are supplemented by document analysis, as a sort of ‘casing’ for 
the interviews (Ragin, 1992), providing the necessary background for the 
interpretation of the interview findings and the construction of a coherent narrative 
(George and Bennet, 2005). This review of secondary literature mainly consisted of 
studying project and programme evaluations, internal Ministry policy documents, and 
other relevant publications that could be characterized as ‘grey literature’. This grey 
literature provided an interesting source of information that helped to situate the 
developments and experiences obtained through the interviews (see Appendix D).  

In addition to the literature search and the interviews, we organized two focus group 
discussions (see Appendix E). These were organized with the purpose of validating the 
information from the literature search and the interviews, as well as to deepen our 
insights into how programmes operate in challenging environments. In two focus 
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groups, we asked experts from private parties and public parties to reflect on the 
course of development of the NSL and asked them what other programmes could 
learn from this case, i.e. we asked what went well and what could or perhaps should 
have been done differently. We opted for a focus group discussion methodology 
because this allows participants to directly react and build upon the responses of other 
group members in a structured and direct way. As Bryman (2013) points out, 
interaction between participants is essential. Through the interaction we gained 
insight in how programmes operate in infrastructure planning practice and how the 
programme responds to (contextual) changes and emerging problems.  

1.8 Structure of the study 

This research is structured in line with the five research questions (RQ’s) formulated in 
Section 1.4. This means that in Chapter 2 we will answer the first research question 
(RQ1) that focuses on the relation of a programme-oriented planning approach with 
other planning instruments that have been applied in infrastructure planning. We 
focus on the issues surrounding fragmentation and implementation and structure 
various historical planning approaches in how they respond to these issues. 
Subsequently, we will show how programmes can be positioned vis-à-vis these other 
planning approaches.  

In Chapter 3 we focus on the second research question (RQ2), which relates the 
programme-oriented planning approach to other management approaches being 
found in infrastructure planning – most notably strategic management and project 
management. Insights from two cases – the Randstad Urgency Programme (RU) and 
the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (NSL) – are used to support and 
interpret theoretic claims. In Chapter 4 we aim to conceptualize the programme-
oriented planning approach, by focusing on the relation between developments in 
governance and the programme-oriented planning approach (RQ3). We study the NSL 
more in-depth and link the governance and management of programmes like the NSL 
to insights from ‘governance through coordination’, ‘governance through competition’ 
and ‘governance through argumentation’.  

In Chapters 2 to 4, a programme-oriented planning approach is conceptualized by 
linking this approach to different theoretical bodies and insights from related fields. In 
Chapter 5 we take things one step further and answer our fourth research question 
(RQ4) that is focused on how programmes deal with complexities in infrastructure 
planning. This means that we zoom in on how a programme-oriented planning 
approach impacts social, technical, financial, legal, and political complexities on the 
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project-level in infrastructure planning and whether and how programmes influence 
project delivery. To this end, we study the highway project A4 in relation to the 
Urgency Approach Programme (PS) and the National Collaboration Programme on Air 
Quality (NSL). 

In Chapter 6 we zoom in even further on how programmes function in an 
infrastructure planning context. In this chapter, we answer the fifth research question 
(RQ5) that is focused on how and to what extent programmes are able to enable 
learning in order to adapt to changing circumstances. This chapter reveals the results 
of our longitudinal study into the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 
(NSL). We focus on different learning strategies, the way in which these have been 
applied, and to what extent this has allowed the programme to deal with changing 
circumstances.  

Finally, in Chapter 7 we provide the conclusions of this research by bringing together 
the findings of the preceding chapters. This includes a discussion of the elements that 
are important in the development and design of future programmes in infrastructure 
planning. In addition, this last chapter provides recommendations for planning 
research and planning practice.  
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2. In search of sustainable road infrastructure planning:  
how can we build on historical policy shifts? 

Abstract 

Infrastructure planning is undergoing major changes. Infrastructure development is 
increasingly considered in relation to environmental degradation, climatic impacts and 
societal trends. Reinforced by the notion of sustainable development, infrastructure 
planning is increasingly focused on the realization of integrated planning goals. In 
planning practice, however, the transport infrastructure policy silo is strongly sectoral in 
nature, which can result in efforts fragmented along sectoral lines to realize integrated 
goals. As a result, a gap can be found between the formulation and implementation of 
these goals. Meanwhile, historical shifts in infrastructure policy and planning reveal that 
earlier planning approaches have been adopted in response to these issues. A project-
oriented planning approach seems to have developed in response to the implementation 
gap, while an integrated planning approach is focused on solving fragmentation. In this 
chapter we aim to explore and conceptualize these policy shifts in transport policy and 
planning and investigate what lessons can be drawn from these approaches to dealing 
with these issues in today’s infrastructure planning. We find that the current programme-
oriented planning approach is focused on combining the strengths of both historical 
approaches. It aims at putting the focus on an integrated planning approach, while 
contextualizing projects in a project-oriented planning approach. As such, the emerging 
programmatic planning approach provides an interesting avenue for further research. 

Keywords: sustainability, sustainable infrastructure planning, fragmentation, 
implementation gap, programme-oriented planning approach. 

2.1 Introduction 

Road infrastructure planning is undergoing major changes. The economic imperative 
that underlines the need for additional infrastructure development is increasingly 
considered in relation to environmental degradation, climatic impacts and societal 
trends. Reinforced by the notion of sustainable development, infrastructure planning 
is to “overcome its traditional economic orientation” and adopt a “broad holistic, 
perspective” (Heeres et al., 2012, p. 149; see also Banister, 2005; Black, 2010). 
Planning literature increasingly stresses that infrastructure planning should be linked 
to land use and environmental planning if it is to enable integrated, sustainable 
development (see, e.g. Geerlings and Stead, 2003; Hull, 2005; Curtis, 2008; Banister, 
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2008). In addition, in planning practice, there has been an increasing focus on long-
term sustainability goals for transport systems (see, e.g. Vigar, 2001; Hrelja, 2011).  

Tillema (2010) differentiates between sustainable mobility planning and sustainable 
road infrastructure planning. The former concept relates to the demand side: people 
travel because they want to engage in activities in different locations (Van Wee, 2002). 
The latter relates to the physical infrastructure needed to travel. Whereas the notion 
of sustainable mobility has become increasingly popular in planning literature (see, 
e.g. Owens, 1995; Banister, 2008; Bertolini, 2009), sustainable infrastructure planning 
has received less research attention. Therefore, this chapter will primarily focus on 
sustainable infrastructure.  

According to Arts (2007), sustainable infrastructure planning is based on the idea that 
planning processes and outcomes should be more inclusive. This means that 
infrastructure planning should become more focused on the inclusion of all 
stakeholders, the related effects and their impact over time in infrastructure 
construction: that is, a shift in focus from “I, here, now” towards “we, there, later” 
(Arts, 2007, p. 25). In planning practice, however, this has proved difficult to 
accomplish. Two prominent problems seem to emerge. Firstly, many planning 
processes can be characterized by fragmentation among sectors and institutions 
(Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005), with little attention to or regard for conflicts or 
complementarities among social, economic and environmental objectives (Hull, 2008). 
Indeed, as argued by Heeres et al. (2012), the planning and realization of road 
infrastructure has occupied a world of its own: specific legislation, a sectoral policy 
framework and specific funding mechanisms have all been developed. Consequently, 
infrastructure planning is “locked in a certain trajectory” (Hysing, 2009, p. 244), 
resulting in fragmented efforts along sectoral lines while trying to realize integrated 
sustainability goals. Secondly, the implementation of sustainability goals has also 
proved to be difficult to accomplish (Curtis, 2008). Hrelja (2011) speaks of a “chasm 
between the aim of creating sustainable transport systems voiced in comprehensive 
and long-term plans and the actual decisions that are made” (p. 511), whereas 
Lenferink (2013) identifies an ‘implementation gap’.  

Meanwhile, historic shifts in infrastructure policy and planning indicate that earlier 
planning approaches have been applied in response to these issues. There have been 
planning approaches that relate to ‘implementation gap’ and ‘fragmentation’. In this 
chapter we aim to explore and conceptualize these policy shifts in infrastructure 
planning and investigate what lessons can be learned from these approaches, in order 
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to deal with these issues in today’s infrastructure planning. We focus on historical 
planning approaches that were applied from the 1950s on and that relate either to the 
implementation gap or to fragmented policy efforts. Moreover, we pay specific 
attention to recent programmatic planning approaches that seem to address both 
issues and aim to position this approach vis-à-vis historical planning approaches. To do 
so, we have studied a broad range of Dutch policy documents from the period 1950 to 
the present.We have supplemented these policy documents with data from historical 
accounts. There are three main reasons why we use examples from the Netherlands. 
First of all, the Netherlands has a rich planning tradition (Van der Valk, 2002) and its 
planning system long served as a benchmark for many Western countries (see, e.g. 
Alterman, 1997; Hajer and Zonneveld, 2000). Second, as Dutch planners, we have the 
advantage of detailed knowledge of the historical policies and planning approaches 
and related planning processes and procedures, which are often written in Dutch. 
Finally, as mentioned by Arts (2007), Heeres et al. (2012), Lenferink (2013) and others, 
a strong trend towards sustainable Dutch infrastructure planning can be observed, 
making the careful unravelling of the development path relevant. 

On our journey through time, each planning approach will be interpreted and analysed 
in the same manner. First, we address the rationale of the approach. Second, we use 
practical examples from Dutch infrastructure planning to explain how each planning 
approach was or is used in practice. Third, on this basis we are able to present the 
strengths and weaknesses of each approach in practice. Our journey starts in the 
1950s and 1960s with the post-war sectoral planning approach. The legacy of this 
approach can still be discerned in today’s infrastructure planning. In response to the 
weaknesses of the sectoral planning approach, we will elaborate on the issues of 
fragmentation and the implementation gap. Section 2.3 explores the two planning 
approaches that have been developed in response to these issues. Following the same 
line of reasoning, Section 2.4 shows the planning approaches that have recently been 
developed in response to the aforementioned weaknesses. Finally, in Section 2.5, we 
present our conclusions. 

2.2 Sectoral planning approach 

The 1950s and 1960 saw a major increase in mobility and car use in many western 
European countries (see, e.g. Mom and Filarski, 2008; Headicar, 2009; see Ausubel et 
al., 1998 for the USA, where mobility and car use had been steadily increasing since 
the 1900s). This growing mobility came accompanied by the need to plan ahead and 
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anticipate future development. As Bosboom (1969) explains, planning was needed to 
“to master the future” (p. 4).  

From the post-war period onwards, the typical approach to infrastructure planning 
was to estimate travel demands based on past trends and major shifts in the 
socioeconomic environment (Banister, 2002; Sinha and Labi, 2007). Subsequently, 
these demands were “equated with needs and met by infrastructure provision” 
(Owens, 1995, p. 44). According to Owens (1995) transport planning has long been 
characterized by this ‘predict and provide’ philosophy, which provided its main 
rationale. The standard approach to dealing with transport issues has long been the 
expansion of the road infrastructure network (see also Bouwman and Linden, 2004). 
Car use indeed increased significantly throughout the Western world after WWII, and 
all these cars had to be accommodated. The same strategy was applied to other 
modes of transport. As such, every transportation system was optimized within its 
own sectoral boundaries (see, e.g. Headicar, 2009).  

According to Ennis (1997), planning was based on systems thinking and a rational 
planning perspective (see, e.g. Arts, 2007). This means that transport problems were 
considered in relation to the transport infrastructure and subsequently solved by 
following a technical-rational process. Cause and effect were considered to be directly 
related, forming the basis on which planners could connect the means to their 
developed ends (Christensen, 1985). The idea existed that once the end was identified 
and the means determined then the implementation of plans was assured. As a result, 
planners presented a ‘blueprint’ for development (see Ennis, 1997; De Roo, 2003). As 
Ennis (1997) explains, “for the early planning thinkers, and the later practitioners, 
solutions were the product of an approach to problem-solving developed from 
scientific methodology, articulated by rational argument and which, once understood, 
would be embraced by society as a whole” (p. 1942). In other words, there was simply 
no need to give consideration to the issue of implementation.  

Example 

In the context of Dutch infrastructure planning, the Structural Scheme for the National 
Road Network (1966), which was embedded in the National Road Plan of 1968, can be 
regarded as a clear example of the sectoral, rational planning approach. Following 
American examples, this plan articulated the development of a dense, checkerboard 
network of highways throughout the country. Realization of the plan would imply a 
“tremendous expansion of the primary road network, eventually to five thousand 
three hundred kilometers” (Geels, 2007, p. 137). In total, 3,200 kilometers of new 
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highways had to be created. Future traffic flows were calculated using traffic 
forecasting models and projected population densities. These calculations then 
determined the width and type of the roads. The plan was presented as a technocratic 
endeavour based on scientific considerations, with a single focus on the road. The fact 
that historic city centres would have to be destroyed to accommodate highway 
development was largely overlooked (Ligtermoet, 1990). Rather, it was assumed that 
the benefits from the infrastructure planning point of view would be so self-evident 
that the plan would gain widespread and easy acceptance by society as a whole. To 
illustrate this line of reasoning, in a policy document regarding one such plan, the 
advisory council for the Dutch Ministry of Transport (Raad van de Waterstaat, 1976) 
stated that “whether the construction of a national highway was desirable went 
unquestioned. With new infrastructure, the focus was on deciding the optimal route 
through the landscape. With reference to the National Road Plan, the fact that a new 
national road would be constructed was more or less seen as a matter of course” (p. 
24; authors’ translation). 

Strengths 

The strength of the sectoral transportation planning approach of the 1950s and 1960s 
lies in the fact that its technocratic view helped to define problems by means of 
technical variables and to generate possible solutions for these problems. Distinct 
planning goals can be formulated on this basis. Plans provide insight into these goals 
and also explain the concrete means to achieve them. The possible ways to achieve 
the goals can be weighed against each other with the help of multi-criteria evaluation 
tools, cost-benefit analyses and linear models (see, e.g. Voogd, 1983; Van der Heijden, 
1996). In this way, an optimal solution for the problem at hand can be selected in 
terms of technical efficiency and effectiveness. Furthermore, within the sector, the 
whole planning process from planning to realization can be developed in one go. As a 
result, the transport system should be able to function optimally: the sectoral 
transport planning approach is able to attune the transport system in line with the 
planning goals so that the system will function in the most efficient way possible.  

Weaknesses 

In planning practice, however, there are many factors that have to be included in 
infrastructure planning. Many of these simply cannot be excluded as they are 
intrinsically linked to transportation issues. A notorious but clear example that 
emerged in infrastructure planning was the growing recognition of the 
interrelationship between motorized transport and the environment (see, e.g. Barde 
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and Button, 1990; Button, 1990). While many policies and plans were focused on 
optimizing traffic, in practice this would counteract environmental protection 
measures. Realization of both goals would require integration between the two fields. 
However, infrastructure policy and planning in particular was strongly sectoral in 
nature, leading to fragmented policy actions. In fact, both policy sectors developed 
their own goals and aimed to implement these irrespective of potentially conflicting 
ambitions formulated in other policy sectors. The required ‘integration’ (Buchanan and 
Crow, 1974) or ‘balance’ (Goodwin, 1999) between policy fields therefore proved 
difficult to accomplish in practice (see, e.g. Hysing, 2009).  

Furthermore, within transportation policy, it was long assumed that implementation 
was not a concern. The prevailing theories in the field – systems theory and rational 
planning – were used to provide planners with a decision-making mechanism for 
identifying the best policy for securing a goal or objective. Both only limitedly 
addressed how these policies and plans would be implemented. Because it was 
assumed that planners knew both ends and means, implementation was considered 
an unproblematic issue. As planning proposals were the consequence of a rational, 
scientific approach to the solution of mobility problems, their viability would be self-
evident and would gain widespread and easy acceptance by society as a whole. As 
illustrated above, implementation was seen as ‘a matter of course’, a technocratic 
exercise that would logically follow from the development of the sectoral plan. In 
planning practice, however, the construction of new roads was anything but ‘a matter 
of course’. Reinforced by growing environmental concerns, but also because citizens 
demanded a greater say in the decision-making processes (see, e.g. Van der Heijden, 
1996; Geels, 2007; Committee Elverding, 2008), the implementation of transport plans 
proved to be problematic (Tjalingii, 1996; Stough and Rietveld, 1997; Docherty, 2000; 
Arts, 2007). 

2.3 Approaches in response to fragmentation and the implementation gap 

Different planning approaches have been adopted in response to the issues of 
fragmentation and implementation. Struiksma and Tillema (2009) and Heeres et al. 
(2012) point towards more comprehensive planning approaches for dealing with 
fragmentation, whereas Van der Heijden (1996) and Healey et al. (1997) see a shift in 
focus towards a more project-oriented planning approach to overcome 
implementation failures. Both are explained below. To adhere to the chronological 
order of the two approaches, we will first focus on project-oriented planning and then 
turn our attention to more comprehensive transport planning approaches. 
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2.3.1 Project-oriented infrastructure planning 

According to Albrechts (2006), the 1980s can be characterized by a retreat from long-
term sectoral planning approaches. As a result of the problems in implementing plans 
in many different sectors, the emphasis in planning gradually shifted to ‘getting things 
done’ (Faludi and Van der Valk, 1994; Mastop and Faludi, 1997). In line with this shift in 
focus, the planning approach also started to shift: from ‘planning-through-plans’ 
towards ‘planning-through-projects’ (Healey et al., 1997; see Figure 2.1). In 
comparison to plans, projects do not focus on efficiency and the expansion of the 
entire transport infrastructure network. Rather, they focused on small and 
concentrated alterations or additions to the network. Infrastructure projects can be 
regarded as a single intervention in the infrastructure network, characterized by 
technical details, a fixed time schedule and a dedicated budget (see, e.g. Van der 
Heijden, 1996; Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005). Project management is focused on 
ensuring compliance with these aspects and realizing the predefined output. This 
means that possible contextual developments that could affect the project life cycle as 
planned at the project’s outset are “seen as a risk which is to be avoided or managed” 
(Cicmil et al., 2009, p. 41). Risk management is therefore seen as a central element to 
“sound project management” (Kerzner, 2013, p. 746), which is about reducing the 
probability of a project perturbation and reducing the magnitude of its impact in order 
to increase the probability of project success. In other words, projects operate 
relatively isolated from their context (Engwall, 2003).  

 

Figure 2.1: Shift in response to implementation gap 

Example 

In response to implementation failures in a series of sectoral plans, Arts (1998) 
describes that in the Netherlands from the 1980s onwards, a shift can be discerned 
from projects formulated on the basis of plans towards plans being formulated on the 
basis of previously undertaken projects. Difficulties in plan implementation had 
already emerged in the implementation of the aforementioned National Road Plan of 
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1968. The idea was that this plan would be fully implemented by 1985. Policy 
evaluations, however, show that in reality the plan never even neared completion (see, 
e.g. Annema and De Jong, 2009). When in the 1980s policy evaluations also showed 
that the subsequent infrastructure plan, the First Structural Plan for Traffic and 
Transport, had been poorly implemented, the focus started to shift from planning 
towards implementation. Following this shift, a subsequent plan was developed: the 
Second Structural Plan for Traffic and Transport, which was deliberately intended to be 
more “operational and implementable” (TK, 1989, p. 7). To achieve this, the plan 
focused on the realization of important infrastructure projects expected to improve 
the Netherlands’ international competitive position. Following the ‘managerial turn’ in 
planning (Harvey, 1989; Van den Brink, 2009), the Second Structural Plan for Traffic 
and Transport was accompanied by performance indicators, the concept of ‘measuring 
is knowing’ (in Dutch: meten is weten), and monitoring tools to monitor the plan’s state 
of implementation and increase control over project delivery (see, e.g. Arts, 1998). As 
a result, although infrastructural ‘works’ had always played an important role 
throughout planning history, these works were now conceived as infrastructure 
‘projects’ that received a central position in Dutch infrastructure planning (Arts, 1998; 
WRR, 1998). Zonneveld et al. (2009) take this to the extreme and argue that in the 
Netherlands the world of projects focused on “getting things done” (p. 274) , execution 
and the short-term, and as such became disconnected from the world of planning, 
which is focused on vision, design and the long term. The focus has completely shifted 
towards the realization of specific projects, reducing infrastructure planning to 
“imbueing others [with the idea] that the project is desirable” (Glasbergen and 
Driessen, 2005, p. 428). 

Strengths 

According to Van Buuren et al. (2010), the strengths of project approach are its 
orientation to a defined scope of activities, its ability to define the problem as narrowly 
as possible, and to engage in the activities required to solve it. It has also been praised 
for its ability to protect a project against unforeseen interference from the 
environment. As Bourne and Walker (2005) put it, project management is about being 
“in control”: changing circumstances should not affect project performance (compare 
RWS, 2008a; b). After all, a project-oriented approach – with its focus on a specific task 
over a fixed timeframe – enables organization that is free to adapt its content, 
processes and arrangements to specific requirements (see, e.g. Sjöblom and 
Godenhjelm, 2009), permitting optimal conditions for project implementation.  
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Weaknesses 

However, as Van Buuren et al. (2010) indicate, “the clearly defined scope of a project 
and its relative isolation from its environment is not only an advantage but also one of 
its most significant weaknesses” (p. 674). Infrastructure projects focus on satisfying 
specific ambitions defined in advance by the project principal. As a result, aspects such 
as dynamics, variability, iterations and uncertainty tend to be marginalized (see, e.g. 
Van der Heijden, 1996; Cicmil et al., 2009). The project-oriented approach is focused 
on “being in control” through the adoption of a strict risk management strategy (see 
RWS, 2008a, but also Meredith and Mantel, 2011; Kerzner, 2013). However, many 
infrastructure projects are characterized by a dynamic nature, unpredictable decision-
making processes, ongoing debates about the need and usefulness of a project, and 
changing and expanding rules and regulations, which cannot be brought ‘under 
control’ (see, e.g. Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005; Arts, 2007; Van Buuren et al., 2010). 

This leads to several interrelated problems with the project-oriented planning 
approach. An important issue is, as that as a result of the isolation from its context, 
“the outcomes of projects are increasingly contradictory to other ambitions and goals 
in adjoining policy fields and levels of government” (Van Buuren et al., 2010, p. 674). In 
addition, the scope for dealing with complex issues at project level seems to be too 
limited (Arts, 2007). Projects only focus on what can be realized within their limited 
scope. This means that they often focus on what can only be considered to be a part of 
the solution. Furthermore, research has shown that interdependencies between 
different projects are increasing (Newell et al., 2008). The project-oriented approach, 
however, focuses especially on internal project management. As a result, although 
interdependencies between the project and its context and also between mutual 
projects influence the development and realization of individual projects, these 
interdependencies are often overlooked. 

2.3.2 Integrated planning approach 

In 2002 the Construction Industry Council (CIC) concluded that historically, in transport 
planning “there had been too much concentration on roads and travel by car and not 
enough on public transport and walking and cycling” (p. 13). As a result, transport 
planning has mainly “catered for the needs of motorized traffic” (Hull, 2011, p. XII). 
The increase in car use and subsequent road network expansion over time also 
resulted in severe local and wider environmental problems, such as air pollution, noise, 
degraded habitats, etc. In addition, it has contributed “considerably and increasingly 
to global environmental problems [such] as climate change” (Hysing, 2009, p. 244). 
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Although many of these problems had already been observed in the 1960s (see, e.g. 
Buchanan, 1963; Mumford, 1965), at that time the dominant sectoral infrastructure 
planning approach made it difficult to address these problems appropriately. Dealing 
with these issues requires a comprehensive perspective that transcends sectoral 
boundaries. The transport infrastructure policy field, however, “is institutionally set up 
as a separate policy area, governed by authorities and organizations that are only 
responsible for transport” (Hysing, 2009, p. 244). As such, interrelated policy issues 
were generally addressed following a sectoral and consequently segmented approach 
to policymaking, rather than the development and implementation of comprehensive 
policies and plans.  

However, a range of integrated initiatives in the field of infrastructure planning can be 
identified over the course of time, as shown by Heeres et al. (2012). Figure 2.2 
schematically depicts this trend. On the one hand, efforts have been made to optimize 
current transport and infrastructure systems through enhanced intermodality, 
interoperability and interconnectivity (see, e.g. Leinbach, 2007; Hull, 2008). On the 
other hand, initiatives can be found that were aimed at gaining a better grip on 
external and unanticipated policy effects through improving the connection and 
possibly establishing integration between infrastructure planning and land use, and 
spatial and environmental planning (see, e.g. Geerlings and Stead, Bertolini et al., 
2008; Bertolini, 2009; Heeres et al., 2012). Like the sectoral approach, this integrated 
perspective follows a systems perspective. However, as opposed to the sectoral 
approach, in an integrated planning approach the transportation system is viewed in 
relation to land use and environmental systems, with each of the systems exerting 
both direct and indirect effects on the others. This presumes a comprehensive view in 
which all related aspects of mobility are considered and conflicts and 
complementarities among the various policy fields are taken into account. This 
includes the realization of packages of complementary policies, rather than the 
implementation of single, sector-bound policy measures. 

 

Figure 2.2: Shift in response to fragmentation 
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Example 

From the 1980s onwards, a transition towards integration can be observed in Dutch 
infrastructure planning. One of the most important examples is the establishment of 
the ‘ABC-location policy’ (VROM, 1991). This policy was developed within the spatial 
planning sector and aimed at optimizing and directing transport flows through the 
targeted allocation of firms. A-type locations are defined as being easily reached using 
public transport, but harder to reach by car; e.g. locations near train stations. 
Employees working at A-type locations are expected to use public transport to get to 
work. In contrast, C-type locations are very hard to reach using public transport. These 
are car-dependent locations, typically located near highways. Distribution companies, 
for example, are often situated on these locations. Finally, B-type locations can be 
regarded as a mix, allowing access both by public transport and by car. Hospitals and 
office space are typically found at these locations. The idea was that by means of 
these location-specific ’accessibility profiles’, mobility could be steered in a certain 
direction, mitigating the influence of increasing traffic on the environment (Van Wee 
and Van der Hoorn, 1996). In planning practice, however, adopting and implementing 
this more integrated perspective proved difficult (Bouwman and Linden, 2004; RIVM, 
2005). Still, initiatives are being pursued which should enable a more integrated 
planning approach and a correlation between infrastructure, land use and 
environmental planning. A recent example is the extension of the Dutch infrastructure 
programme from MIT to MIRT in 2008. The MIT contained a comprehensive long-
range transport and infrastructure programme for road, rail and water transport in the 
Netherlands. The ‘R’ in MIRT stands for Ruimte, the Dutch term for space, thus 
implying inclusion of spatial planning into transport and infrastructure planning. 
According to Heeres et al. (2012), the incorporation of the spatial developments in the 
national infrastructure programme means that the MIRT is focused on “policy and 
investments in [the] spatial domain based on comprehensive and coherent views” (p. 
150). 

Strengths 

There is an intuitive appeal to the view that a broad array of variables and their 
interrelationships should be examined as a system, because many transport activities 
have implications for land use planning and environmental issues. An examination of 
transport and land use systems through an integrated approach provides one way to 
address the dynamics of interrelated systems, ensuring that critical relationships are 
recognized and can be dealt with. The broader scope of an integrated approach means 
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that it is less likely that external effects will be overlooked. Furthermore, the 
combination of multiple fields may “bring along a multiplier” (Van der Heijden, 2008, 
p. 1), meaning that various policy measures can complement each other, which can 
deliver synergistic benefits. 

Weaknesses 

A comprehensive and integrated approach implies the possibility of understanding the 
dynamics of the entire transport system and assumes the opportunity to control them 
through targeted interventions. As the example of the Dutch ABC-location policy 
shows, this integration proves to be difficult to realize in planning practice (Van Wee 
and Van der Hoorn, 1996; see also for a more general discussion Committee Elverding, 
2008). Because of its broad coverage, it takes time to complete data collection and 
develop a comprehensive plan. Typically, both the practical as well as the institutional 
conditions or context change during this time, which actually makes the findings and 
suggested policy actions less applicable. Furthermore, an integrated approach seems 
to be based on the idea that targeted interventions will lead to specific policy 
outcomes.However, policy efforts to reduce car use and alter the model split, for 
example, have proved to be very difficult to realize in practice (see, e.g. Bannister et 
al., 2007; Tillema et al., 2012). On the one hand, such policies are often influenced by 
institional factors – specific political circumstances or the identification of funding 
opportunities (Marsden et al., 2012). On the other hand, the response of citizens in 
relation to initiatives to reduce car use have also proven to be highly resilient in nature 
(Sheller and Urry, 2000). 
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Figure 2.3: Historical developments in infrastructure planning 

2.4 Towards a programme-oriented planning approach? 

As outlined in Section 2.3, various planning approaches have been developed in the 
history of infrastructure planning to deal with issues of implementation (project-
oriented approach) and fragmentation (integrated infrastructure planning approach). 
Figure 2.3 combines Figures 2.1 and 2.2 to show how these approaches focus on either 
implementation or fragmentation. As a result, although an integrated infrastructure 
planning approach could be able to overcome fragmentation, we have seen that 
implementation remains difficult within this approach. Conversely, we have seen that 
while a project-oriented planning approach could be able to deal with the 
“implementation gap”, the inability to appropriately address fragmentation remains a 
weakness of this approach. Therefore, rather than adopting an approach focused on 
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addressing either fragmentation or implementation, what seems to be needed is an 
approach that addresses both issues at the same time. That is to say, based on the 
analysis of the policy shifts in infrastructure policy and planning, it could be argued 
that we need an approach that focuses on implementing integrated infrastructure 
planning or is capable of integrating a project-oriented approach.  

2.4.1 Implementing an integrated infrastructure planning approach 

An integrated planning perspective takes a broad view of planning issues. 
Infrastructure realization is regarded in relation to land use planning and possible 
environmental effects. Important variables and relationships between different 
systems are taken into account. A broad and integrated perspective thus enables a 
balance between the negative effects of transport system expansion – for example, 
energy use, pollution and emissions – and its positive aspects, that is, a high level of 
accessibility for individuals and organizations. Based on a study in the field of 
integrated water management, Mitchell (2005) concludes that an integrated approach 
may help overcome fragmentation and achieve concerted action. A thorough analysis 
shows that “at strategic planning levels, it is desirable to think comprehensively, when 
that means striving to identify and consider the broadest array of variables which may 
be significant for coordinated management” (p. 1339). At the same time, however, 
Mitchell (2005) also concludes that this approach is difficult to follow up at more 
operational planning levels (see, e.g. Cook and Spray, 2012). Implementation proves 
to be a weakness in comprehensive and integrated approaches. Indeed, as Figure 2.3 
shows, integrated approaches mainly focus on fragmentation issues, and do not pay 
as much attention to implementation. As a result, as Mitchell (2005) argues, “too often 
the planning processes have taken so long that when a comprehensive […] plan was 
completed, events had already swept past it, and the plan was not relevant to current 
circumstances” (p. 1338). In the field of infrastructure planning, this is enhanced by the 
fact that infrastructure development has to be realized in a highly political context. 
Initiatives to integrate infrastructure, land use and environmental planning often 
depend on specific political circumstances, which – due to short political cycles (see, 
e.g. Sjöblom, 2009) – change relatively rapidly. Quick political decision-making is 
required to ensure political commitment (see, e.g. Committee Elverding, 2008; Arts, 
2010). Mitchell (2005) suggests that a way to achieve this is to focus on a limited 
number of variables and relationships that are considered to be key. “The rationale is 
that usually a relatively few variables and relationships cause most of the variability in 
a system, and therefore those are the ones deserving attention. In addition, it is 
appreciated that not all variables and relationships can be readily manipulated or 
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managed and so it is prudent to give attention to those contributing significantly to 
variation in a system, and are amendable to intervention” (p. 1338). 

Accordingly, to improve the implementation of an integrated approach without losing 
its strong points, such an approach should be able to introduce focus to the 
comprehensive view by bringing important relationships to the fore. In fact, this brings 
us back to the project-oriented planning approach. As discussed in Section 2.2, the 
strength of this approach was its focus on action as the result of a clearly defined 
scope. Furthermore, the project-oriented approach can also be characterized by the 
idea that what can be controlled should be within the remit of project management. 
Other developments should not be able to influence project delivery. This links to 
Mitchell’s (2005) idea that attention should focus on those elements that are 
amenable to intervention. The main question thus proves to be how to incorporate 
these features from a project-oriented planning approach into an integrated 
infrastructure planning approach. 

Example 

Interestingly, an example can be found in recent Dutch infrastructure planning which 
specifically connects a comprehensive planning approach to the project-oriented 
planning approach. This is the Programmatic Approach to the National Spatial 
Strategy, which focused on the implementation of the National Spatial Strategy 
[NSS]. The NSS was developed in 2006 by four different ministries as a joint process 
that arose from the need to establish coherence between the goals of the different 
ministries involved in the spatial domain (see, e.g. VNG et al., 2005; EK, 2006). On 
previous occasions it “happened all too often that policy implementation stagnated 
because each ministry established its own priorities, and coherence within the spatial 
domain did not come about” (EK, 2006:5). To address this, the four ministries involved 
agreed not only to develop a comprehensive strategy, but also to implement this 
comprehensive and integrated plan jointly using a “programmatic planning approach” 
(TK, 2004). 

This programmatic planning approach meant that the comprehensive scope of the 
NSS was narrowed down to focus on four prime regions. These regions were 
considered fundamental to the all-over economic development of the Netherlands. 
Subsequently, one of the four ministries involved would consult regional partners to 
gain insight into the ambitions of both central and regional governments within the 
region. This resulted in the initiation of four different sub-programmes that were 
geographically spread throughout the country. Subsequently, each ministry was 
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appointed to chair one particular sub-programme. This ministry then had to consult 
with decentralized government agencies about which projects could be initiated 
together. On the one hand, this could enable synergistic effects, as interaction 
between separate projects might enable better results than anticipated and the smart 
combination of projects might create a “multiplier effect” (Van der Heijden, 2008). On 
the other hand, these consultations also helped gain insight into the viability of various 
options. The decentralized governments could indicate how national projects would 
react and interact with projects already undertaken at the local level. At the same 
time, the decentralized governments were often also well-equipped for the translation 
of national ideas to different, and sometimes unique, local circumstances. 

A study by the Dutch Council for Environment and Infrastructure (VROM-raad, 2007) 
revealed that the programme could be regarded as a joint government arrangement, 
though lacking the formal redistribution of authority, responsibilities or budgets. The 
approach’s strength lies in the fact that it is a relatively “light” arrangement, which can 
be “applied easily and can take effect in the short term” (p. 1). The programme allows 
for goal-oriented collaboration between stakeholders and the establishment and 
realization of shared ambitions through joint project delivery.  

2.4.2 Integrating a project-oriented planning approach 

As discussed, the strengths of the project-oriented approach are its focus on a clearly 
defined scope and its relative isolation from the context. However, a large number of 
organizations are involved at the nexus between infrastructure, land use and 
environmental planning (see, e.g. Bertolini, 2009). Many of these organizations 
develop their own projects. Each of these projects is geared towards specific elements 
of the public interest and delivers a specific sectoral objective. On many occasions, 
however, as Engwall (2003) states, projects operate in isolation, both with regard to 
their context and each other. Interrelationships between projects are often 
overlooked. As a result, progress can be rather fragmented and haphazard because it 
focuses on stand-alone projects. As Buijs and Edelenbos (2012) claim, ‘integration’ 
between projects is required. Projects need to take account of their context and 
developments in other related project initiatives.  

This brings us back to the integrated planning approach. The strength of this approach 
actually lies in acknowledging the interrelationships and interdependencies between 
various initiatives. It assumes that actions in one place will influence others. 
Furthermore, it presumes that synergetic effects can be realized precisely through 
these interdependent relationships. This, however, requires an approach tailored to 
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realizing synergies through the integration of various projects. Regarding this, a 
programme-oriented planning approach might be relevant as it could establish 
integration between various projects (cf. Pellegrinelli, 2008; 2011; Van Buuren et al., 
2010; Busscher and Arts., 2011). Buijs and Edelenbos (2012), for example, claim that 
“programme management approaches can be viewed as a response to the 
fragmentation that was caused by projectification. […] Contemporary programme 
management has emerged out of the interdependencies between projects” (p. 8). 
According Van Buuren et al. (2010), programmes focus on marshalling projects and 
resources, but also aim to accomplish strategic objectives that could not be taken into 
consideration by the separate projects. An early example with such characteristics is 
the Randstad Urgency Programme [RU] in the Netherlands. 

Example 

The Randstad Urgency Programme was initiated after an international benchmark by 
the OECD (OECD, 2007) and a national assessment by former Dutch Prime Minister 
Wim Kok (Kok Committee, 2007) showed that the international importance of the 
Randstad was decreasing. Although separate infrastructure, land use and 
environmental projects had been initiated to improve the situation in the Randstad, 
they had not made much progress. The Cabinet therefore launched the Randstad 
Urgency Programme to integrate these projects and enable concerted action.  

The programme consisted of 33 projects that were aligned to common strategic 
objectives. These objectives were (i) to improve the accessibility and (ii) the 
(economic) attractiveness of the region, and (iii) to ensure that the Randstad region 
would become climate-change proof. Many of the projects that made up the 
programme were already running and were clustered around these goals.  

The projects were also considered according to geographic interrelationships. Within 
the programme, for example, decision-making was integrated for several projects 
initiated in the urban areas of Almere and Amsterdam. This meant that ecological 
improvement within the IJsselmeer region was combined with the construction of 
60,000 houses in Almere and the increase of mobility between Amsterdam and 
Almere (RRAAM, 2013a; 2013b). At the programme level, decisions within one project 
would directly influence others, making integration between projects essential. This, 
however, also influenced the decision-making process. The stakeholders related to the 
various projects included in the programme were primarily focused on their own 
projects. The stakeholders quickly realized that more attention to any one specific 
project within the programme would mean that another project would receive less 
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attention. As a result, projects seemed to ‘compete’ with each other. Interestingly, on 
programme level, this competition between projects was actually stimulated. The idea 
was that this competition between projects would result in faster project 
implementation. At the same time, stimulating project implementation in this way 
went at the expense of project integration.  

2.4.3. Taking stock 

Both examples discussed above were described as applying a programmatic planning 
approach. In theory, both approaches aligned a portfolio of projects and initiatives to 
selected strategic objectives. In doing so, they appeared to combine elements from 
both project-oriented and integrated planning. As such, a programme-oriented 
planning approach is an interesting approach that might be able to resolve issues of 
implementation and fragmentation. In planning practice, however, this still proves to 
be difficult. Both cases can be regarded as relatively early examples of a programme-
oriented planning approach. Also, both have had to overcome major difficulties in 
order to be successful. The Programmatic Approach to the National Spatial Strategy 
failed to find a way to address these difficulties. Many of the projects maintained their 
own decision-making pathways and financial budgets, and the central government 
had to establish integration between the various projects without formal instruments. 
This led to clashes between the central government, which was trying to align projects 
artificially, and regional partners, who often focused on project-specific interests and 
were in control of project-related resources. Nevertheless, an evaluation of the 
programme claimed that working within this new institutional arrangement had to be 
regarded as “useful experience” that could serve as a source of inspiration for the 
future (VROM-raad, 2007, p. 4).  

In comparison to the programmatic approach to the National Spatial Strategy, policy 
evaluations of the Randstad Urgency Programme cast this programme in a more 
positive light. The programme was valued for its ability to speed up decision-making 
on the separate projects. However, it was also noted that it was difficult to realize 
integration between running projects. Most of the projects had already started on the 
basis of a project-oriented approach and were thus limited in focus, not looking for 
interconnections with other projects. The Randstad Urgency Programme was only 
partly able to connect these projects (see, e.g. Van Buuren et al., 2010). However, the 
programme was able to influence individual project decision-making. Stakeholders 
involved in the various projects were competing with each for the scarce attention. 
The programme team was able to set criteria for the decision-making process which 



Chapter 2 – In search of sustainable road infrastructure planning  

 55 

 

made sure that the project stakeholders put more effort into project implementation, 
as those projects that did well received most political attention.  

It can be stated that the quest for sustainable infrastructure planning remains 
ongoing. We have identified fragmententation and implementation failures as 
important obstacles in the road towards such sustainable infrastructure planning. As 
discussed above, several planning approaches have been applied in order to deal with 
these issues. These approaches are also depicted in Figure 2.4. In this figure, we also 
have also added the lasted planning approach that is applied in planning practice to 
deal with these issues. Interestingly, as we discussed above, this approach does not 
replace earlier planning approaches, but is to be seen as an additional approach that is 
applied in order to realize more sustainable infrastructure planning. 

Figure 2.4: Developments towards a programmatic planning approach 
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2.5 Discussion and conclusion 

The objective of this chapter was to explore and conceptualize historic shifts in 
infrastructure policy and planning, and to investigate what lessons can be learned 
from these approaches in order to deal with the fragmentation and implementation 
issues that characterize today’s infrastructure planning. 

We have found various planning approaches. Traditionally, infrastructure planning has 
been characterized by a sectoral planning approach. This means that transport 
problems were considered in relation to the transport infrastructure and subsequently 
solved by following a technical-rational process. The idea existed that once the end 
had been identified and the means determined, then the implementation of plans was 
assured. We have seen that, despite the fact that, in theory, this approach should 
deliver an optimally functioning transport system, in practice it was confronted with 
two interrelated issues: fragmentation and implementation failures. 

In response, historically, a more project-oriented approach as well as a more 
comprehensive infrastructure planning approach has been adopted. These approaches 
focus either on implementation issues, in the case of the project-oriented approach, or 
on the fragmented policy action, in the case of the integrated planning approaches. To 
address implementation issues, the project-oriented approach has focused on a 
narrow scope and the adoption of a risk management strategy. To deal with 
fragmentation, the integrated approach has focused on gaining insight into the 
variables and interrelationships between the different modes in the transport system 
itself and the interdependencies between the transport system and the land use and 
environment systems. 

Interestingly, in recent infrastructure policy and planning we see the emergence of an 
approach which, instead of dealing with either one separately, focuses on dealing with 
both implementation issues and fragmentation simultaneously. As depicted in Figure 
2.4, this programme-oriented planning approach can be regarded in different ways. 
Firstly, in response to the implementation issues of the integrated planning approach, 
a programmatic planning approach is more focused. It concentrates on selected issues 
that are actually amenable to intervention. In this way, a programme might be able to 
achieve a jointly established broader goal instead of only a narrowly defined end result 
that is to be achieved following a pre-defined life-cycle. Programmes allow for more 
adaptive ways to reach their goal, which, in theory, makes them more able to respond 
to changes in the context. Secondly, in order to address the problems experienced 
with the project-oriented approach, a programme-oriented planning approach focuses 
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on ‘contextualizing’ projects. This can be seen as a two-way process. On the one hand, 
contextualizing refers to a process of increasing awareness of the interrelationships 
between the projects that are included in a programme. In this way, synergistic effects 
can be established, on which basis strategic goals can be achieved that could not be 
achieved if the projects were implemented in isolation. On the other hand, 
contextualizing aims to increase the interaction of individual projects with their project 
context. As argued in this chapter, projects are often influenced by developments in 
their context, but experience difficulties in finding proper ways to repond to these 
contextual influences. In order to gain more insight in both the project as well as the 
programme-oriented planning approaches, more research may be done on how both 
projects and programmes are able to deal with and influence contextual 
developments.  

As such, a programme-oriented planning approach may connect both approaches and 
look for opportunities to complement the integrated approach with the project-
oriented approach and vice versa. The use of programmes in this way, however, is 
relatively new, particularly in the field of infrastructure planning. Therefore, more 
research will be required to find more potential lessons and to gain greater insight into 
how to further advance this programme-oriented planning approach.  
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3. Revisiting a programmatic planning approach:  
managing linkages between transport and  
land use planning 

Abstract 

The body of knowledge on transport and land use planning shows considerable overlap 
with management theories and practices. Notable examples can be found in project 
management and strategic management. Recently, in the field of management theory, 
the idea of programme management has gained prominence in response to the need to 
coordinate on a tactical level. Programme management links to both strategic 
management and project management, as it focuses on the coordinated management of 
related projects in order to realize strategic objectives. In line with the tradition to 
integrate management theories into spatial planning, the aim of this chapter is to explore 
the power of a programme management approach in a transport and land use planning 
context. We investigate whether and how a programme management approach when 
applied in transport and land use planning can deal with three important interrelated 
challenges that emerge between the strategic and operational level in transport and land 
use planning: (i) linking strategic goals to operational projects, (ii) developing the 
accompanying joint organizational structures, and (iii) moulding fixed and separate 
procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes. To do so, we conducted 
an in-depth case study of two recent programme management approaches in Dutch 
transport and land use planning. We show that both programmes function as platforms 
where different parties come together and where a wide range of management and 
monitoring tools are used to guide the programme in a specific direction. 

Keywords: transport planning, land use planning, strategic planning, project 
management, programme management, programmatic planning approach. 

3.1 Introduction  

The body of knowledge on transport and land use planning shows considerable 
overlap with management theories and practices. Notable examples can be found in 
the field of project management. Authors such as Bryson et al. (1990), Glasbergen and 
Driessen (2005) and Edelenbos and Teisman (2008) have adopted lessons from project 
management and implemented these in a transport and land use planning context. 
The project management approach is valued for its orientation to a defined scope of 
activities and its ability to define a problem as narrowly as possible and engage in 
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activities to solve the problem. According to Van Buuren et al. (2010), planning 
practitioners also appreciate the project management approach for its ability to 
protect a project during implementation against unforeseen interferences from its 
environment. At the same time, however, Van Buuren et al (2010) also conclude that a 
project’s clearly defined scope and relative isolation from its environment is not only 
an advantage but also a significant weakness of this approach. Following a project 
management approach often overlooks new demands for quality, requests for a 
redefinition of scope and resistance, or other outside events. As a consequence, many 
projects suffer from budget and costs overruns or fail to perform to expectations (see, 
for example, Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Flyvbjerg, 2007).  

Partly in response to these problems, planners have tried to adopt strategic 
management theories in transport and land use planning. In doing so, Miller and Holt-
Jensen (1997) turn to Steiner (1979) in order to define the major features for strategic 
planning in spatial planning. In a similar vein, Albrechts (2004) and Healey (2007; 2009) 
focus on Mintzberg’s Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning (1994) and define important 
characteristics and elements from strategic planning theory to spatial planning. 
Healey (2009), for example, identifies four elements of strategy making that are 
important: (i) filtering processes – the selection of general aims, goals and actors, (ii) 
focusing and framing – the selection of issues that are given a privileged position, (iii) 
generating mobilising force around a strategy that is recognized and positioned in a 
specific institutional context, and (iv) creating transformative force – changing of 
existing routines and establishing new ones. Applying these steps in spatial planning 
should lead to “a more coherent spatial logic for land use regulation, resource 
protection, and investments in regeneration and infrastructure. Strategic frameworks 
and visions for territorial development, with an emphasis on place qualities and the 
spatial impacts and integration of investments, complement and provide a context for 
specific development projects” (Albrechts et al., 2003, p. 113).  

In line with the tradition to integrate management theories, this chapter concentrates 
on a recent trend in management that focuses on programme management. 
Programme management is linked to both strategic management and project 
management. Programmes operate mid-level between strategic objectives and 
operational projects, encompassing multiple projects which are aligned to strategic 
objectives. Programme management is seen as “the coordinated management of 
related projects, which may include related business as usual activities that together 
achieve a beneficial change of a strategic nature for an organisation” (APM, 2007, p. 
6). According to Van Buuren et al. (2010), a programme management approach could 
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establish integration in three dimensions in transport and land use planning: it could 
integrate content, develop joint organizational structures, and mould fixed and 
separate procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes. In 
programme management literature, however, two different types of programme 
management can be discerned which are applied in order to realize this integration. 
One programme management approach originates from project management, the 
other is in line with lessons from strategic management (Lycett et al., 2004; 
Pellegrinelli, 2008). The former is established by authors who consider programme 
management to be a scaled-up version of project management. From this perspective, 
programme management is focused on the internal coordination of a set of related 
projects in order to reduce the incidence of backlogs and delays and enable 
monitoring, directing and controlling of the implementation of this set of projects 
(McElroy, 1996; Gray, 1997; Vereeke et al., 2003). In the latter perspective, programme 
management is characterized by an external focus on aligning interdependent 
projects with requirements, goals, and drivers for the wider programme context 
(Lycett et al., 2004; Pellegrinelli, 2011). 

In Dutch transport and land use planning, an increasing number of programme 
management approaches are found (see, for example, Van Buuren et al., 2010; Van 
Herk et al., 2012; Busscher et al., 2014). We found two particular cases in which the 
different types of programme management were used as management strategies. 
The first is the Randstad Urgency Programme (in Dutch: Randstad Urgent [RU]), the 
second is the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (in Dutch: Nationaal 
Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit [NSL]. In the RU case, programme 
management was applied as a scaled-up version of project management. In contrast, 
the NSL adopted a strategic management perspective on programme management. 
In line with the tradition to integrate management theories into spatial planning, the 
aim of this chapter is to explore the power of a programme management approach in 
a transport and land use planning context. More specifically, we investigate whether 
and how a programme management approach when applied in transport and land use 
planning can deal with (i) the need to integrate content, (ii) the development of joint 
organizational structures, and (iii) moulding fixed and separate procedures into more 
adaptive joint decision-making processes.  

This chapter is arranged as follows: In Section 3.2 we will elaborate on the relation 
between programme management with strategic planning and project management. 
In Section 3.3, we will focus on programme management specifically. In Section 3.4 we 
describe our cases and explain the applied methodology and in Section 3.5 we present 
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our case analysis. Finally, in Section 3.6 we draw conclusions and suggest possibilities 
for further research. 

3.2 Project management, strategic management, and the challenges for 
programme management in planning  

Project management has acquired a solid base in spatial planning and transport and 
land use planning. The discipline has its origins in operations management and large 
engineering projects (Morris, 2009). However, nowadays it is applied by a variety of 
organizations in the planning and implementation of a wide range of initiatives. It is 
most prominent in the field of infrastructure and spatial development. As Glasbergen 
and Driessen (2005) explain, it is considered ‘the way to go’ when it comes to the 
implementation of policy decisions on specific investments like new highways or rail 
tracks. In these instances, there is a single project principal, often a national ministry, 
and a single project leader who is directly responsible for the realisation of a well-
defined end result within a dedicated time frame and with specified budget 
constraints (Short and Kopp, 2005; Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010). However, as 
Edelenbos and Teisman (2008) point out, “highly developed societies have witnessed 
an increase in the number of actors in planning processes, involving a whole range of 
interests and perceptions on the nature of the problem and the preferred solutions” (p. 
614). Project management, however, is ill-equipped to deal with various interests and 
perceptions, traditionally focussing on the realization of an externally set end result, 
assuming a ‘mission written in stone’ (Engwall, 2002; Loch and Kavadias, 2011). 
Largely as a consequence of external pressures, many projects are confronted with 
cost overruns and delays and do not meet expectations (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). 
However, in line with the internal focus of project management, these failures are 
largely ascribed to incompetent project management or insufficient project control – 
or even both. Project management theory is abundant with ‘critical success factors’ 
such as competent project management, financial control mechanisms, risk 
management, and strict planning procedures.  

As Glasbergen and Driessen (2005) and Hertogh and Westerveld (2010) indicate, 
slowly but surely, however, project management applied in a spatial planning context 
is opening up to external pressures, with focus shifting from inside-out to outside-in. 
As Loch and Kavadias (2011) point out, there is increasing attention to the fact that 
projects not only fail as a consequence of incompetent project management, but are 
also impacted by a muddled strategic context, inadequate scope, or unarticulated 
tensions or trade-offs between project stakeholders.  
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Partly in response to this situation, spatial planners turned to strategic management 
and strategic planning literature for possible solutions. According to Albrechts (2004), 
strategic spatial planning “produces a vision to frame problems, challenges and short-
term actions” (p. 754). As such, strategic planning encompasses several important 
elements. First, it becomes clear that strategic attention must be focused (Friedman, 
2004; Healey, 2007). Strategic planning is not intended to be comprehensive in terms 
of identifying and prioritizing all available strategic goals. Rather, strategic planning is 
focused on a limited number of strategic key issue areas (Albrechts, 2004). Progress 
towards a limited set of strategic goals is considered to be more likely to result in 
successful performance (Miller and Holt-Jensen, 1997). Second, as explained by 
Balducci (2011), strategic planning is not only focused on planning at a higher level, 
‘strategic’ also implies “being able to work with interactive processes, anticipate and 
influence the reactions of other actors, using tools that may only in part produce direct 
effects” (p. 537). Strategic planning thus draws attention towards the organizational 
and institutional dynamics surrounding decision-making in the field of spatial 
planning. Third, related to these points, strategic planning has wide orientation, but 
focused action. As Moore (1996) explains, strategic planning “involves having an 
awareness of the big picture and finding ways to play a role in it. Successful […] 
strategy helps us co-evolve with others to create a more attractive future” (p. 7). As 
such, strategic planning is based on the idea that it is necessary to have a systematic 
overview of the situation at hand (Ansoff, 1980). Sussman et al. (2005), for example, 
adopt a system perspective on transport systems which includes a focus on both 
management and operations, the regional scale in connection to the local and national 
scales and different transport modalities. According to Sussman et al. (2005), this 
system perspective also includes the idea that projects are interlinked and 
interdependent because they are part of a wider spatial (transportation) system and 
thus also includes the systems-based governance of interrelated projects. Finally, 
strongly related to the last element is the fact that strategic planning focuses on long-
term strategies connected to short-term actions. According to Albrechts (2006a), 
many plans have remained “too much of an ‘administrative framework’ for 
development instead of an ‘action plan’ aimed at the implementation of the vision and 
concepts” (p. 1488). As a result, as Zonneveld et al. (2009) conclude, many projects 
have started to ‘drift’. Projects are only poorly connected to each other, to strategic 
plans, or even both. As such, Van Buuren et al. (2010) conclude that there is a loud call 
for coordination on a tactical level between strategic plans and operational projects 
and for an integrated management which should be able to deal with three 
interrelated dimensions in transport and land use planning:  
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(i) The integration of content.  

As indicated above, many strategic plans have been developed which lacked specific 
courses of action needed to implement the strategic goals embedded in the plan. As a 
consequence, planning practice often remains limited to project-by-project and day-
to-day decision-making. Hrelja (2011) shows that this is particularly true for transport 
and land use planning. Within this discipline, for example, there has been an increasing 
focus on long-term sustainability goals for cities or transport systems (see, e.g. 
Bannister, 2005; 2008). In practice, however, there is a “chasm between the aim of 
creating sustainable transport systems voiced in comprehensive and long-term plans 
and the actual decisions that are made in concrete planning projects” (Hrelja, 2011, p. 
511). 

(ii) The development of joint organizational structures  

As Fillion and Sanderson (2011) point out, planning is heavily influenced by 
institutional and organizational dynamics. Organizations involved in transport and 
land use planning are often only responsible for specific segments of transport and 
land use developments and tend to focus predominantly on realizing their own 
individual organizational goals, rather than on the common good. Sjöblom (2009) also 
points towards the short nature of administrative cycles. Within each cycle, politicians 
are often dedicated to leave an imprint, adding to the focus on the short-term and 
organizational self-interested action. 

(iii) Moulding of fixed and separate procedures into more adaptive joint decision-
making processes.  

The self-interest of many organizations involved in transport and land use planning is 
highlighted by the fact that many tend to organize their own decision-making 
processes and procedures, mostly without taking account of possible interferences to 
other processes and procedures and the eventual relationship between them (Van 
Buuren and Gerrits, 2008; Tornberg, 2012). This is despite the fact that the 
accomplishment of planning tasks relies more and more on work being carried out in 
different interrelated projects distributed across organizations and which may or may 
not overlap in time (see, e.g. Maylor et al., 2006; Newell et al., 2008). 
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Van Buuren et al. (2010) suggest that a programme management approach should be 
able to deal with these challenges in transport and land use planning. In the next 
section, we will explore the concept of programme management and discuss how 
programme management could deal with these issues.  

3.3 Programme management approach  

Interestingly, programmes are not new to spatial planning, having a long tradition in 
this discipline. Historically, programmes were used by single organizations that 
applied programmes to translate abstract policies and grand design plans into specific 
activities (see, for example, Wilkinson, 2011). According to Buijs and Edelenbos (2012), 
this involved top-down target setting, breaking down of activities to be implemented 
and embedding these in formal budgetary plans. Different organizations developed 
their own programmes, aimed at the implementation of their own organizational 
goals.  

The concept of programme management, however, originates from a discipline other 
than spatial planning. Analysis of Artto et al. (2009) shows that programme 
management as a management approach is strongly based in organizational theory. It 
represents an integrative management approach in which various projects, project 
stakeholders and related activities are coordinated in order to realize benefits that 
could not be obtained were projects implemented separately (IPM, 2013). A 
programme aligns various projects and activities in order to realize (multiple) strategic 
goals (see, e.g. OGC, 2007; Pellegrinelli, 2011; Hombergen et al., 2011).  

In contrast to the traditional programmes in spatial planning that are implemented by 
a single organization, a programme management approach thus assumes that 
multiple parties involved in the realization of strategic goals have to be taken into 
account. Nevertheless, similarities between the two fields can be found. As in spatial 
planning, a comprehensive strand in management theory positions programmes as 
pivotal links between strategy and projects in a rational cascade from goals to action 
(see e.g. Gardiner, 2005; Pellegrinelli and Partington, 2006; Schwalbe, 2009). In this 
perspective, similar to project management, (strategic) goals are treated as a given. 
Programmes are focused on the implementation and realization of these predefined 
strategic goals. Programmes outline a course of action to implement these goals. As 
such, programmes are seen as a rational mechanism for coordinating and directing 
projects, and for prioritizing the use or allocation of scarce resources. During 
implementation, programme management is expected to identify interdependencies 
between projects and improve coordination in order to reduce the incidence of 
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backlogs and delays. In a similar vein, programmes can be used to improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the allocation of shared financial, temporal or 
organizational resources. As Lycett et al. (2004) explain, in this ‘scaled-up project 
management’ perspective, the main focus of programme management is the internal 
coordination of the programme. Similarly to project management, contextual 
developments are largely overlooked. In contrast to projects, however, through sheer 
size alone, programmes encompassing multiple projects, prove better at withstanding 
external pressures, protect projects from possible incursions and push through the 
outlined course of action (see, for example, Pellegrinelli and Partington, 2006). 

At the same time, however, an increasing number of authors contend that programme 
management should not be implicitly considered as a scaled-up version of project 
management, but as a qualitatively different management approach (Lycett et al., 
2004; Thiry, 2004), with a theoretical basis in strategic management (Pellegrinelli et 
al., 2007). In this perspective, programmes shape and coordinate projects and related 
activities in pursuit of strategic goals and benefits in the context of a dynamic 
environment. According to Pellegrinelli (2008), strategic management is centred 
around the idea that organizations operate in unstable organizational fields. On an 
organizational level, this means that the context of organizations is inherently hazy, 
fluid and unstable. On a programme level this would mean that “programmes need to 
cope with shifting agendas and uncertainty, flex to changing circumstances, 
accommodate divergent interests and aspirations, engage stakeholders and 
contributors, and enable change” (Pellegrinelli, 2008, p. 9). Programme management, 
therefore, “is as much about coping as it is about planning and rational decision-
making”. According to Van Buuren et al. (2010), this type of programme management 
would fit well in the context of spatial planning. Spatial development takes place in a 
political context “in which preferences are ambiguous, dynamic, conflicting and 
unstable. The principal is not a unitary actor, but is composed of a hybrid constellation 
of public, private and societal actors, all of whom have their own agendas, ambitions 
and strategies” (p. 676). 

Remarkably, despite the claim by Van Buuren et al. (2010), it is not only this strategic 
management-based type of programme management that is applied in spatial 
planning: at the same time, the scaled-up project management type of programme 
management is also being applied. We selected two cases in field of transport and 
land use planning in the Netherlands where both respective types of programme 
management are being applied. In the next section we will describe these cases and 
their particular context in more detail. 
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3.4 Research approach  
 

3.4.1 Research design  

In order to gain insight into how a programme management approach is applied in a 
transport and land use planning context, we have conducted case studies of two 
important, ‘state-of-the-art’ programmes in the Netherlands: the Randstad Urgency 
Programme [RU] and the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. 
Both programmes were explicitly conceived as programmes, not projects, multi-
projects or project portfolios, which are also found in current transport and land use 
planning. As indicated by Van Buuren et al. (2010), what sets programmes and 
programme management apart is that programme management does not only 
coordinate projects and divide resources over the selection of projects, it also aims to 
deliver additional advantage by stimulating processes of development beyond 
individual project objectives. This is not the case in project, multi-project, or portfolio 
management.  

Both the RU and the NSL operate in a multi-project environment and are trying to 
establish a connection between these different operational projects and strategic 
objectives through a programme management approach. As such, the programme 
management approach is used to connect strategic management with project 
management in a planning context. Given our research objective this made both cases 
particularly interesting to study.  

Within each case we were particularly interested to learn whether and how the 
programme management approaches dealt with the issues outlined in Section 3.2: 
integration of content, establishment of joint organizational structures and the 
moulding of separate and fixed procedures into an adaptive joint-decision making 
process. Both programmes have followed different programme management 
strategies in order to do so. The RU has adopted a management strategy that 
conceives programme management as a scaled-up version of project management. 
The NSL case represents a more strategic management approach to programme 
management. Our case analysis compares these cases in order to gain a broad 
overview of all the tools and techniques in the programme management toolbox that 
can be applied to deal with the issues listed above.  

In our interviews, we specifically focussed on these applied tools and techniques, to 
learn how they would work in a transport and land use planning context rather than a 
business environment. In each case, we conducted interviews on different levels of 
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authority, allowing for comparison of the multiple perspectives of programme 
participants. We started by interviewing programme management executives and our 
data by interviewing policy officers and project managers from several other 
organizations involved in the programme. In both cases, we conducted interviews at 
the national, provincial, and municipal layers of administration. In order to acquire an 
additional ‘non-government’ perspective, we also conducted interviews with 
consultants, legal experts and lawyers at private companies. Table 1 provides an 
overview of the distribution of the interviews across the different groups. 

Table 3.1: Number of interviews conducted  

  Randstad Urgency 
Programme [RU] 

National Collaboration 
Programme on Air Quality 
[NSL] 

Programme 
management 
executives 

 n = 2 n = 3 

Stakeholders 
within 
government 

National level n = 2 n = 13 
Provincial level n = 2 n = 5 
Municipal level n = 1 n = 6 

Stakeholders 
outside 
government 

 n = 2 n = 8 

 
Desk research was conducted concurrently with the interviews, entailing the analysis 
of policy documents, press releases and verbatim accounts of public debates and 
speeches. We also analysed existing accounts of developments in the field of transport 
and land-use policy in which the programmes were running.  

3.4.2 Programme management in practice  

Randstad Urgency Programme 

The Randstad region comprises the conurbation of the cities of Amsterdam, 
Rotterdam, the Hague and Utrecht. It is generally considered the engine of the Dutch 
economy. The region produces over 45 % over the GNP (TNO, 2012) and, within the 
Netherlands, is “the major region which attracts foreign direct investments” (OECD, 
2007, p. 57). A healthy economic position in relation to other European regions is 
considered to be of vital importance to both the Randstad region, and the country as a 
whole. However, a 2007 international benchmark by the OECD showed that the 
international importance of the Randstad region was decreasing. This resulted in 



Chapter 3 – Revisiting a programmatic planning approach  

 75 

 

immediate policy action (Cabinet Policy Programme, 2007). To deal with this situation, 
the new cabinet launched the ‘Randstad Urgent Programme’ [RU], the central goal of 
which was to improve the competitive position of the Randstad region internationally 
(Randstad Urgent, 2008). The Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water 
Management [Ministry of Transport] was assigned responsibility for the programme.  

The programme encompassed 33 different projects varying in nature: some were 
focused on the widening of important existing highways, for example in the case of 
the highway A4 between Schiphol Airport and the Port of Rotterdam, other projects 
aimed to realize new housing or to establish new business parks, for example by 
improving the Bioscience cluster around the city of Leiden. The projects also varied in 
terms of timing. Although one or two projects originated from the programme, most 
projects had already been running and were made part of the RU as the 
implementation of these projects proved to be problematic (Randstad Urgent, 2007; 
2008). 

Multiple organizations were involved in the programme’s implementation. As the 
programme consisted of several projects that were already running, the responsible 
project organizations as well as the project stakeholders became part of the 
programme. Because the different projects were undertaken by different 
organizations on different levels of authority, the programme resembled an effort of 
multi-level governance integration. Central to the programme was the programme 
team which consisted of a programme manager and several account managers who 
were appointed to support project decision-making. The programme team monitored 
the decision-making processes for each individual project. However, the decision-
making capacities remained at project level.  

The National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 

As shown by Bouwman and Linden (2004), transport policy discourse in the 
Netherlands shifted from altering demand for transport towards providing sufficient 
infrastructure in the early 2000s. As a consequence, the number of infrastructure 
projects rapidly increased. However, in 1999, the Dutch had accepted EU Directive 
1999/30/EC, containing fairly strict European standards on nitrogen oxides, sulphur 
oxides, lead and particulate matter in ambient air (EC, 1999). Dutch environmental 
law, as confirmed by rulings of the Dutch Council of State (Raad van State), stated that 
infrastructure projects could only be approved if the European standards were met. 
Given the fact that at that time, air quality standards were not being met in large areas 
of the Netherlands, many projects came to a standstill. To illustrate: internal research 
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at the Ministry of Transport indicated that only one out of ten of their projects could 
proceed. 

In order to allow for the implementation of detrimental spatial and infrastructure 
projects, radical and innovative mitigating measures to improve the air quality needed 
to be developed. However, this proved difficult to achieve at the project level. Far-
reaching measures such as soot filters or road pricing could not be implemented within 
the scope of a standalone infrastructure project. In response, the national government 
understood that it had to find a way to ensure both on-going infrastructure 
development as well as obtainment of the European air quality standards on a higher 
level of scale (VROM, 2006). In order to deal with the dual ambitions the Dutch 
government installed a National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. 
According to this programme different ministries, provinces and municipalities were 
all to undertake action to reduce air pollution in such a way that (1) air quality 
standards would be met and (2) new road infrastructure would be allowed to be built. 
The programme contains a combination of generic measures by various stakeholders 
involved, taken at both national and regional levels, complemented by location-
specific measures. National measures included source-related policies (e.g. soot 
filters) and policy measures focused on reducing the amount of traffic (e.g. road 
pricing). Regional measures focused on reducing the number of vehicle kilometres 
travelled in a specific area and included incentives for increasing public transport, 
parking policies, telecommuting, etc. Location-specific measures aimed at improving 
the air quality at specific locations. These measures include the introduction of one-
way traffic and the erection of barriers along highways. Table 3.2 (below) provides an 
overview of the characteristics of both programmes.  
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Table 3.2: Characteristics of both cases 

 
Section 3.5 contains a more in-depth analysis of both cases, focusing on the use tools 
and techniques applied in order to integrate content, process and organization. 

3.5 Case analysis  

3.5.1 Randstad Urgency Programme 

Integration of content 

The strategic goal of the programme was to improve the economic competitive 
position of the Randstad region (Randstad Urgent, 2007). Initially, this goal was 
decomposed into three related aspects: improve the (i) accessibility and (ii) the 
(economic) attractiveness of the region and ensure that the region is (iii) climate 
change proof. The projects within the programme were to be clustered around these 
sub-goals. The sub-goals can be found in both internal and official documentation 
dating from before the start of the programme, however, by the time the programme 
was finalized, the sub-goals no longer appeared in official documents. Interviews 
indicate that, in planning practice, the programme proved to be mainly oriented 

Case Randstad Urgency Programme 
[RU] 

National Collaboration Programme on 
Air Quality [NSL] 

Goal of the 
programme 

Improve the international 
competitive position of the 
Randstad region. 

Achieve air quality standards while 
simultaneously delivering additional 
infrastructure projects 

Responsible 
organizations 

Ministry of Transport, Public 
Works and Water Management 
[Transport]  

Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning 
and the Environment [VROM]; Ministry 
of Transport, Public Works and Water 
Management [Transport] 

Stakeholders Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the Environment 
[VROM], Ministry of Economic 
Affairs [EZ]. Provinces of 
Noord-Holland, Zuid-Holland, 
Utrecht and Flevoland. 
Municipalities within those 
provinces 

Ministry of Agriculture, Nature 
Management and Food Quality [LNV], 
Provinces of Gelderland, Utrecht, 
Limburg, Overrijsel, Flevoland, Noor-
Brabant, Zuid-Holland and Noord-
Holland. Municipalities within those 
provinces. 

Duration 2007 – 2010  
(ended prematurely) 

2009 – 2015  
(still running) 

Financial 
resources 

Programme did not fund 
projects itself, only the 
programme organisation was 
funded  

The mitigating measures are paid out of 
the programme. The total amount that 
has been reserved for these measures is 
over EUR 1.5 billion. 
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towards the isolated project initiatives that were being undertaken. According to the 
interviewees there was no clear link on the programme level between the strategic 
goal of improvement of the economic position and the project that was being 
undertaken. As explained by an interviewee on programme management level: “At the 
start of the programme there were two lists with important projects that would benefit 
from special attention. Regional governments had a list, and the national government 
had a list. After a negotiation process between all organizations involved, a final decision 
was made to include 34 projects in the programme. Exactly how these project were linked 
to each other, or to the programme goal, was unclear. The decision to include or exclude 
specific projects was not based on content, but on political decision-making”. As a result, 
the programme team did not make an effort to integrate content (Randstad Urgent, 
2010). The projects were too varied in nature, making integration impossible. Instead, 
the focus of programme management executives was on the implementation of the 
individual projects. As one programme manager explained, programme management 
was conceived as a “project catchall with a little organizational structure on top of it. 
Programme management does not focus on one project in particular, that is up to project 
management, rather programme management ensures that projects keep running. We 
monitor projects and we put up our hand in case we see something go wrong. That’s all 
programme management does”.  

Development of joint organizational structures 

An important reason for the programme’s initiation was the need to streamline the 
complex constellation of actors involved in each project. Analysis by both the OECD 
(2007) and the Committee Kok (2007) had shown that the Randstad region was 
characterized by a ‘management overload’. Too many organizations wanted to have 
their finger in the project implementation pie, prohibiting swift decision-making. In 
order to deal with this situation, various instruments were applied in the programme in 
order to ensure that projects could be implemented. First, the project could be 
represented by no more than two people within the programme: one to represent the 
interests of the local and regional government – this could be an alderman or 
provincial executive - the other to represent the interests of the national government – 
for example the Minister of Transport. In addition, an ‘ambassador’ was assigned to 
each project, generally someone from a private party or civil society employed to 
“keep the two representatives focused on the time and quality of the decision-making 
process” (Randstad Urgent, 2010, p. 17). In addition, in a similar vein as Bardach’s 
(1977) ‘fixer’, a ‘Randstad Envoy’ [Dutch: Randstad Gezant] was appointed to break 
through possible impasses between project representatives. This envoy was a top-
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level civil servant and viewed as a sort of “super ambassador” (Randstad Urgent, 2010, 
p. 17), reporting directly to the Minister of Transport, whose Ministry bore final 
responsibility for the programme.  

Finally, projects were also monitored. First, the project representatives had to 
establish a clear-cut time path. The programme team, an independent organization 
outside the line-organization at the Ministry of Transport, would monitor whether the 
projects were able to follow the established time path. Then, once a year a conference 
was organized where all involved project representatives would be called up to the 
stage individually. There, in front of their peers and involved Ministers, they could be 
‘named’ or ‘shamed’, meaning that the project representative would be praised in 
front of the audience for the project doing well and being on track, or, in case a project 
had failed to meet the set deadlines, the project representative would be publicly 
addressed regarding this failure. Although ‘naming and shaming’ has been explicitly 
used as an instrument in the programme (Randstad Urgent, 2007) and the threat of 
shaming did theoretically exist, in practice, it was just about ‘naming’: “you could do 
well, or better” as explained by a municipal policy officer. No one was ever ‘shamed’, 
but the threat of this possibility did put pressure on the process. 

Moulding of procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes  

The decision-making process was not really integrated at programme level, although 
the programme team points towards a small success in the region of ‘Amsterdam – 
Almere’. In this region, three projects were implemented simultaneously. The first 
project was an ecological improvement within the IJsselmeer, a lake that resulted from 
closing off the North Sea by the Closure Dam in the North of the Netherlands and in 
need of improvement of its ecological qualities, which were under pressure. Second, 
the city of Almere, a new town nearby Amsterdam, wanted to construct 60 000 houses 
over time. Third, given the growing population, the transport connection between 
Amsterdam and Almere needed to be improved as well. On programme level, it was 
considered that decisions within one project would directly influence the other 
projects. Therefore, joint decision-making was needed. In collaboration with provincial 
policy officers, the programme team wrote a policy letter to the Dutch parliament 
expressing the need to take joint decisions and requesting integrated policy choices 
regarding these issues from the Dutch parliament. However, progress in the decision-
making process has been slow ever since the letter was written. Only recently, political 
decisions on how to move forward have been made (see RRAAM, 2013). 
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This is, however, just a small example of an effort to undertake integrated joint 
decision-making. In general, as confirmed by the interviews, integrated decision-
making did not take place. As explained by a municipal policy officer: “each project 
followed its own decision-making process. I did not see any alignment between these 
processes, nor that the programme team made an effort to that extent”. Projects were 
implemented in isolation, something that is also apparent in the fact that all projects 
received their own earmarked financial resources. In case projects experienced 
difficulties in their individual decision-making process, the programme team was able 
to assist in trying to overcome the project-specific difficulties. As such, the programme 
team consisted of a safety net in case of trouble and facilitated separate decision-
making processes. It only marginally initiated joint decision-making. 

3.5.2 National Cooperation Programme on Air Quality  

Integration of content 

Air quality and its relation to infrastructure development already received attention 
before project implementation reached a standstill. In the period before, and also 
during the impasse, various policies were initiated on various levels of authority. Many 
municipalities within the Netherlands had developed air quality policies after the 
Dutch agreed to the European Directive in 1999. However, local air quality policies 
were very much pitched at the local level. Furthermore, each municipality 
implemented their own separate policies, resulting in fragmented policy action on the 
local level.  

On the national level, air quality policies were initiated by two different ministries. The 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment [VROM] had been assigned 
the responsibility to ensure that the Netherlands would obtain the European 
standards on air quality. However, the Ministry mandate did not reach beyond setting 
standards for polluting activities such as industry or traffic. Actual policy measures, 
such as road pricing or the placement of barriers next to highways, were the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Transport, resulting in fragmented policy action on the 
national level too.  

The NSL represents an effort to integrate and streamline these air quality policies on a 
mid-level. The programme integrated both policy actions and infrastructure projects. 
The programme structure can be seen as a balance. On the one hand, the programme 
contains all policy actions undertaken by different stakeholders. The cumulative effect 
of all these measures should ensure that the Netherlands will meet the European 
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standards. On the other hand, the programme contains all infrastructure projects. For 
the projects this means that they can essentially proceed without being affected by air 
quality issues, as they are part of the entire programme that is supposed to ensure 
that in addition to additional infrastructure, air quality standards will be met. These 
programme goals should be balanced. Every year, a monitoring tool has to indicate 
whether the two sides are indeed balanced. In case the cumulative effect of the 
mitigating measures no longer weighs up against the implementation of detrimental 
infrastructure projects, additional mitigating measures are to be undertaken. This 
way, the programme is able to realize two strategic goals: both improvement of the air 
quality as well as the realization of additional infrastructure. 

Development of joint organizational structures 

As has become clear, multiple organizations are involved in the NSL. An often-heard 
statement in the interviews was that all organizations “really want to go for it”, as for 
example expressed by a provincial policy officer. This is an interesting observation, 
considering that the central and decentralized governments were not on very good 
terms before the programme started. Thus far, local governments had perceived the 
Ministry of VROM as unresponsive to local needs. Although air quality management 
was certainly also a central responsibility, the Ministry, as stated by a municipal official 
“did very little: as usual, it passed the buck to lower governments, without thinking 
through how we were supposed to deal with this air quality issue”. Helped by the 
ministries’ top management, programme management executives forced a break 
from this modus operandi and started a continuous dialogue between the Ministry and 
local and regional governments. Interviews confirm this paradigm shift. All of the 
interviewees indicated that the central government subsequently opened up. To 
illustrate, a municipal policy official notes “we finally had the impression that what we 
said really mattered”. Indeed, a national policy official stated that “for the first time, we 
really listened to what the other government agencies had to say”. Interviews with 
programme managers indicate that this was a deliberate programme management 
strategy. The central idea was to create co-responsibility. All actors needed to become 
aware of the fact that they were interdependent. This also means that the design of 
the programme structure was not based on hierarchy, that is to say, the Ministry of 
VROM would not be able to enforce coordination through top-down regulative 
mechanisms. Instead, the programme was structured around the idea this idea of 
interdependency. The involved parties need each other in order to achieve mutual 
goals. It is expected that this will trigger self-policing behaviour among the 
participants. In case an involved party fails to comply to made agreements, the idea is 
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that this will trigger a response from the other participants to urge the party in neglect 
to uphold made deals, without an controlling body having to intervene. The 
programme team can only apply soft control in order to ensure that every involved 
party will uphold made agreements. Examples of these soft control tools are meetings 
between administrators and meeting between politicians from different levels of 
authority.  

The programme is structured in such a way that involved organizations should 
respond to external pressures. These could be rulings from the Dutch administrative 
court or concerned citizens. Another option mentioned in the interviews is pressure 
from concerned citizens. The programme encompasses an annual monitoring tool, 
which shows the progress made by each individual party. This monitoring tool is 
publicly available (http://www.nsl-monitoring.nl). Interviews indicate that it is 
expected that in the case of noncompliance, concerned citizens will spur their 
municipalities, for example, to undertake (additional) action.  

Moulding of procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes  

Decision making in the NSL is centred around this monitoring tool. Early in the 
process, the monitoring tool was considered instrumental as it provided a full overview 
of the situation. As the picture was in fact, in the words of a national policy officer, ‘not 
too bad’ the shared idea of ‘we can do this together!’ took hold (see also Busscher et al., 
2010). As such, the tool was a major boost to the programme. In the implementation 
phase, the tool is to be the basis for decision-making. In case the monitoring tool 
indicates that the air quality is under pressure, NSL-partners have indicated they will 
take additional mitigating measures to ensure that European standards are met. The 
tool thus functions as an important signifier as well as a structuring element for joint 
action.  

3.5.3 The two programmes compared  

Both the RU and the NSL have attempted to integrate content. Both programmes, 
however, also apply different tools in order to do so. In the RU case, initially, the 
programme team made an effort to decompose the abstract strategic goal of 
improving the economic competitive position of the Randstad region into more 
specific sub-goals, realizing these sub-goals would contribute to the general 
overarching goal. Early in the process, it was thought that all projects should be 
clustered around the sub-goals. As such, the different projects within the programme 
would deliver an integrated effort to improve the economic competitive position. 

http://www.nsl-monitoring.nl/
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However, in practice, the selected projects for the RU programme were too different 
in nature, making integration a hopeless task. Therefore, in the end, the programme 
did not really deliver an integrated effort towards the strategic goal. Rather, it focused 
on the implementation of individual projects. This was different in the case of the NSL. 
This programme can be characterized by a search towards interdependencies in goal-
realization. The programme is focused on the implementation of infrastructure 
projects, while at the same mitigating measures to improve the air quality have to be 
taken. The goal of implementing infrastructure projects again brought the programme 
participants together. Programme management was able to show that all participants 
would have to undertake mitigating measures in order to realize the goal of 
implementing infrastructure projects. The focus in this programme was on integrating 
policy action on different levels of authority in such a way that the cumulative effect of 
all mitigating measures would compensate for the poor air quality and also for the 
delivery of detrimental infrastructure projects. This means in the case of the NSL a 
different management technique has been applied in order to integrate content then 
in the case of the RU. 

What both programmes seem to share with respect to the development of joint 
organizational structures, is that there was no power from the participant 
organizations redistributed to the programme team. Instead, in both cases, the 
programme team had to operate within the existing organizational boundaries. In our 
two cases, different tools and techniques were applied in order give direction to the 
collaborative process. In the case of the RU, the programme team applied tools and 
techniques to pressure individual project stakeholders. Examples include the use of a 
‘project ambassador’, a ‘Randstad Envoy’ and tools such as ‘naming and shaming’. In 
contrast to the RU, in the case of the NSL the programme team did not focus on 
pressuring the programme participants. The programme team only carries out the 
annual monitoring process, shares the results to programme participants and to 
broader public, and points towards this interdependency between involved actors in 
dealing with eventual problems. It is expected that as a result of this interdependency, 
and potentially external pressure from concerned citizens, self-policing behaviour 
between involved programme participants will take place. The programme team 
merely facilitates this process of self-policing behaviour.  

With respect to moulding separate and fixed decision-making procedures into more 
adaptive joint decision-making processes, it is interesting to see that both 
programmes have developed a monitoring tool. The monitoring tool is used to gain 
insight into the progress of all projects and related activities by involved programme 
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organizations. This means that the monitoring tool indicates possible directions for 
further action. Orchestrating this collaborative action, however, was a point of 
concern in both programmes. In the case of RU, joint decisions remained limited to a 
few cases. In general, each project was characterized by its own individual decision-
making process. In the case of the NSL, the monitoring tool can also indicate that 
collaborative action is required. The decision to really undertake (additional) policy 
action, however, has remained with the individual organizations involved in the 
programme. It will be interesting to see how this joint-decision making may in the 
future also be orchestrated within the boundaries of a programme. 

Table 3.3 (below) presents an overview of the similarities and differences in 
programme management tools and techniques of both cases. 

Table 3.3: Programme management tools and techniques 

 Randstad Urgency Programme 
[RU] 

National Collaboration Programme on 
Air Quality [NSL] 

Integration of 
content 

Decomposition of strategic 
goal into three different sub-
goals 

Search for interdependencies in 
goal-realization 

Development of 
joint 
organizational 
structures 

Programme team has no 
official power, applies different 
tools to give direction to the 
process: 
- Limitation to two project 

representatives per project  
- Project ambassador 
- ‘Randstad Envoy’ 
- Naming and shaming 
 

Programme team has no official 
power, facilitates process of self-
policing behaviour through: 
- Meetings on administrative level 
- Meetings on political level 

 
Programme is designed in such a 
way that the programme 
participants should respond to 
developments in the programme 
context.  
 
Examples include: 
- Legal developments 
- Citizen involvement 

Moulding of 
procedures into 
more adaptive 
joint decision-
making processes 

Programme encompasses a 
monitoring tool that focuses on 
the progress of the projects and 
indicates whether action is 
required. 

Programme encompasses a 
monitoring tool that focuses both on 
internal progress of the policy 
measures as well as contextual 
changes, as, for example 
autonomous developments. 
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3.6 Conclusion  

This chapter aimed to explore the power of a programme management approach in a 
transport and land use planning context. We found that programmes operate on this 
mid-level between the strategic and the operational levels. This way, lessons are 
drawn from both strategic management and project management. In programme 
management literature, however, two strands of programme management are found. 
The first considers programme management to be a scaled-up version of project 
management and largely ignores lessons from strategic management, whereas the 
second points toward the strategic management as an inspiration for programme 
management and in turn seems to overlook project management as a source of 
inspiration.  

We investigated whether and how a programme management approach, when 
applied in transport and land use planning, can deal with (i) the need to integrate 
content, (ii) the development of joint organizational structures, and (iii) moulding fixed 
and separate procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes. To do 
so, we conducted an in-depth case study of two recent programme management 
approaches in Dutch transport and land use planning. Both cases reflect a different 
theoretical strand in programme management literature. The Randstad Urgency 
Programme [RU] reflects a programme management approach in which programme 
management is conceived as a scaled-up version of project management. This is 
highlighted by the outlining of a detailed course of action by the programme. The 
programme team is focused on ensuring compliance to this course of action. 
Interferences from the context are to be avoided.  

We also studied the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. In this 
case, programme management is based on lessons from strategic management. This 
becomes clear in the external focus of the programme, which is designed to respond 
to contextual changes. Tools, such as a monitoring tool, help to indicate, for example, 
autonomous developments that programme participants should keep an eye on.  

Theory indicated that the strategic management perspective on programme 
management would suit well in a transport and land use planning context. Indeed, as 
outlined in Table 3, the NSL case which adopted this programme management view 
shows that it has found a way to deal with all three issues mentioned above. In the 
NSL all programme participants were focused on the delivery of infrastructure 
projects. At the same time mitigating measures to improve the air quality have to be 
taken. The programme was able to connect the need to undertake mitigating 
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measures to the fact that involved actors wanted to develop additional infrastructure. 
These projects can only proceed as long as all programme participants undertake their 
mitigating measures. In this way, the programme was able to integrate content and 
bring multiple parties together. 
 
The RU did make an attempt to also integrate content. However, there was no clear 
link between the strategic goal to improve the economic position of the Randstad 
region and the project that were selected as a means to do so, which meant that this 
attempt failed in practice. Interestingly, though, despite differences in their success in 
integrating content, our case analysis reveals that both programme management 
approaches also have a large overlap. As outlined in Table 3 above, both programmes 
share the feature that the programme team has no official power. Rather, 
programmes seem to function as platforms on which different parties come together. 
This process seems to be governed in two different ways. In a more subjective way, 
the programme team steers the discussion within the programme in a certain 
direction through the application of a wide range of management tools. In the case of 
the NSL, for example, the programme team organizes meetings and sets the agenda 
for these meetings between administrators and politicians on various level of 
authority. Both programmes also make use of a monitoring tool which indicates which 
action has been undertaken and by whom. As such, it shows whether participants are 
on time and what still needs to be done, information which serves as objective input 
for the discussion between programme participants. 
 
This is far more subtle than the traditional programmatic planning approach which 
was applied in transport and land use planning some decades ago. This planning 
approach focused on translating abstract policies and grand design plans into specific 
projects and activities in a top-down fashion. We have outlined a more nuanced 
picture in which contemporary programmes applied in a transport and land use 
planning context function as a platform in which discussions are guided into a certain 
direction as a result of management tools and techniques largely based on the idea of 
soft control. We have provided first insights into this new and interesting way to 
orchestrate inter-organizational implementation and will continue to focus on this 
phenomenon in the future.  
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4. Bridging gaps; governing conflicts between transport 
and environmental policies 

Abstract 

Developing new road infrastructure can be problematic in the face of environmental 
quality ambitions. These conflicts can even undermine the development of such new 
infrastructure, as occurred for example in the Netherlands in the mid-2000s as a result of 
European Union air quality standards. To govern the conflict between transport policies 
and air quality regulations, a National Cooperation Programme on Air Quality (NSL) was 
developed in The Netherlands. This programme relies on a collaborative governance 
approach between various government agencies on national, regional and local levels. As 
such, it involves a relative shift away from central government coordination towards a 
reliance on more decentralized governance networks. Within these networks, 
coordination is expected to result from bottom-up self-governance processes by 
interacting actors that emerge from either competition and market processes or active 
actor participation. Theory shows two important risks of such a shift: (i) actors might 
behave opportunistically, and (ii) in case of problems, assigning problem ownership and 
responsibility to specific actors may be difficult. This chapter aims to gain insight into the 
NSL’s response to these risks. We monitored the NSL from 2009 to 2012, mainly through 
a series of interviews and expert workshops. Our research shows that the NSL contains 
the kind of ‘checks and balances’ that allows it to respond to the first risk. However, we 
will show that these mechanisms are merely expressions of intent. Furthermore, the NSL 
proves to be prone to the second identified risk, in that it is unclear who is responsible for 
the follow-up on these intentions, while rewards or sanctions are non-existent. As it is, 
the NSL learns us that in order for more collaborative and decentralized forms of 
governance to function, involved actors on both central and lower levels of government 
paradoxically require coordinative instruments to enable coordination, to hold each other 
accountable for their performance and to establish rules and sanctions. 

Key words: air quality, governance, governance networks, NSL, programmes, risks, the 
Netherlands, transport policies. 

4.1. Introduction 

Although scientific predictions remain uncertain on whether road traffic will increase, 
plateau or decrease in the future (Goodwin, 2012), in policy realms on both the 
European level (EC, 2008) and national levels in many European countries (see, e.g. 
DfT, 2010; I&M, 2011; BVBS, 2006) it is still assumed road traffic will steadily increase 
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in the future. In response, many governments, including the Dutch, have considered it 
necessary to accommodate for this growth in traffic through significant road network 
expansion. After a time when the Dutch focused largely on altering the modal split and 
demand management measures, the early 2000s marked a shift within government 
policies towards a focus on road network expansions (e.g. Bouwman and Linden, 
2004). Reinforced by the political leadership at the time, many new infrastructure 
projects were subsequently started. However, ambitions to realize additional 
transport infrastructure present the field of transport policy with major challenges. 
These challenges do not only relate to the financial investments needed to develop 
additional transportation infrastructure in an age of austerity; several studies by - 
amongst others - the World Health Organisation (e.g. WHO, 2000; 2005) emphasize 
the negative impact of road transport on public health. Additional road transport 
increases the risk of road-traffic injuries and exposure to noise and air pollution. For 
instance, Yim and Barrett (2012) have calculated that in the UK, about 3,300 people 
die annually as a direct result from (long-term) exposure to road transport related air 
pollution. 

As the WHO (2012) points out, this exposure to air pollutants is largely beyond 
individuals’ control and therefore requires action by public authorities. On this basis, 
the European Union has developed air quality policies that that specify national 
ambient air quality standards to protect public health. These standards apply 
generically in the entire EU and all member states thus have to make sure that 
standards are met within their jurisdictions. In many countries, current levels of 
pollution are such that any additional road infrastructure may cause pollution levels to 
exceed the EU’s standards. Therefore, any project involving the building of new road 
infrastructure will have to take the air policy regulations into account. This can, 
however, cause serious conflicts, as is illustrated well by experiences in the 
Netherlands during the mid-2000s (see also Backes et al., 2005, for examples from 
other European countries). New infrastructure developments were put on hold for 
many months because of their possible contribution to the increase of air pollution to 
levels above European Union quality standards. The problem proved to be hard to deal 
with. Initially, the Dutch response was to hold on to central policy ambitions regarding 
the construction of new infrastructure. Local and regional parties would have to 
implement these policies and, while doing so, search for measures to improve air 
quality in each individual project so as to make sure standards would be met and the 
project could proceed. This strategy proved too optimistic. The scope of these 
individual projects proved far too limited to implement measures which would result in 
meeting the air quality standards. Therefore, central policy ambitions regarding 
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infrastructure were in many cases impossible to implement. Another strategy was 
needed to move beyond the impasse caused by the ambitions to meet both air quality 
and infrastructure objectives.  

In order to find a new strategy to solve the impasse, the Dutch moved to an already 
well-known approach in governance based on the sharing of competences and 
responsibilities between various governmental agencies on various layers. It follows a 
shift in governance, which moves away from the traditional perspective in which 
government is regarded as “one unitary whole that speaks with one tongue and moves 
in one unanimous direction” (Sørensen, 2006, p. 100). Instead, it is increasingly 
accepted that government networks develop which constitute “a complex multitude 
of relatively autonomous parts that coordinate their actions through the formation of 
network relations that are formed and stabilized because of the presence of 
interdependencies and the development of trust” (ibid, p. 100). Following this shift, 
the Dutch developed a strategy in which two key ministries and various regional and 
local authorities would collaborate in improving air quality and, while doing so, create 
sufficient legal room to proceed with new infrastructure development. This initiative is 
called the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (in Dutch: Nationaal 
Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit [NSL]). 

The NSL was issued with an optimism fuelled by the idea that if all participating 
parties did their share of the work, the Dutch dilemma between infrastructure 
development and environmental protection would swiftly be solved. However, the 
pursued strategy is not without risks. It involves a shift away from central government 
control towards a reliance on more decentralized governance networks. Hence, policy 
delivery will be less dependent on central government control, and more on the 
willingness and ability of all stakeholders involved to perform their agreed tasks. In a 
more general sense, theory shows first that individual actors may display opportunistic 
behavior that might go against the collective objectives agreed on (also see 
Prud’homme, 1994; De Vries, 2000). Second, in case of problems it could be difficult to 
assign problem ownership and responsibility to specific actors (Huxham and Vangen, 
2005; Zuidema, 2011). The second risk is especially prominent in case of the NSL, due 
to the fact that autonomous developments with regard to air quality make the success 
of the NSL uncertain even if all actors implement the measures agreed upon. The 
measures might simply be insufficient. In that case, the question will be who ‘owns’ 
the problem and will assume responsibility to intensify the program. Our research aim 
was to identify how the NSL responded to these risks. We did this by investigating 
whether the NSL contains the kind of ‘checks and balances’ that allows it to respond to 
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both risks. Moreover, we studied how the NSL performed after its installation and, 
more specifically, whether the NSL has been successful in responding to both risks 
mentioned. 

In reporting the results of our research, this chapter first addresses the dilemma of 
implementing infrastructure development while complying with air quality standards 
in greater detail. We do so in Section 4.2, where we also explain how the NSL can be 
considered as a response to this dilemma in relying on a collaborative governance 
approach between various government agencies on national, regional and local levels 
of authority. Both the benefits and risks associated with a shift from central 
government control to a more decentralized and collaborative approach are discussed. 
In Section 4.4 we discuss the results of our research into the NSL. Two rounds of 
interviews were conducted. The first round in 2010 focused on the way the NSL 
addressed the conflict between transport and environmental policies. Our second 
round of interviews in 2011 focused on how and whether risks were taken into account 
and dealt with. As a result, in Section 4.4, we are able to report on both the 
implementation and performance of the NSL in practice. Our conclusions are 
presented in Section 4.5, where we explain that central governments potentially 
continue to have an important role to play in establishing the right conditions for more 
collaborative and decentralized forms of governance to function successfully. 

4.2. Problematic infrastructure delivery 

In 1999, the European Union (EU) issued its new air pollution directive (1999/30/EC) on 
nitrogen oxides, sulphur oxides, lead and small particles in ambient air. The directive is 
the EU’s attempt to enforce more ambitious and generic standards on air quality in all 
its member states. Although the EU expects member states to develop their own 
policies to enforce these standards, the directive does contain a set of generic 
environmental standards that each member state, regional government and city 
should implement and meet. In doing so, it is largely insensitive to possible policy 
ambitions issued or pursued in other policy domains. In the early 2000s, this lack of 
sensitivity would cause some interesting and severe problems, especially in relation to 
existing patterns of transport in many European urban areas and the construction of 
new infrastructure projects in such areas (e.g. Backes et al., 2005). Although these 
problems existed in various EU countries (Koelemeijer et al., 2005; VROM-raad, 2008) 
the case of the air quality problem in the densely populated Netherlands can be 
regarded as a particularly striking example. 
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Setting the scene: Air quality versus infrastructure development in the Netherlands 

In the Netherlands, the dilemma between infrastructure development and 
environmental protection became particularly prominent after the Dutch transposed 
the EU Directive 1999/30/EC into Dutch law in June 2001. Even before this 
transposition, studies had shown that meeting these air quality norms in the 
Netherlands would be very complicated and costly, mainly due to due to high 
background levels, existing industries and large international transport flows 
(Bloemen et al., 1998; TK, 2001). Nevertheless, the Dutch national government agreed 
to the content of the EU directive. Practice, however, indeed showed that the 
accepted standards were being regularly transgressed in large parts of the country 
(see, e.g. Matthijsen and Visser, 2005; Folkert et al., 2005).  

To add insult to injury, the Dutch legislative system functions on the basis of a direct 
link between planning consent on the one hand, and environmental permits on the 
other. This means that on every spatial and infrastructure project, environmental 
standards have to be taken into account ‘no matter what’. Whereas, as Zonneveld et 
al. (2008) show, in many EU member states it is not common practice to test projects 
that only slightly decrease the air quality, in the Netherlands a sharp boundary is 
drawn between plans that meet and plans that fail to meet the formulated air quality 
norms. Furthermore, in contrast to other countries, in the Netherlands the air quality 
standards apply everywhere irrespective of whether people are actually exposed to air 
pollution. All in all, Backes et al. (2005) and Koelemeijer et al. (2005) conclude that 
within the Netherlands, air quality norms are determined in a very detailed sense and 
are enforced more strictly compared to many other countries. To put it simple, this 
means that projects will simply not be allowed to proceed if air quality standards are 
not met.  

Strikingly, as analysis by Rood et al. (2005) shows, the strict enforcement of air quality 
standards came as a surprise to the field of transport policy. The air quality norms 
were developed completely within the environmental policy silo, first within the EU 
and subsequently on a national level when transposing the 1999/30/EC directive into 
Dutch law. As a result, infrastructure projects were quite suddenly confronted with 
hard standards to be met. This, while, as shown by Bouwman and Linden (2004), the 
transport policy discourse in the Netherlands at the time had just shifted from policies 
focused on altering demand for transport towards providing sufficient infrastructure. 
As a result, the number of infrastructure projects had quickly increased. However, 
Dutch environmental law, as was confirmed by rulings of the Dutch Council of State 
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(Raad van State) stated that these infrastructure projects could only be approved if 
European standards were met. Given the fact that at that time, large parts of the 
Netherlands did not meet air quality standards, de facto this meant that mitigating 
measures to radically improve air quality had to be taken within the limited scope of 
the separate infrastructure projects for them to be approved. Extensive research 
(RWS, 2009) suggested that radical improvements to Dutch air quality would require a 
serious national policy effort, based on measures such as road pricing or cleaning 
vehicle fleets. However, the implementation of such policies takes time as they often 
depend on political circumstances and on finding funding opportunities (see also, 
Marsden et al., 2012). To illustrate this point, the political discussion in the 
Netherlands about policies to discourage car use, in the shape of a (national) road 
pricing scheme, had raged for more than fifteen years at the time. This 
inconclusiveness prevented a swift national response to significantly reduce air 
pollution and leaving it up to the actors dealing with individual infrastructure projects 
to find for sufficient measures to reduce air pollution. Unsurprisingly, the scope of 
individual projects, such as a ring road, extra lanes on a highway or new connections, 
was far too limited to pursue any real improvements in air quality (RWS, 2009). As a 
consequence, many projects could not prove that air quality standards would be met 
and hence came to a standstill. Internal research at the Ministry of Transport indicated 
that only one out of ten of their projects could proceed. 

The almost complete standstill of new infrastructure construction in the Netherlands 
was considered to be a serious problem. In response, the national government 
understood that it had to find a way to ensure both on-going infrastructure 
development as well as meeting the European air quality standards (VROM, 2006) and 
in order to do so, it would need to co-operate with regional and local authorities. 
These regional and local governments often suffered from the consequences of being 
unable to deal with air pollution problems within the limited scope of their projects or 
jurisdictions. Nevertheless, their contributions to solve the air pollution problem were 
of pivotal importance, not only because they would pursue plans that could either 
aggravate or alleviate the air pollution problem, but also because they were often 
well-equipped to deal with different and sometimes unique local circumstances. The 
result was that the Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and Environment and the 
Ministry of Transport began to pursue a joint solution strategy that also incorporated 
the commitment of lower levels of authority (see Figure 4.1). This resulted in the NSL, 
which was issued in 2009. 
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Figure 4.1: Schematic overview of participants in the NSL 

The NSL is based on a contract between all participating actors detailing the kind of 
measures each will take in the subsequent years to improve air quality. As such, it is a 
programme that contributed to shifting power and responsibility away from the 
central state to a more decentralized governance network based on the involvement 
of lower levels of authority. Power in the network, at least with regard to network-
level decisions, is distributed more or less symmetrically, even though there may be 
differences in organizational size, resource capabilities, and performance. As noted 
before, this shift in power and responsibility between the central and decentralized 
governments is not without risks. In the next section we will position the shift initiated 
with the NSL in a wider debate on renewing governance and, while doing so, address 
some of the main risks and pitfalls that are associated with such a shift.  

4.3. Breaking the deadlock: shifts in governance 

During most of the 20th century, the exercise of governance was left largely to the 
discretion of formal governments, most notably the central state (see also Pierre and 
Peters 2000). Inspired by the writings of Taylor (1911) and Weber (1922), both 
academics and practitioners long believed that governance was most effective and 
efficient if it relied on the hierarchical control of central governments and the 
formulation of policies within distinct and specialized policy fields, such as 
environmental or transport policies. This belief was further reinforced by the Post-
World War II successes in relying on this mode of governance. From especially the 
1960s onwards, however, the disadvantages and limitations of this mode of 
governance also became evident (also see Pierre and Peters, 2000; Allmendinger, 
2001). Among these is the risk of producing fragmented policy agendas, ill-adapted to 
the often interrelated nature of policy issues and the unique local or regional 
circumstances that affect ways to deal with such policy issues. The dilemma between 
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air pollution and transport policies illustrate the problems that can subsequently 
emerge. In addition, this approach assumes that central governments have control 
over societal actors. However, in reality many stakeholders, both governmental and 
non-governmental, not only have their own perceptions and interests, but also have 
access to resources to protect and pursue these interests.  

During the 1960s and 1970s there were widespread attempts to improve the 
functioning on a reliance on central state control and the associated functionally 
specialized government organisations. Over the past decades, however, critiques on 
this mode of governance have further increased. The interrelatedness of many policy 
issues, powerful stakeholders’ influence on them and the manifestation of issues in 
unique local circumstances cast doubt on reliance on central government control only. 
Rather, central governments increasingly depend on the ability of regional and local 
governments to respond to unique local circumstances, while “governments have 
become increasingly dependent upon the co-operation and joint resource mobilization 
of [other] policy actors” (Börzel, 1998, p. 260). In response, a range of governance 
renewal initiatives can be identified in which the role of the central state varies from 
“direct state intervention to extensive societal autonomy, that is, [in] self-organized 
and self-governing […] networks” (Hysing, 2009, p. 649). Although simplifying, these 
renewal initiatives can be connected to two key shifts in planning and policymaking: 
the neo-liberal and the communicative turn (see also Zuidema, 2011). 

First, a shift in thinking and practice inspired by neo-liberal ideas has taken place (see 
Taylor, 1994; Allmendinger, 2002; Harvey, 2005). In organizing governance, neo-
liberalism identifies the power of competition and market processes as means to 
produce desired societal outcomes. They are, for example, manifest in renewal 
activities such as privatization, decentralization to increase competition among 
localities and deregulation to reduce government control over market processes. The 
result is an organization of governance where the ‘market’, much like Adams Smith’s 
‘invisible hand’, is seen as the self-regulating mechanism among actors. Governance is 
considered to be a competition between actors with diverse interests and resources. 
Cooperation occurs on the basis of mutual benefit: for example, when one party is 
prepared to ‘pay’ the other party enough for it to provide a desired outcome. 

Secondly, we have seen what Healey (1992) calls the communicative turn in planning 
theory. Governance is shifting towards increased reliance on the active participation of 
multiple societal groups, while public reasoning and argumentation are considered to 
be means for arriving at decisions (e.g. Sager, 1994; Innes, 1996; Giddens, 1998). 
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Authority does not originate from government but from the collective of stakeholders. 
Consequently, and similar to the neo-liberal turn, bottom-up self-governance 
processes by interacting actors are considered the coordinative mechanisms that 
produce strategies and actions. The distinction with the competitive model lies in the 
fact that ‘the focus is on the knowledge, assumptions, arguments and solutions these 
actors bring to the table, rather than on the formal responsibilities, power resources 
and interests of the actors’ (Martens, 2007, p. 47). 

 

Figure 4.2: The Governance Triangle. Based on: Martens (2007); Lemos and Agrawal 
(2006). 

The neo-liberal and the communicative turns both point towards a style of governance 
that is distinct from the organization of power and authority based on central state 
control. In literature on planning and policymaking, differences between distinct styles 
of governance are often made explicit by describing various theoretical ideal type 
models of governance. In developing such ideal type governance models, various 
authors have produced similar categories when relating them to neo-liberalism and 
the communicative turn (e.g. Pierre and Peters, 2000; Knill and Lenschow, 2004; 
Lemos and Agrawal, 2006; Martens, 2007; see Figure 4.2). Although labelled slightly 
differently, these are the ‘coordinative model of governance’ (central state control), 
the ‘competitive model’ (neo-liberal turn) and the ‘argumentative model’ 
(communicative turn) – to use the terms coined by Martens (2007). 
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In practice, governance renewal is, of course, inspired both by neo-liberal ideas and 
communicative planning perspectives (Nelissen et al., 1999). As a result, we are 
witnessing a relative shift in most of the (western) world where ingredients of both the 
‘governance through competition’ and ‘governance through argumentation’ models 
are mixed with the ‘coordinative model’. Typically, such a mix consists of a network of 
collaborating and interdependent actors, spreading across various levels of authorities 
and across various policy silos while also involving non-governmental actors (see also 
Kooiman, 1993; Stoker, 1998; Pierre and Peters, 2000; 2005; Nelissen, 2002). The 
result is the emergence of governance “based on non-hierarchical coordination, 
opposed to hierarchy and market as two inherently distinct modes of governance” 
(Borzel, 1998, p. 255). Some authors consider the result a distinct fourth ‘ideal model’ 
of governance; i.e. ‘governance through networks’ in addition to the coordinative, 
competitive and argumentative model (see, for example Pierre and Peters, 2000; 
Sørensen and Triantafillou, 2009). In contrast to these perspectives, we consider policy 
networks as the hybrid manifestation of coordinative, competitive and argumentative 
elements. It is in such a hybrid form, we believe, that new forms of organizing 
governance are manifested in practice. The NSL is a good example of such a hybrid 
form, which emerged in response to the dilemma caused by infrastructure 
development and air quality standards. With the large participation of the national 
government, the NSL still displays some elements of the coordinative model of 
governance. However, it also explicitly incorporates elements of governance based on 
competition and/or argumentation. Policy objectives are increasingly formulated 
based on the interactions between individual actors, either based on negotiations, 
bargaining and demand mechanisms, or on sense-making in sharing and discussing 
various arguments. Consequently, the NSL can benefit from the expertise of regional 
and local governments in taking measures to improve air quality based on local 
circumstances and opportunities. Despite this benefit, there is also an important risk. 
The national government is no longer controlling the formulation of policy objectives 
and their implementation. Rather, formulating and implementing policies has become 
(partly) dependent on the willingness and ability of individual actors to act in 
accordance with the intentions and agreements of the NSL. This also leaves room for 
actors to behave opportunistically. That is, actors in an interactive setting may be 
focused on one-sided realization of their own interests, possibly at the expense of 
public interests (see, for example Ten Heuvelhof et al., 2009).  
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The risk of opportunistic behaviour is an especially current issue when dealing with 
issues that act as social dilemmas, that have external effects, or when faced with large 
power imbalances between societal groups and stakeholders with conflicting interests 
(Zuidema, 2011). Air pollution is a good example of an issue that exhibits each of these 
characteristics. Regional or local authorities can be reluctant to invest in clean air, as 
many of the benefits of such investments tend to be shared with neighbouring areas 
while the costs are borne individually. Cooperation between authorities is then a key 
prerequisite for individual authority to be prepared to invest, something that is often 
organized or supported by central government. At the same time, air pollution, much 
like most environmental issues, has a fairly weak profile, as it is hard to translate into 
financial terms, is largely invisible, typically has long-term impact and is surrounded by 
fairly technical terms and data. There is, therefore, a real risk that matters like air 
pollution will be overruled by other priorities which are more tangible, have shorter-
term benefits and/or have financial benefits. Again, it could be important to hold on to 
some kind of centrally imposed policy coordination to strengthen the position of fairly 
‘weak’ interests. 

In relying on the collaborative effort of a large variety of actors, the NSL is vulnerable 
to opportunistic behaviour. This may be prevented by installing some ‘checks and 
balances’, such as regulations, contractual agreements, financial sanctions or 
coordination by central agencies. If such mechanisms are not installed, opportunistic 
behaviour might not be counteracted and could undermine the production of the 
shared policy ambitions of the NSL. In the meantime, there is little room for error in 
implementing the NSL, as new infrastructure projects are considered crucial and air 
quality standards must also be met within the next few years. In response, the NSL 
contains a number of mechanisms to prevent opportunistic behaviour on the part of its 
participants. To hold actors accountable, the NSL states that if participants do not 
implement the agreed measures, new infrastructure projects are legally not 
permitted. In addition, the NSL contains a clause indicating that if all measures agreed 
upon will eventually prove insufficient to meet air quality standards within the agreed 
time frames, new (additional) measures are required. This would then require a fresh 
round of negotiations between the participating actors to take additional action. 
However, this could be difficult to realize in practice. Theory indicates that it can be 
difficult to assign problem ownership and responsibility to specific actors in case of 
problems (Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Zuidema, 2011). The NSL is also vulnerable to 
this risk as there is not one single leader responsible for holding actors accountable in 
the NSL. Failure to perform the desired measures, therefore, might not have very 
strong consequences in the short term apart from preventing new projects from being 
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accepted. In addition, there is no clear mechanism in place to ensure that new rounds 
of negotiations can be initiated if needed. The question we must therefore ask 
ourselves is whether the current organisation of the NSL is sufficient to prevent the 
opportunistic behaviour of individual actors, overcome potential problems, and hence, 
to help the NSL prevent its own failure.  

4.4. The search for alternative modes of governance in practice: the National 
Cooperation Programme on Air Quality 

We studied the NSL from its inception in 2009 until 2012. Our aim was to assess and 
explain how and whether the NSL has enabled the Dutch to cope with the dilemma of 
combining a need for infrastructure development with complying with air quality 
standards. To do so, we used various data sources. The two rounds of interviews we 
conducted with actors involved in the NSL were most important. A total of 54 
interviews were held with stakeholders from the Ministry of Transport, the Ministry of 
Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (merged into the Ministry of 
Infrastructure and the Environment in 2010), provinces, municipalities, supporting 
government agencies, interest organizations, and consultancy and law firms. The first 
round of 41 interviews focused on the development of the programme and the 
expectations for the future. The interviews were semi-structured and consisted of 
open-ended thematic questions. The questions focused on the political, societal and 
institutional conditions that influenced the content and structure of the programme 
and how the stakeholders interpreted and perceived these conditions and the 
response as provided by the NSL. We report on the results of this first round of 
interviews, conducted in the period 2009-2010, in Section 4.4.1. Section 4.4.2 
approaches the second round of interviews conducted in 2011. It consisted of 13 semi-
structured interviews, which also included thematic open-ended questions. This time, 
the questions focused on developments within the context of the programme (i.e. 
degrees of success and possible failure), stakeholder responses to these developments 
and possible shifts in stakeholder perspectives on collaboration. 

In addition, we organized two workshops to validate the qualitative information we 
acquired in the interviews. This helped gain further insight into and establish a 
consistent and coherent narrative about the developments in the air quality dossier as 
outlined below. A wide range of professionals participated in these workshops. Finally, 
the information collected from the interviews and workshops was supplemented by a 
desk study of court readings by the Dutch Council of State (Raad van State), policy 
documents, and available scientific accounts of developments in the policy domains.  
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4.4.1. Breaking the deadlock: establishing a collaborative programme 

During the mid-2000s the conflict between the need to comply with strict air quality 
standards and the desire to develop new infrastructure reached an impasse. “We were 
locked in”, was a common statement in the interviews. To allow the implementation of 
harmful infrastructure projects, radically innovative mitigating measures would have 
to be developed to ensure EU air quality regulations would be met. The responsibility 
for such measures was formally reassigned to the authorities responsible for the 
respective individual infrastructure projects, often regional or local authorities. 
However, air pollution cannot be reduced by measures at project level alone. Faced 
with many projects that came to a standstill, political pressure to break the deadlock 
rapidly increased. One of the first steps to break the deadlock was the expansion and 
integration of existing tools to monitor Dutch air quality into a nationwide monitoring 
tool. This shared monitoring tool modelled spatial and agricultural developments as 
well as traffic intensities on the national and regional motorways. It enabled a more 
complete picture of the extent and severity of the air pollution problem to be drawn 
(Korver and De Bruijn, 2006; Matthijsen and Koelemeijer, 2010). In addition, it was 
used to investigate the effect of potential mitigating measures. This use revealed that 
a combination of policy measures was required to ensure that the European standards 
would be met. This combination consisted of generic measures taken at national and 
regional levels, complemented by location-specific measures. National measures 
included source-related policies (e.g. soot filters) and policy measures focused on 
reducing the amount of traffic (e.g. road pricing). Regional measures focused on 
reducing the number of vehicle kilometres travelled in a specific area, including 
incentives for increasing public transport, parking policies, telecommuting, etc. 
Location-specific measures are aimed at improving the air quality at specific locations. 
These measures include the introduction of one-way traffic and erecting barriers along 
highways.  

This combination of mitigating measures, however, required collaboration between 
multiple policy levels and between multiple policy fields. Therefore, the next step to 
break the deadlock was a search for collaboration between the central government 
and the other levels of government and between the transport and environmental 
policy fields. The high political pressure and the fact that all parties experienced 
problems encouraged actors towards such collaborative efforts. Such a collaboration 
was, however, not that easy, as the interviews also revealed. At the beginning of the 
process, the central and decentralized governments were not on very good terms. 
Local governments had thus far perceived the Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning 
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and the Environment as unresponsive to local needs. Although air quality 
management was certainly also a central responsibility, the Ministry, as stated by a 
municipal official “did very little: as usual, it passed the buck to lower governments, 
without thinking through how we were supposed to deal with this air quality issue”. With 
help from top management from the ministries, programme management enforced a 
break from this modus operandi. As a programme manager explains, “this involved 
weekly meetings with the organisational top, the highest management of the Ministry, 
and also regular meeting with the political top, the Minister and Vice-Minister, in order to 
change the prevailing paradigm within the Ministry”. Eventually, programme 
management was able to start a continuous dialogue between the Ministry and local 
and regional governments. Interviews confirm this paradigm shift. The first workshop 
and all of the 41 interviewees indicated that the central government subsequently 
opened up. To illustrate, a municipal policy official notes “we finally had the impression 
that what we said really mattered”. Indeed, a national policy official stated that “for the 
first time, we really listened to what the other government agencies had to say”. 

Eventually, in 2005-2009, agreement was reached on a National Collaboration 
Programme on Air Quality, called the NSL. First, the programme contains all spatial 
and infrastructure projects to be undertaken in the period from 2009 to 2015. Second 
the programme contains many mitigating measures that the various parties should 
take. The central government, for example, agreed to implement a national road 
pricing scheme and to subsidize soot filters. Decentralized governments agreed on 
hundreds of mitigating measures, ranging from stimulating cars driven by natural gas 
and the use of alternative modes of transport through subsidies to establishing 
environmental zones to prevent trucks from entering city centres, sharpening parking 
policies and starting campaigns to influence travel behaviour. Together, these 
measures were expected to compensate for the impact of the road infrastructure 
projects, and deliver extra effort to ensure that the air quality standards are met 
everywhere in the Netherlands (a full overview of all infrastructure projects and 
mitigating measures can be found in: VROM, 2009).  

At face value, the NSL seems to integrate both environmental and transport policy 
objectives; i.e. improving air quality so as to comply with EU standards, while 
simultaneously allowing for the construction of new infrastructure. Organizationally, 
however, the programme is structured in such a way that the clear separation between 
the two policy fields remains largely intact. On the one hand, the programme contains 
a transport track. Both the workshop and all of the 41 interviews indicated that “being 
able to build again”, as denoted by a national policy officer, was the main motive of all 
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involved parties to participate in the NSL. Therefore, the NSL has been set up in such a 
way that it should be legally considered as one coherent programme, including all 
individual projects. This means that all individual projects that are part of the NSL can 
essentially proceed without being affected by air quality issues, as they are part of the 
entire programme that is supposed to ensure that additional infrastructure will be built 
and air quality standards will be met.  

On the other hand, the NSL contains an ‘environmental’ track. This track contains all 
mitigating measures undertaken as part of the NSL for improving air quality. In 
contrast to the ‘transport’ track, the ‘environmental’ track faces hard deadlines: 2012 
in the case of particulate matter (PM10) and 2015 in the case of nitrogen dioxide (NO2). 
In this limited timeframe a large amount of mitigating measures has to be taken on 
municipal, provincial and national level. Before the set deadlines, the European 
standards will have to be met everywhere in the country. This is being taken quite 
seriously in the Netherlands. The whole country is divided into equal parts of one 
square kilometre. In each of these sections of one km2, the European standards will 
have to be met. Given the short timeframe in which the collaboratively taken 
mitigating measures have to be implemented, the focus in the NSL is on the 
‘environmental’ track. As a legal expert states “those infrastructure projects will be 
implemented. No one doubts about that. Whether the mitigating measures will also be 
implemented, that is the question.” 

4.4.2 Implementing the programme: Is cooperation enough? 

Indeed, despite high expectations, goal achievement in the environmental track is 
under pressure. Since the establishment of the NSL in 2009, various legal and political 
developments influenced the implementation and success of the programme. During 
the second round of interviews, all 13 respondents pointed towards three key 
contextual developments that have impacted the decision making on mitigating 
measures. The first development is of a legal nature. In the past, the Dutch Council of 
State (Raad van State, the Dutch administrative high court) has stated that individual 
projects could only be approved if these projects would result in meeting air quality 
standards (also Section 4.2). With the introduction of the NSL, it was hoped that the 
Dutch Council of State would not judge projects on an individual basis, but would 
consider them as part of the NSL programme. After all, in being part of the NSL, the 
Council of State would also take the many mitigating measures for meeting air quality 
standards of the entire NSL into account when judging projects. During the 
establishment of the NSL, an important question was whether the Dutch Council of 
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State would accept this legal construction. As a municipal policy officer tells “We were 
not sure. There was doubt. I am pretty sure that all parties had doubted whether it would 
work. No one thought: this is absolutely going to work, although we had high hopes of 
course”. Eventually, since its establishment, the NSL has been tested 28 times in court 
and has held up every single time (www.raadvanstate.nl). The court thus accepted the 
use of the NSL. However, it did state that it considered the monitoring tool to be of 
crucial importance to its functioning. After all, this tool was to indicate if additional 
measures would be necessary to achieve European standards in time. The Council of 
State further assumed that if additional measures are needed, all stakeholders 
involved will comply with the NSL requirement that they should cooperate to ensure 
the European standards are being met. Effectively, this gave the actors involved carte 
blanche to come up with possible mitigating measures at some point in the near 
future.  

The second important contextual development was the installation of a new cabinet in 
the Netherlands in 2010. This shifted the national government’s priorities. During the 
development and installation of the NSL in 2009, the national government was fully 
committed to realizing both infrastructure projects and meeting air quality standards, 
i.e. these objectives were considered equally important. The interviews revealed that 
under the 2010 ‘Rutte-I’ cabinet realizing new infrastructure had gradually been 
prioritized over taking mitigating measures to clean the air (as 12 of the 13 
respondents indicate). This is, for example, reflected in practical considerations, as 
mentioned by a national policy official, who states that “in comparison to the situation 
at the start of the programme, securing environmental subsidies has become much more 
difficult”. It shows, as one of the interviewed municipal officials illustrates explicitly, 
that “under this government, the environment is subordinate to infrastructure 
development”. Evidence indeed provides backup for these statements. In 2009, the 
national government agreed in the NSL to proceed with installing a national road-
pricing scheme to reduce traffic flows. In October 2010, however, the Rutte-I cabinet 
decided against this (TK, 2010). Furthermore, the same cabinet also decided to 
increase the maximum speed on many highways to 130 km/h despite the extra air 
pollution this generates.  

A third contextual development is of a more recent nature and, therefore, was not yet 
mentioned during the interviews. When installing the NSL in 2009, collaborating 
partners were confident that the measures installed were sufficient to both realize 
infrastructure projects and meet air quality standards. However, recent annual 
monitoring reports reveal disappointing effects of the mitigating measures taken, 
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while new, more accurate calculation methods of the actual state of pollution put 
further pressure on goal achievement (Velders et al., 2010; Busscher et al., 2011; 
Gemeentelijke Rekenkamers, 2011; RIVM, 2011). In 2011, it became clear that 
additional mitigating measures would be required. As stated in the NSL, all parties are 
therefore expected to reconvene and jointly undertake additional measures. However, 
by the end of 2012, little progress has been made. Partly, this can be explained by the 
fact that the Rutte-I cabinet cancelled the national road-pricing scheme. In line with 
historical developments, once again, political commitment to car use determent 
policies proved to be too fragile in the Netherlands. For the NSL, this meant that “we 
had to use the few back-up options that we had left on the shelf to compensate for this 
effect”, as explained by a national policy officer. However, developing completely new 
mitigating measures was impeded by the political shift. Only after what a national 
policy official described as a “lengthy and difficult process”, did the government take 
minor additional measures. 

The decision to cancel the national road-pricing scheme and use the few mitigating 
measures that were left was derisively greeted at the lower levels. “The national road 
pricing scheme was meant to decrease car use. Now that the scheme is gone, the only big 
thing we have achieved is that we will build more roads, backed up by an increasingly 
ramshackle model”, sneered a provincial policy officer. Interviews indicate that 
decentralized governments feel that the “the central government left [them] in the 
lurch”, as described by a municipal policy officer. In response, at the lower level, 
stakeholders focus predominantly on their own agreed organizational goals. For 
instance, a municipal official indicates that “as a municipality we are only focused on 
implementing our set of mitigating measures. Nothing more, nothing less. If that is not 
enough, the central state will just have to deliver”. Indeed, during the second workshop 
many stakeholders questioned whether a common drive to deal with problems still 
existed. With a national government that seemed to have lost interest, individual 
actors had shifted their focus from achieving a shared objective, towards the 
implementation of none but their own small set of mitigating measures.  

Without new mitigation measures the failure of the NSL is far from imaginary (RIVM, 
2011). According to the agreements made in the NSL, stakeholders should collectively 
formulate and implement additional measures. As there is a limited drive to reach the 
common objectives of the NSL, there is also little drive to follow-up on this 
agreement. This calls for a powerful stakeholder to take the lead in appealing to each 
stakeholder’s responsibility. Many feel this should be the central government. An 
interviewed legal expert states, “the only way to ensure that we make it, is for the 
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central government to come up with a directive plan indicating what action needs to be 
taken by whom”. However, in the past two years this central government in particular 
seems to have lost interest… 

4.5. Discussion and conclusion 

As shown by the experiences in the Netherlands, conflicts between the development 
of new transport infrastructure and the need to meet air quality standards can be quite 
serious. During the mid-2000s, it even resulted in a temporary stop of all new 
infrastructure developments. As existing policies had resulted in this conflict, the 
Dutch looked for new policy approaches that would enable them to deal with this 
conflict more constructively. The result was the NSL; a joint programme which is 
based on collaboration between the ministries with control over environmental and 
transport policies (now merged into a single Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment), and between government bodies at various levels of authority. From 
our theoretical reflections we learned that a shift away from central state control 
carries some important risks with it. This is especially true if there are no mechanisms 
in place to prevent individual actors from pursuing opportunistic behaviour that goes 
against the collective objectives, such as the dual objectives expressed in the NSL. Our 
research aimed first to identify how the NSL responded to these risks, and second to 
see how the NSL performed after its installation. To begin with, the NSL indeed 
contains mechanisms to prevent opportunistic behaviour. When it comes to the 
measures agreed in the NSL, it is clearly stated that new infrastructure projects cannot 
be approved if these measures are not taken. This proves a good stimulus for 
participants in the NSL to carry out these measures. A second mechanism addresses 
the need for additional measures if the NSL would turn out to be insufficient to ensure 
that air quality standards are met on time. Over the course of 2011, it gradually 
became clear that there is a good chance that the measures of the NSL will indeed 
turn out to be insufficient. The NSL accommodated for such a scenario by containing 
an agreement between al its participants that when confronted with a situation like 
this, they would jointly take action. Unfortunately, though, this agreement is not 
enforced by either incentives or sanctions to ensure that actors follow up on the 
agreement, nor does the NSL clarify who is responsible for initiating a new round of 
negotiations. In the meantime, lacking commitment from the central government 
especially to intensify attempts to improve air quality, most participants of the NSL 
feel little responsibility for its collective objective to meet air quality standards and are 
not planning on taking additional measures. Instead, they simply focus on pursuing 
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only those measures agreed upon in 2009. A new and intensified effort to improve air 
quality seems far away. 

The NSL does contain mechanisms meant to prevent individual actors from pursuing 
opportunistic behaviour that goes against collective objectives. However, the NSL 
teaches us some important lessons about how such mechanisms should ideally 
function. To begin with, the NSL shows us that the mechanisms installed should be 
more than expressions of intent, such as the agreement to jointly take additional 
measures in the face of possible unsatisfactory outcomes. They should also clarify who 
is responsible for the follow-up of such intentions, and in addition, rewards or 
sanctions should exist to ensure a follow-up. Although it is clear that a new round 
discussion on necessary additional measures seems unavoidable if the NSL objectives 
are to be reached, none of the participants feels responsible for its initiation and there 
are no sanctions for not doing so. As a consequence, the success of the NSL is placed 
in the hands of individual participants. In the meantime, each of these participants is 
well aware of the fact that their individual additional investments have a relatively 
marginal effect, while they can face fairly substantial costs. Faced with such a 
dilemma, a central party that has the capacity to regain coordinative control seems 
unavoidable, especially since a fresh national crisis is a realistic possibility. This 
suggests that the Dutch national state should show leadership by taking additional 
action and, possibly, by initiating new negotiations or enforcing additional measures. 
The decentralized government agencies involved also point towards the national 
governments authority and responsibility in ensuring that the dual objective, which 
includes meeting the European air quality standards, will be obtained. Currently, 
however, final responsibility for the NSL is ill-defined. Therefore, individual 
stakeholders have no legal or contractual instruments to push for the central 
government to take responsibility. Had the NSL contained a clause that clearly 
outlined final responsibility for the entire program, this would have allowed 
stakeholders to force the state into taking a new initiative.  

The undetermined final responsibility seems especially unfortunate now that the NSL 
is faced with a changing political landscape. As a result of this, the NSL is experiencing 
an increasing imbalance between the many goals that are met in the area of 
infrastructure development, and the few environmental goals that are met. This only 
further reduces stakeholders’ willingness to do more than the absolute minimum. 
Overlooking the experiences with developing and implementing the NSL, it is hard to 
avoid the impression that many actors feel the NSL has simply allowed them to 
continue building new infrastructure. The NSL, it seems, provided them with a short-
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term escape that is based on the hope that the problem will be solved in the long term. 
However, without intensifying the current efforts to meet air quality standards, this 
hope may well turn out to be false. 

Our first conclusion is clear. The NSL case supports the theoretical suggestion that 
shifting away from the coordinative model of governance is risky when there are no 
clear contractual responsibilities and ‘checks and balances’, especially when faced with 
an issue that manifests itself as a social dilemma. A clear definition of responsibilities 
is necessary not only to regulate decentralized governments, but also to make sure 
that the national government will uphold agreed deals. Our second conclusion, 
however, remains somewhat open-ended. There is much that can be improved when it 
comes to the implementation of the NSL and, especially, when it comes to taking 
additional measures. Consequently, the NSL may still be made into the kind of 
instrument that successfully helps to cope with the dilemma between the demands of 
infrastructure development and reduction of air pollution. National politics seems to 
have lost interest in air quality, so innovations in the NSL seem far away. As of autumn 
2012, however, a new cabinet (Rutte-II) is in office which may make a difference and 
reactivate the NSL. Furthermore, the risk of failure will gradually become more 
pressing, as the date of delivery on the air quality standards (2015) approaches. That 
may also reemphasise the urgency of successfully completing the NSL. As of late 2012, 
this remains uncertain.  

This open end also means that the NSL remains an interesting topic for further 
research. It will be interesting to see whether, and if so, how the NSL can regain 
momentum in the near future. Additional interviews could be conducted to gain such 
insights, which could then be compared with findings by, for example, Huxham and 
Vangen (2005) and Zuidema (2011) to gain insight into drivers and factor underlying 
processes of bottom-up self-governance. Furthermore, as we have shown throughout 
this chapter, the NSL also presents a dilemma between the need for strong 
coordination on the one hand, and the need to retain adaptive capacity to adjust to 
changing circumstances over time on the other. In line with research by, for example, 
Bäckstrand (2006) and Kallis et al. (2009), comparative research into the NSL and 
similar approaches in national and international planning practice could result in an 
increased insight into and a better understanding of governance instruments that 
could be applied effectively to deal with this dilemma. 
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5. Improving project delivery: 
programmes as the silver bullet? 

Abstract 

Transport and land use planning are in a state of flux. Projects face increased technical, 
social, financial, political and legal complexities while the conventional project planning 
approach is struggling to deal with these complexities. As a result, many projects fail to 
be completed in time and on budget. To deal with this issue, alternative planning 
approaches are developed in planning theory and literature. On the one hand, a more 
communicative project planning approach has been developed. On the other, a more 
programme-oriented planning approach has been suggested. While the former trend has 
inspired many empirical studies, the latter trend has received less research attention. 
Therefore, in this chapter, we focus on the trend towards a more programme-oriented 
planning approach. The objective of this chapter is to gain insight into how programmes 
impact project performance in light of project complexities. To this end, we conducted a 
case study research into how two different programmes – the Urgency Approach 
Programme and the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality – impact the 
delivery of the national highway project A4 between Burgerveen-Leiden in the 
Netherlands. We used desk research and conducted 20 semi-structured interviews on 
project and programme level with various stakeholders. Our analysis reveals that 
programmes do not really influence technical and social complexities. These are 
predominantly affected by the introduction of a communicative project planning 
approach. Through restructuring project-specific political discussions and providing 
solutions to legal issues by explicitly connecting multiple projects to each other, 
programmes can be an effective means to deal with political and legal complexities.  
 
Keywords: infrastructure planning, infrastructure projects, project management, 
programme management, planning delays, planning costs. 

5.1 Introduction  

Transport and land use planning are in a state of flux. The traditional planning 
approach focuses on narrowly defined transport infrastructure projects and limited 
stakeholder participation (see, e.g. Van der Heijden, 1996; Wilson, 2001; Alderman et 
al., 2013). In line with project management theory, an infrastructure project is usually 
regarded as a single intervention in the infrastructure network, characterized by a 
fixed time schedule and dedicated budget. In planning practice, however, 
infrastructure projects are prompted by multiple and diverse interests, dynamism and 
complexity. As a consequence, transport infrastructure projects are characterized by 
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systematic budget and time overruns, and many projects fail to meet expectations 
(see, e.g. Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Cantarelli et al., 2010; De Jong et al., 2013). 

According to Ennis (1997), it has become essential for infrastructure provision to 
recognize that project implementation involves actors with different objectives. For 
transport infrastructure projects to proceed, “the key actors must negotiate and 
bargain in order to produce a compromise which is acceptable to all parties” (p. 1944). 
Thus, projects need to focus also on the external context, which challenges the 
traditional approach where project management predominantly focuses on internal 
project control and less on continuous interaction with the environment. Bickerstaff 
and Walker (2001) and Wilson (2001) emphasize that transport land use planning 
should embrace communicative approaches, to allow for inter-subjective interaction 
and consensus to develop. Consensus in this respect can be seen as a means to 
overcome possible stakeholder dispute and enable swift project delivery. 

Another important trend in planning literature concentrates on advancing project 
delivery by focusing on more holistic planning methods (see, e.g. Sussman, 2002; 
Sussman et al., 2005; Hansman et al., 2006). Following Keck et al. (2010), this often 
results in proposals for improved programme management. That is, projects in 
transport and land use planning are no longer considered to be undertaken in ‘splendid 
isolation’. Instead, these projects are assumed to be strongly interrelated on a network 
level (Leendertse et al., 2012). Programmes are proposed as a governance mechanism 
to align these interrelated projects in order to achieve a certain outcome on network 
level. For example, programmes may focus on goals as improving the overall transport 
network performance in a specific area (Kuroda et al., 2008). In the USA, the AASHTO 
(2007), in this respect, calls for a focus on these ‘macro goals’, for government 
organizations can “focus efforts on achieving overall programme goals, rather than on 
endless individual project scrutiny” (p. 1). 

Whereas the trend towards context-sensitive projects initiated a boom of academic 
studies and publications (see, e.g. Woltjer, 2000; Wilson, 2001; Walter and Scholtz, 
2007; Heeres et al., 2012), the emerging trend towards programmes and outcome-
oriented planning has received less attention in (planning) literature. However, in 
planning practice this trend is clearly noticeable as publications in several countries 
illustrate. Examples are AASHTO (2007) and Keck et al. (2010) reporting on 
programmes in the United States, the OGC (2010) in the United Kingdom, and the 
VROM-raad (2007) and Groothuijse et al. (2011) in the Netherlands. According to 
programme management literature (see, e.g. Artto et al., 2009; PMI, 2013) 
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programmes allow for the top-down management and create additional oversight, 
which leads to improved project delivery. Nevertheless, to date limited empirical 
insight is available on how a programme, as a governance mechanism, affects project 
performance. Therefore, the objective of this chapter is to gain insight into how 
programmes impact project performance in light of project complexities that are 
experienced in planning practice. On the basis of a literature review we distinguish five 
types of complexity that influence project performance. These are (i) technical 
complexities, (ii) social complexities, (iii) financial complexities, (iv) political 
complexities, and (v) legal complexities. In this study we aim to gain greater insight 
into how programmes respond to these complexities on project level. To this end, we 
have conducted an in-depth case study into the national highway project A4, 
connecting the Dutch cities of Burgerveen and Leiden, and two related programmes: 
the Urgent Approach Programme (Programma Spoedaanpak, [PS]) and the National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma 
Luchtkwaliteit [NSL]). Both programmes were focused towards improving project 
delivery. We have undertaken desk research and conducted 20 interviews with 
participants both on project and programme level. 

In the next section, we will outline the complexities in transport and land use planning 
on project level in more detail. In addition, we elaborate on trends in planning theory 
and practice. In Section 5.3 we explain our methodological framework and case 
selection. In Section 5.4 we describe our case on the basis of these project 
complexities and developments in transport and land use planning, and in Section 5.5, 
we assess how programmes influence the complexities on project level. Finally, in 
Section 5.6 we present our conclusions.  

5.2. Developments in transport and land use planning  

Banister et al. (2011) contend that transport and land use planning has been largely 
concentrated on road-based transport. According to Banister et al. (2011), the policy 
domain is ‘locked’ into an automobile based transport system. As transport policy has 
long focused on matching demand with supply by significantly extending the road 
infrastructure network, the sunk costs of abandoning or replacing this system using 
alternatives are considered to be disproportionately high. This results in a transport 
and land use planning that is still largely focused on road infrastructure development. 
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5.2.1 Conventional Infrastructure projects 

Classically, additional road infrastructure is to be developed based on a specific and 
extensive problem definition developed entirely within government. As Olumide et al. 
(2010) describe, through the focus on measurable and quantitative input data, the 
tendency exists to either ignore basic uncertainties or make rigorous assumptions 
about the distribution of uncertainties (compare Leijten et al., 2010). As a result, the 
complexities of the project are reduced to technical engineering problems that can be 
solved by following a detailed action plan. Ideally, as Engwall (2002) explains, “projects 
should be so thoroughly planned that the objectives are stipulated in detail and frozen, 
before any practical action is undertaken” (p. 266). The stipulated output should be 
explicit, consistent and stable over time and specified in three interrelated dimensions: 
(i) scope, what should the project achieve; (ii) time, when should it be finished; and (iii) 
cost, what resources should be spent (cf. Kerzner, 2009). In practice, this results in 
narrowly defined projects where spatial and functional relationships to other 
infrastructure elements are not well taken into account. “What is more, due to the 
focus on a single solution, the opportunities to engage in a dialogue or to arrive at a 
situation of mutual understanding among actors are limited. Alternatives tend to be 
ignored, or even considered as a threat” (Romein et al., 2003, p. 211). Furthermore, it 
becomes clear that project implementation is considered to be mainly making sure 
that a predefined input of the project will lead to a predefined output. Risks are to be 
avoided and developments have to be controlled. Project management has an internal 
focus: ensuring compliance to the predefined project lifecycle. 

5.2.2 Infrastructure project complexities  

The focus on ensuring compliance to a predefined project lifecycle also means that 
this approach is experiencing difficulties in responding to complexity and change 
(Jafaari, 2003). This, while, as for example Hertogh and Westerveld (2010) show, 
nowadays infrastructure projects are confronted with increasing complexities. Social 
complexities, for example, arise from the fact that involved government agencies do 
no longer always allow construction of the infrastructure project on their territory 
without prior consultation and permission. In addition, citizens, businesses, and civic 
organizations also want to be consulted. Otherwise they frequently resort to litigation, 
often pointing towards environmental externalities, introducing legal complexities into 
the project. As Mostashari and Sussman (2005) record, although only a small amount 
of the litigations actually results in court injunctions, “many result in delays for the 
project, as well as continued bitterness and resistance towards implementation 
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expressed in different forms by marginalised stakeholders” (p. 357). In addition, on the 
basis of amongst others Jafaari (2003) and Hertogh and Westerveld (2010) three 
additional complexities in infrastructure projects can be identified: technical 
complexities, financial complexities and political complexities. Both technical and 
financial complexities share close relationships with social complexity. Discussion 
among stakeholders often concerns technical characteristics, i.e. necessary scope 
changes that again put pressure on established financial forecasts. This is also shown 
by for instance the FHWA (2000) in the United States and the Committee Elverding 
(2008) in the Netherlands. The FHWA report, for example, identifies lack of 
(additional) funding, local controversy and low political attention (i.e. political 
complexity) as major sources of delay, while the Committee Elverding points towards 
the erratic political decision-making process that characterize many infrastructure 
project, and indicates that this also influences technical characteristics and financial 
forecasts. In this chapter, we distinguish social, legal, technical, financial and political 
complexities, which impact project performance.  

5.2.3 Shifts in planning approaches 

Largely in response to increasing social complexities, the concepts of negotiation and 
consensus (see, e.g. Fisher and Ury, 1983; Susskind and Cruickshank, 1987) have been 
discussed intensively in planning literature as part of the ‘communicative turn in 
planning’. This relates to concepts such as collaborative planning (Healey, 1997), 
consensus planning (Woltjer, 2000) and process management (De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof, 2002; Edelenbos and Klijn, 2009). The traditional infrastructure approach 
was characterized by developing a detailed course of action at the outset of the 
project based on rational models and expert knowledge. Subsequently, project 
implementation was seen as a matter of constructing the infrastructure project 
according to the predefined scope and defending the original ideas to outsiders. In 
contrast, the communicative approach is much more sensitive to both public and 
private stakeholder interests by aiming at a widely supported, integrative and 
participative process. Following a communicative project planning approach in 
infrastructure planning implies a shift from more internal control towards 
responsiveness of external developments. In theory, stakeholder participation 
supposedly leads to a smoother decision making process and more inclusive project 
design (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof, 2002; Committee Elverding, 2008). However, 
this does not always show in planning practice. Bickerstaff and Walker (2001) conclude 
that by and large, stakeholder participation is grounded in “political expediency” and is 
mainly applied as a planning instrument. In addition, Woltjer (2000) concludes that 
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projects provided rather limited attention to the enrichment and empowerment of the 
planning process. Rather, the participatory processes functioned as a management 
tool to advance the implementation of particular projects. 

Another development in planning literature emerging from the field of engineering 
systems is the focus on more holistic planning methods. As mentioned above, the 
conventional infrastructure project approach is focused on delivering a predefined 
‘output’ specified in terms of scope, time and costs. Infrastructure projects are 
considered to be independent, resulting in individual project scrutiny. Instead, 
Sussman et al. (2005) emphasize that infrastructure projects are interlinked and 
interdependent because they are part of a wider transportation system and also need 
to be managed as such. Although theoretically this means that both technological and 
societal aspects are taken into account, system based management seems to be 
predominantly focused on ‘hard’ technological aspects. This entails not only a focus on 
management and operations, the regional scale and different modalities, but also, 
when it comes to systems based governance of interrelated projects, a focus on 
improved programme management (Keck et al., 2010). A programme-oriented 
planning approach, i.e., simultaneous management of interrelated projects, is 
expected to deliver synergetic benefits that are not obtained if the projects are 
implemented independently. In planning practice, coordination and overall control of 
projects is considered to improve, which is expected to positively impact project 
implementation and to improve efficiency and effectiveness. As Pellegrinelli (2011) 
explains, projects focus on outputs or specified deliverables, whereas programmes 
focus on outcomes or desired end states, for example of a transport system.  
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Figure 5.1: Developments in transport and land use planning 

Figure 5. 1 depicts the two types of approaches that are mentioned in literature to deal 
with complexity and enable infrastructure development. The first type, on project 
level, implies a shift from conventional towards communicative project planning 
approaches; the second type of approach implies a shift from project oriented 
planning focused on output towards programme-oriented planning focused at 
realizing an outcome or obtaining a desired end state.  

As noticed by Lycett et al. (2004), programme management is often regarded as a 
scaled-up version of project management (see also Pellegrinelli, 2011). On programme 
level, project interdependencies can be identified and managed, thereby reducing the 
incidence of work backlogs, reworks and delays, and enabling efficient (re)distribution 
of shared resources to projects which deliver most value for money or return on 
investment. Typically, this implies that projects are initiated within the scope of the 
programme. In other words, first the programme, programme goal and lifecycle are 
established, which is followed by the initiation of several projects (Lycett et al., 2004; 
OGC, 2007; PMI, 2013). Infrastructure planning, however, shows frequent examples of 
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projects that are initiated on the principles of the conventional project planning 
approach, are subsequently confronted with complexities, and in turn experience 
delays and cost overruns (see, e.g. Morris, 1990; Williams et al., 2009; Hertogh and 
Westerveld, 2010). While there is already extensive literature on how communicative 
approaches might aid project delivery under these circumstances, insights in how a 
programme-oriented planning approach might impact project performance are 
limited. The notion that programmes are often developed in the context of projects, 
and in this way, structure and possibly restructure the context in which projects have 
to be implemented is rather new. Moreover, literature that does take account of this 
perspective traditionally focuses on how the projects that were already undertaken 
influence the development and character of these programmes that are developed in 
the context of these projects (see, for example Vereecke et al., 2004; Van Buuren et 
al., 2010). In comparison to these publications, we, instead, aim to provide more 
insight into how such programmes impact project performance, rather than the other 
way around.  

In the next section, we will outline the case study and the methodology we used to 
gain greater insight into how programmes impact the complexities we identified on 
project level. These include social, legal, technical, financial and political complexities.  

5.3. Methodology and case selection 

We used a case study methodology to gain insight into how programmes in transport 
and land use planning affect complexities on project level. This is a relevant approach 
when posing “how” or “why” questions concerning “contemporary” phenomena over 
which investigators have little control (Yin, 2009; Hennink et al., 2011).  

We chose a Dutch case study which would entail the different complexities. The 
Netherlands is well-known for its advanced planning system (Hajer and Zonneveld, 
2001; Van der Valk, 2002). Hajer and Zonneveld (2001) show that against a strong 
legal background, consultation between government parties and between the 
government and the public functions as the backbone of this planning system. In the 
Netherlands, consultation between government parties is especially important as both 
central as well as decentralized governments are provided with planning instruments 
that can severely influence decision making on infrastructure projects. For example, 
national infrastructure planning projects that are initiated by central government are 
still dependent on environmental permits that are issued on the local level by the 
municipalities the infrastructure projects crosses. 
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These environmental permits are especially important as the Dutch legislative system 
assumes a direct link between planning consent and environmental permits. This 
means that every infrastructure project has to take environmental standards into 
account, or else it will be annulled. As Zonneveld et al. (2008) show, where other 
countries still have room for negotiation, in the Netherlands a sharp boundary exists 
between plans that meet and plans that fail to meet the environmental standards. As a 
consequence, infrastructure projects are faced with severe legal complexities. In 
addition, consultation is cumbersome (Committee Elverding, 2008; Arts, 2010). In 
their review the OECD (2007) mentions that the Netherlands suffers from ‘political 
overload’. Many areas of administration are involved in decision-making, in particular 
in infrastructure projects. 
 

 
Figure 5.2: Overview of steps in Dutch transport infrastructure planning. 

In our case selection we focused on the 58 national highway infrastructure projects 
that had to be finalized in the Netherlands in the period 2010 – 2020. Some of which 
are still in the planning stage, others are meanwhile being constructed. We first 
focused on the throughput time for each project between the moment the project was 
approved by national politics and a Memo on Scope & Detail was issued and the 
moment the Draft Route Decision was issued by the Ministry. As outlined in Figure 5.2, 
this Draft Route Decision is then translated into the Final Route Decision, which is also 
the legal document used in court in case of litigation (see Arts, 2004 and 2010 for a 
complete overview of Dutch planning procedures). The time from the Memo on Scope 
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& Detail to the Draft Route Decision is the time allocated for consultation in the Dutch 
planning system. We established the throughput time for each project. We found that, 
in extreme cases, consultation can take up to over 80 months (6.5 years). We assumed 
that the longer the consultation, the more political and social complexities the project 
would encounter. We further studied whether the project was litigated and whether 
this would actually result in court injunction issues. We assumed that litigation 
followed by injunction would show that the project encountered legal complexities.  

Out of 58 infrastructure projects, 5 consultation cases took longer than 60 months (5 
years). Another 5 projects ended up in court injunction. The only case to show a long 
consultation time (76 months), finally resulting in court injunction, was the widening 
between Burgerveen and Leiden of national highway A4 from a two-lane dual 
carriageway to a three-lane dual carriageway. Other sections of the A4 were already 
widened, and, as outlined in figure 5.3, this project concerned the last 20 km stretch, 
which proved to be very difficult. It had taken from September 1997 until January 2004 
to come to a fully supported Draft Route Decision that was eventually translated into a 
Final Route Decision in February 2006. This Final Route Decision was litigated, which 
ended up in injunction by court in July 2007. 

In the case analysis below, we first focus on the issues that caused this project’s long 
consultation time and the reason for the court injunction (period until July 2007). To 
this end, we have conducted a desk study of court readings by the Dutch Council of 
State (Raad van State), studied available scientific accounts of developments in policy 
domains, and analysed policy documents such as formal project documents and EIA-
reports. In addition, we conducted 5 in-depth interviews with stakeholders directly 
involved in this project. The interviews were semi-structured and consisted of 
thematic open-ended questions. We focused particularly on which complexities could 
be identified on project level and how these complexities were experienced by the 
interviewees over the project lifecycle. We have held interviews with project 
management, parent organisations and local politicians. Furthermore, in our study we 
have specifically focused on developments at programme level from 2007 onwards in 
response to the difficult project delivery, particularly in two programmes considered 
essential in enabling project delivery in the case of the A4 Burgerveen - Leiden. These 
are the Urgency Approach Programme (Programma Spoedaanpak, [PS]), and the 
National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (Nationaal Samenwerkings-
programma Luchtkwaliteit, [NSL]). Both programmes aim to improve project delivery. 
To gain insight in the effects of these programmes we also conducted document 
analysis into formal programme documents and programme evaluations. In addition, 
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we conducted 15 in-depth interviews with stakeholders involved in the two different 
programmemes. A large part of the interviews were with people from the Ministry of 
Transport who were involved in one of the programmes. However, in order to gain 
information from all programme participants, we have also conducted interviews with 
stakeholders at lower levels of government. Similar to the interviews on project level, 
these interviews were also semi-structured and consisted of open-ended questions. 
The topics, however, were different. In the interviews on programme level we focused 
on programme management, the interaction between programmes and projects, the 
impact of contextual developments and the possibilities on programme level to 
mitigate the impact of these developments.  

5.4. Complexities in an infrastructure project: The case of the national 

highway A4  

 

Figure 5.3: Geographic location of highway A4 Burgerveen - Leiden in the Netherlands 
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The national highway A4 was established in 1958 and is an important link in the 
national highway network in the Randstad conurbation (the economic core of the 
Netherlands) and an important international hinterland connection. The A4 connects 
the country’s two mainports: Rotterdam harbour and Schiphol Amsterdam Airport 
(see figure 5.3). Consequently, the road generates still growing amounts of traffic. To 
supply for this growth, in 1994 the Ministry of Transport decided to expand the 
highway from a two-lane to a three-lane dual carriageway (V&W, 1994) in order to 
improve traffic circulation and reduce congestion. 

Studying different options to improve traffic circulation took three years and showed 
that alternatives for expanding the highway, e.g. road pricing and public transport 
improvement, would not alter the modal split enough to reduce road traffic and 
congestion (V&W, 1997). Therefore, all parties agreed that highway expansion was 
necessary, but disagreed on the way to do so. Figure 5.3 shows the complex spatial 
situation in which the highway A4 Burgerveen – Leiden had to be altered. Not only are 
multiple municipalities (Leiden, Leiderdorp and Zoeterwoude) affected by the road 
(e.g. noise, air pollution, land take issues), also solutions to bridge or tunnel the Oude 
Rijn river had to be generated.  

In the original situation, the fact that the highway was located on an elevated bank 
(Picture 1 in Figure 5.3) made it a significant visual barrier. Ministry of Transport 
studies showed that the option of constructing a short stretch of road below surface 
level in an open trench would be compliant to air and noise regulation and deliver the 
highest value for money (Picture 2 in Figure 5.3). However, both the municipalities of 
Leiden, Leiderdorp and Zoeterwoude as well as citizens pleaded for a longer open 
trench, accompanied by extra mitigation measures such as horizontally placed 
concrete pollution and noise barriers (Picture 3 in Figure 5.3). Nevertheless, the 
Ministry of Transport chose their first option and started an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) on this basis, initiating severe discussions (V&W, 1997). A former 
alderman, for example, states that “this decision created a lot of turmoil. Not only on 
political level, but also within the civil society. It felt like we were all against the Ministry 
of Transport.” Eventually, involved municipalities decided not to issue the necessary 
permits to the Ministry of Transport and a large group of citizens and municipalities 
even went to court in order to prevent the implementation of this project. 

The project thus encountered severe social complexities. In addition, since involved 
stakeholders wanted a more advanced road design, this increased the project’s 
technical complexity. As a former project manager explains “if we would include the 
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wishes of the other parties, this would really push our technological limits, particularly 
with respect to technologies to compensate for noise and air pollution”. As a result of the 
different opinions on what the project would entail and how it should look, the project 
reached an impasse. The Ministry of Transport advocated their road design regardless 
of external influences. This was in line with political commissioning for the project 
(TMC, 2000). Politics focused on realizing optimal value for money. However, as has 
become clear from the interviews, the Ministry decided to withdraw their Final Route 
Decision Plan in 1999. “It appeared that the project opponents’ could put some valid 
points forward which would have led to court injunction” explains a national policy 
officer. Such withdrawal at the stage of taking the Final Route Decision never occurred 
before and has not happened since.  

Both literature and the interviews make clear that in order to break the impasse the 
Ministry of Transport had to actively respond to discussions among stakeholders, 
rather than take the official procedural stance of waiting until courts claims were 
made. A stakeholder manager involved in the project, for example, mentions that “the 
Ministry of Transport has always been narrowly focused on road development. However, 
smart process management made us more aware of the context we have to operate in.” 
Indeed, in 1999, the Ministry of Transport together with the municipalities of Leiden 
and Leiderdorp, initiated a quick scan searching for possibilities to improve the road’s 
landscape fit. This showed that when the focus would shift from just realizing 
additional infrastructure towards a more regional and integrated approach, the more 
expensive alternative (Picture 3 in Figure 5.3) could be financed by capturing the value 
of real estate and industrial developments within the area.  

In this way, the project would become a public-public partnership called W4 after the 
four components the project would focus on: housing, working, water, roads (in 
Dutch: Wonen, Werken, Water, Wegen). The partnership included the Ministry of 
Transport, Ministry of Environment, the province of Zuid-Holland and the 
municipalities of Leiden, Leiderdorp and Zoeterwoude. All stakeholders agreed on this 
expanded scope. However, this did not only introduce technical complexities, but also 
additional financial complexities. The total investment of the conglomerate of local 
and regional governments amounted to € 33 million, initiating a long political 
discussion on different ways of financing the project. A former alderman, for example, 
denotes that “most discussions went about money. You have to keep in mind that also 
small municipalities were involved that would have to make relatively large investments. 
In case this went wrong that could bankrupt the entire municipality of for instance 
Zoeterwoude. We had to find a sensible way to balance risks, investments and possible 
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returns”. As a result of the political discussion, it took until 2002 before final financial 
arrangements were made, a joint ‘master plan’ was developed, and, the collaboration 
covenant was signed between the authorities involved.  

However, even after decisions had been made on the financial arrangement, political 
discussion on who would pay for what continued. Still, different financial frameworks 
were applied by various stakeholders and different forecast scenarios were used. 
Furthermore, it proved to be difficult for smaller public organizations as municipalities 
to maintain financial commitment throughout the project. Largely as a result of 
financial disputes, it took until 2006 before the Final Route Decision was issued and 
the road could be constructed. To move things along, the Ministry of Transport agreed 
to provide additional funding, which took away most financial complexities. In the 
meantime, everybody was convinced that the project would be appropriately fitted 
into the landscape and that it would be beneficial for all stakeholders involved through 
its focus on regional development. Even local residents were in favor of the project. 
The open trench would be fitted with horizontally placed air and noise barriers, 
improving air and noise conditions compared to the old situation. In the meantime, 
the highway had become one of largest bottlenecks in the Dutch highway system 
(VID, 2007). The high levels of congestion caused high levels of air pollution and noise 
nuisance. Local residents realized that expanding the road would improve this 
situation (VVD Leiderdorp, 2007). A local news network, for example, mentioned that 
“the people who live close to highway are positive as they expect that the amount of 
noise will reduce when the project is finished” (Omroep West, 2009). However, despite 
the large consensus amongst stakeholders, one environmental interest group could 
not reconcile the construction of a new road with their environmental principles and 
went to court. They stated that additional research into the impact of the new road on 
air quality was necessary to gain a full overview of the impact on air quality in the 
region. The interviews indicate that the court’s 2007 decision surprised many involved 
stakeholders. The court followed the environmental interest group’s reasoning and 
decided that the project could not be implemented before all significant effects of the 
road on the air quality would have been studied and possibly mitigated (ABRvS, 2007). 
The project stakeholders did not anticipate this outcome and felt dejected. As a policy 
officer explains: “the day the high court announced its decision was really a black day for 
all of us. Nobody expected this decision; it came as a complete shock to us. How could we 
possibly take all effects into account?”. In the meantime, the project came to a 
standstill.  
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Over time, the project had encountered several complexities, outlined in table 1 
(below). Some had been dealt with by shifting towards a more communicative project 
planning approach. Nevertheless, in 2007, the project reached an impasse. The 
question was: how to move forward now? 

Table 5.1 : Complexities on project level in the case of the A4 Burgerveen – Leiden  

Complexities Appearance in project  

Technical 

 

Project scope was constantly under pressure. Initially, the project was only aimed at 
requirements of the Ministry of Transport. Later on, other stakeholder wishes 
regarding working, housing and water issues also had to be taken into account. This 
resulted in a broad array of complex technical measures both for the road design as 
well as for the mitigating measures as horizontally placed noise barriers and noise 
absorptive wall padding 

Social Initially, the Ministry of Transport was little responsive towards the needs of local 
stakeholders focusing on delivering value for money. However, both decentralized 
government agencies and local residents opposed to the project, resulting in huge 
social dynamics. Eventually, the Ministry of Transport, as project principal, 
understood that it had to move with rather than fight against these dynamics and 
agreement amongst authorities was reached 

Financial The enlarged project scope could only be realized if additional funding was found. An 
innovative Public-Public Partnership (called W4) was used to pool the financial 
resources of different governmental agencies. Still it proved difficult for partners to 
maintain financial commitment throughout the project 

Political The initially narrow project scope was in line with the political mandate at the time. 
After the collaboration covenant had been signed by all authorities, it proved 
challenging to maintain political attention, which was caused in part by the election 
cycle of both local and national politicians 

Legal It was thought that the project was able to comply to all legal requirements, until the 
project was faced with the court decision that all significant effects on the air quality 
had to be taken into account 

 
In practice, it proved difficult to take note of all significant effects on the air quality 
caused by a specific project. Through jurisprudence infrastructure projects were faced 
with the task of calculating significant effects in more detail and for larger areas 
(Blijenberg et al., 2008; Arts et al. 2010). This was not only true for the A4 Leiden-
Burgerveen project but also for other road projects. For instance, in another road 
infrastructure project, the highway A74, this resulted in an air quality study covering a 
160-km stretch from the city of Venlo to the town of Ridderkerk, while the project only 
entails 2.5 kilometer of new road near the city of Venlo. When, next to the highway 
projects of the A4 and A74 also another project failed, discussions in Parliament led to 
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the establishment of a special committee, the Committee Elverding, focusing on how 
to improve project delivery in transport infrastructure planning (Committee Elverding, 
2008).  
 
In response to the advice from the Committee Elverding in 2008, the Ministry of 
Transport issued new legislation. A new law, the Acceleration Law (Wet Versnelling 
Besluitvorming Wegenprojecten), was ratified in April 2009. This law contained two 
major changes. First, in response to court verdicts as in case of the national highway 
A4, the study area for air quality was narrowed down in the case of infrastructure 
projects. This was made possible by the simultaneous development of a National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality (Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma 
Luchtkwaliteit, [NSL]). The second change for infrastructure projects was that they 
could refer to this programme on air quality matters, which contained all important 
spatial and infrastructure projects to be undertaken on different administrative levels 
in the period 2009 – 2015 (Arts et al., 2010; Busscher et al., 2014). The programme 
included projects from the Ministry of Transport, various provinces and also several 
municipalities. The cumulative impact of these projects on air quality was calculated 
per square kilometer throughout the whole of the Netherlands. All stakeholders would 
have to implement mitigating measures in order to compensate for the negative 
impact of new infrastructure. By doing this programmatically, this could be done at 
once and no longer on a project-by-project basis. The rationale behind this is similar 
to, for example, the application of procedural Programmatic Agreements in the 
United States, that allow for generic decision-making on several environmental issues 
for a category of similar projects (CEE, 2010). As a national policy officer explains “by 
taking this up collaboratively we finally found a way to move beyond individual project 
scrutiny”. Both the implementation of the compensating measures and external 
developments have to be monitored on an annual basis from 2009 till 2015. In case the 
air quality deteriorates beyond European norms, the stakeholders agreed to jointly 
undertake additional measures to compensate for these events. Because of the NSL, 
the study area for infrastructure projects could be narrowed down, as effects outside 
the study area would be compensated by the NSL.  

In the meantime, the A4 project did not only become part of the NSL, it was also 
incorporated in the Urgent Approach Programme (Programma Spoedaanpak, [PS]). 
The establishment of this programme was part of the Acceleration Law and focused 
on the construction of 30 projects, 10 of which had to be finished before May 2011. 
Similar initiatives can be found around the globe. In the United States the ‘Everyday 
Counts’ programme has been established, in which “reducing the time it takes to 
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deliver highway projects” (FHWA, 2013) is an important element. Based on the same 
rationale as the Everyday Counts programme in the United States and the PS in the 
Netherlands, the New South Wales government in Australia has introduced new 
legislation (for example, Restart NSW and the Planning Bill 2013) and established new 
regulatory bodies and advisory bodies (for example, Infrastructure NSW) all to 
accelerate the realization of priority infrastructure projects (see, e.g. Dobbs et al., 
2013). 

The PS in the Netherlands consists of 30 that projects were considered to be 
bottlenecks in the existing infrastructure network. From a network an infrastructure 
network perspective, these bottlenecks could be solved by relatively minor 
adjustments. These adjustments, however, as the A4 Burgerveen – Leiden shows, 
could imply rather large projects. The PS was aimed at speeding up the projects’ 
decision-making process. Time was considered the essential scarce resource, which 
had to be managed carefully. As a national policy officer mentions “the phrase ‘time is 
of the essence’ really got a new meaning”: Every two weeks the programme team 
would consider the different projects. A detailed time planning was made, establishing 
project milestones. Delays were immediately reported to the Ministry’s executive 
agency’s top management and to the Minister of Transport himself. To enable speedy 
decision making, additional financial and personnel resources were provided.  

As a result of these developments, a new Final Route Decision was issued in 2009. 
Remarkably, this was almost exactly the same Final Route Decision as in 2007. The 
only difference was the fact that “the most recent data was included to support the 
decision. […] Road design has not been altered” (V&W, 2009, p. 7). The environmental 
interest group went to court again. However, given the developments on programme-
level, outside the project scope, this time, the court no longer considered their 
objections to be valid, and so the project is currently being constructed.  

In the next section, we focus more in-depth on the role the different programmes have 
played in enabling project implementation. We are particularly interested in the ability 
of programmes in dealing with the complexities encountered on project level. 

5.5 Analysis: programme influences on project complexities  

Although the legal complexities were too large to handle on project level, the A4 
project was able to deal with other types of complexity. Here, we focus more 
specifically on how the project dealt with these complexities and in what way 
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programmes were able to support project delivery eventually. We aim to gain insight 
into the impact of programmes on the different forms of complexity. 

We first focus on the project level. Immediately after the project scope was defined in 
1998, it encountered severe social complexities. Various important stakeholders were 
opposing the project. In line with the political mandate, the Ministry of Transport had 
selected the option that would deliver most value for money taking little account of 
contextual developments. As a former alderman mentions, “the Ministry of Transport 
thought that they could realize the project only as they liked. They thought they could 
push the project through. We, as decentralized governments, really proved them wrong, 
although we had to use all our powers of persuasion to stop them”. Eventually, this 
resulted in a deadlock. Rather than following the procedural line and wait for 
stakeholders to come to the Ministry, to deal with the social complexities, the Ministry 
needed to be pro-active and find ways to reach consensus. As depicted in figure 5.4, 
this entailed a shift from internal focus on project management towards a more 
receptive and consensus-seeking and context-sensitive approach as also identified in 
section two. The aim of this approach was to develop a project scope that all involved 
parties could agree on (Van Duin, 2008). Because the expanded project scope was 
oriented towards regional and cross-sectoral integration, all public stakeholders could 
gain something (Thissen, 2005). Furthermore, in the advanced highway design, the 
social circumstances of the local residents would improve as the air quality would 
increase and the noise nuisance would decrease. However, the aim of these 
deliberations was still to provide a predefined output, accompanied by a definable 
time schedule and financial budget. Because of the extensive consultation, it was 
expected that this scope would remain stable throughout the rest of the project. All 
stakeholders had to stick to their deals.  

By adopting this communicative planning approach, the Ministry of Transport was 
able to deal with most of the social complexities. This did, however, influence 
technical and financial complexities. Even in its old design, the project was considered 
technically complex. Next to the road expansion it included the alteration of several 
structures such as bridges and aqueducts (V&W, 1997). The scope changes meant that 
now a total of 1.4 kilometers of highway had to be constructed in a trench, which 
would be largely covered by horizontally placed noise barriers that would reduce visual 
intrusion effects. Possible future road expansion was already taken into account in the 
design of the new road. In addition, the project also entailed more and improved 
connections for local, slow and waterway traffic to increase accessibility of the whole 
region. Despite the increased technical complexities, these complexities proved to be 
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manageable on project level through the application of traditional management 
strategies. As a project manager explains “taking account of these stakeholder wishes 
of course influenced the project scope. However, we were always very focused on 
ensuring that we could really deliver to what we agreed. It has been challenging, but we 
have always found a way to keep to live up most stakeholder demands.” 

Although financial complexities proved to be a source of heavy dispute, eventually, 
they also proved to be manageable on project level – see Table 1. Complexities 
originate in the extensive set of financial arrangements between partners. For 
example, construction fees paid by the Ministry of Transport to the municipalities 
would be reinvested in the project. The same goes for the Ministry’s financial 
contribution to compensate for damage to local water- and ecosystems. In addition, 
the increased value of land near the road would be captured and be reinvested by the 
municipalities involved. However, as the project was halted in 2007, and planned 
roadside real estate could not be realized, municipalities ran into financial trouble. A 
stakeholder manager involved in the project, also states that “agreements were made 
in economic high times, when property value was expected to exponentially grow. When 
the crisis hit, the smaller municipalities involved in the project really felt this”. In 2008, 
the municipality of Leiderdorp was even prepared to go to court to try and reduce 
their financial contribution. Eventually, this problem was solved by reducing 
municipalities’ contributions and increasing that of the Ministry by € 17 million (RWS, 
2009). All in all, the total costs of the scope alterations amounted to € 94 million vis-à-
vis a total budget of € 684 million (I&M, 2013). It was possible to secure the additional 
funding for the project because in the meantime the project had become part of the 
Urgent Approach Programme (Programma Spoedaanpak, [PS]).  

This development reflects the shift away from focusing on the delivery of a specified 
output, towards focusing on a desired end state or outcome, as identified in section 2. 
Arrow 2 in Figure 5.4 depicts this shift schematically. To enable this outcome, thirty 
projects that were about to be realized, but somehow encountered delay along the 
way had been selected in the PS. The programme aimed to overcome these sources of 
delay and to put pressure on project delivery. As was the case in the highway A4, this 
meant that additional funding had to be realized.  

In addition to funding, other organizational means were appointed to the programme. 
In line with recommendations made by the Committee Elverding (2008), projects were 
supported by well-trained and experienced staff. “The best people were collected and 
put on those projects”, as denoted by a national policy officer. The idea was to meet all 
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preconditions to enable quick project delivery. In these projects, time was identified to 
all organizations as the essential resource (Van Beurden, 2010; Arts, 2010). This also 
called for a different legal strategy. Usually, the Ministry of Transport chooses a risk-
averse legal strategy. This means, for example, that construction does not start before 
all possible legal objections are eliminated. This often resulted in project 
implementation delays. Under the PS, when protesters had litigated the project, an 
analysis of their objections was made. Based on this, a decision would be made to 
either start construction immediately, or to await the court’s decision. This strategy 
resulted in construction starting immediately after the (revised) Final Route Decision 
had been sent out in all thirty projects, including the A4 between Burgerveen and 
Leiden. As a national policy officer explains “time was the main focus. Within the 
programme we were very focused on finding possible ways to expedite project delivery”. 

Partly, all this was possible because the National Collaboration Programme on Air 
Quality (Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit, [NSL]) had been 
developed. As discussed above, this programme took away what proved to be the 
most successful argument to halt infrastructure project implementation: air quality 
legislation. “With the NSL we could finally build again”, as said by a provincial policy 
officer. A joint effort by all levels of administration, the NSL was supposed to take 
sufficient measures to mitigate air quality effects of all infrastructure projects. Unlike 
the PS, the NSL does not focus on internal programme management that is often 
aimed at speeding up project implementation. Rather, it concentrates on ensuring 
that European air quality standards will be met despite infrastructure projects being 
completed in the Netherlands. To do so, the programme focuses on collaboration 
between all stakeholders and on external developments (Busscher et al., 2014). To 
make sure that standards are met, for instance, also autonomous and international 
developments have to be taken into account.  

In the case of the A4 Burgerveen-Leiden we can see both shifts identified in planning 
practice that were depicted in figure 5.1. On the one hand, with the establishment of 
the W4 collaboration, the project represents a shift towards a more communicative 
approach (arrow 1 in Figure 5.4). On the other hand, with the establishment of the PS 
the project also shows a shift towards a programmatic planning approach (arrow 2 in 
Figure 5.4). Interestingly, the NSL appears to represent an additional alternative to the 
conventional project planning approach. As figure 4 depicts, in relation to the other 
planning approaches, this approach can be situated in the upper right corner as it 
entails both a focus on external developments as well as an outcome instead of an 
output orientation (arrow 3 in Figure 5.4).  
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Figure 5.4: Shift in planning approach in the case of the A4 Burgerveen-Leiden 

What both the PS and the NSL programmes seem to share is that they provide a 
platform for debate about complexities amongst politicians. Both programmes were 
able to raise project-bound debate to a higher, more strategic policy level. The NSL 
proved to be a means to overcome the detailed scrutiny of individual project influence 
on the air quality. Instead of trying to calculate the exact possible project emissions, 
the programme focused on the cumulative impact of all projects (Arts et al., 2010). As 
a result, political attention focused on developing both generic and location-specific 
mitigating measures. This no longer had to be done on a project-by-project basis. By 
taking the political debate to programme level, projects could proceed again: “we were 
finally relieved from the constant political discussions about individual projects and which 
effects the project could or could not have on the regional air quality”, as stated by a 
national policy officer. 

The PS influenced the political complexity in a different way. As this programme was 
among the responsible Minister’s focal points, he was eager to make it work: “He was 
a source of inspiration due to his enthusiastic involvement in the programme” (RWS, 
2011, p. 1). Similar to the NSL, political debate focused on the programme, and no 
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longer on the project. Combining 30 different projects into one programme enabled 
the Minister to make a more substantial political claim as delaying decisions at project 
level would influence progress on programme level. He was able to frame the political 
debate in such way that the costs of holding back the programme would not weigh up 
to potential individual gains. As a consequence, potential further delays were 
prevented and the project gathered momentum.  

This is also reflected in the fact that what initially took from 1999 till 2007, in terms of 
stakeheholder consultation, could now be realized in less than two years. 
Furthermore, it is interesting to see that after the project became part of the 
programmes, the scope as well as the costs of the project remained rather stable, after 
historic estimates differed from € 480 million in 2002 (V&W, 2002) till € 685 million in 
2006 (V&W, 2006). Together, the programmes were able to prevent further delays and 
in this way also an important source of cost overruns. The programmes not only raised 
political discussion beyond the project level to the programme level and by doing this, 
also structured, political decision-making, but also provided clarity to all stakeholders 
what needed to be done in order to live up to environmental rules and regulations. 
This had a stabilizing effect on the project: in the period from 2006 till 2013 the total 
cost estimate in 2006 remained more or less the same. Nowadays, it is expected that 
the total costs of the project amount to € 684 million (I&M, 2013).  

Table 5.2: Programme influence on complexities on project level 

Complexities 
on project 
level 

Programme Impact  

 National Collaboration Programme  
on Air Quality [NSL] 

Urgent Approach Programme 

Technical Limited. Programme did not 
influence project scope 

By putting well trained and 
experienced staff forward 

Social Limited. Programme did not 
influence discussion among 
stakeholders 

Limited. Programme did not influence 
discussion among stakeholders 

Financial Limited. Programme did not 
influence financial budget of the 
project, yet estimated costs 
remained stable after inclusion 
into the programme. 

By providing additional funding. 
Estimated costs remained stable after 
inclusion into the programme. 

Political By taking away political discussion 
on air quality matters 

By explicitly linking programme 
progress to individual project progress 

Legal By taking away legal objections 
based on air quality regulations 

Limited. Programme did not influence 
project related rules and regulations 
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5.6. Conclusion 

As Table 2 shows, we have distinguished five different types of complexity that 
influence project performance. These are: technical, social, financial, political and legal 
complexity. On the basis of a case study into the A4 Burgerveen – Leiden highway 
project, we were able to provide insight into how a the conventional project planning 
approach struggles to deal with these complexities. In order to deal with these 
complexities, planning theory and literature often advocates a more communicative 
project planning approach. Our case analysis shows that this approach is indeed able 
to deal with some of the identified complexities. As has been demonstrated in the 
case of the A4, building consensus through the integration of multiple stakeholder 
wishes proved to be effective to deal with social complexities. At the same time, 
however, this resulted in changes of the project scope. Subsequently, this influences 
technical and financial complexities. Interestingly, in order to deal with the increased 
technical and financial complexities traditional project management strategies were 
applied.  
 
At the same time, also the Urgent Approach Programme [PS] helped the A4 project to 
deal with these complexities. This programme consists of 30 projects that are 
considered to be bottlenecks in the infrastructure network and can be solved through 
relatively simple adjustments. All these projects have to be implemented within the 
same timeframe. Maylor et al. (2006) describe such a programme as a portfolio 
programme. As Maylor et al. (2006) argue, the portfolio type nature of the programme 
has also implications for the type of programme management (see also Busscher and 
Arts, 2011). In portfolio programmes, programme management is often focused on 
prioritization of shared resources between the various projects (Engwall and Jerbrant, 
2003; PMI, 2013). In the case of the A4 Burgerveen - Leiden, this is resembled in the 
fact that in relation to the project, the programme predominantly influences the 
technical and financial complexities. In fact, this type of programme management is 
strongly related to project management. Due to its internal focus, the aspects of 
scope, time and costs that Engwall (2002) characterized as central to the conventional 
project planning approach, are also central to the programmatic planning approach. 
While this is in line with theoretic thinking on programmes (see, e.g. Lycett et al., 
2004; Pellegrinelli, 2011), the fact that the PS was also able to deal with political 
complexities in planning practice is new. Through explicitly connecting the A4 project 
to other projects, political discussions that would potentially hold one project, would 
now hold all 30 projects. No politician wanted to get blamed for this. This shows how 
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programmes as the PS can be a powerful instrument in order to speed up decision-
making in relation to political complexities. 

This also applies for the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. In 
this programme various involved stakeholders all agreed to undertake joint measures 
to deal with air quality issues. Following the typology of Maylor et al (2006), this 
programme can be seen as networked in nature. According to Maylor et al (2006), this 
implies that the programme management strategy has to be oriented towards 
collaboration between multiple parties. This is also reflected in the NSL by the fact 
that the involved stakeholders together agree upon joint action and in this way 
structure the context in which the project has to be implemented, and also structure 
political decision-making. However, this not only applies to political complexities, it 
also applies to legal complexities. Through the fact that the stakeholders together 
make sense of rules and regulations and together develop measures that are to be 
undertaken within the programme legal complexities are reduced. In addition, 
through focusing on the cumulative outcome of the entire programme, the NSL also 
proved to be able to restructure exiting environmental rules and procedures and 
prevent the need for individual project scrutiny. In turn, this allowed for fast legal 
approval on the project without the need to either undertake extensive studies or 
develop expensive project-bound mitigating measures to ensure compliance to strict 
environmental rules and regulations.  

This shows that through structuring the context of the project, programmes prove to 
be able to deal with financial, legal and political complexities. Programmes seem to be 
able to stabilize the context in which the project has to be implemented and ensure 
the right preconditions for a successful conventional project planning approach. In 
other words, the main function of the programmes seems to be to serve as a ‘firewall’ 
and protect project implementation from possible contextual developments such as 
legislation, political discussion or other complexities that could interfere with project 
delivery. In this way, programs impact project performance regarding scope, time and 
cost. However, this is not done by creating additional oversight and control as perhaps 
would be expected on the basis of traditional programme management literature, but 
by providing essential preconditions and creating a stable environment so that project 
management techniques can be effectively applied. 
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6. Learning in the face of change:  
the Dutch National Collaboration Programme  
on Air Quality 

Abstract 

Learning is essential in allowing for policies and programmes to become adaptive to 
uncertain and changing circumstances. In this chapter we argue that learning is not self-
evident and requires active fostering, illustrated by the case of the Dutch National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. In a context in which the Netherlands 
faced exceedances of new European air quality standards, the NSL aimed to 
accommodate the development of new infrastructure development whilst simultaneously 
reducing air pollution. For doing so, the NSL was explicitly framed as an adaptive policy 
programme that should be able to anticipate and adapt to changing circumstances and 
new information. By integrating insights from planning and organisational learning 
literature we identify two main risks that need to be anticipated in order to allow 
processes of learning to inform the adaptations of our policies and programmes. First, 
there is the risk that the implementation of adaptive programmes may be limited by 
premature consensus, constraining the capacity to learn regarding the suitability of, and 
agreement on, existing problem definitions and programme goals during programme 
implementation. Second, there is also the risk of premature programming, constraining 
the capacity to learn regarding the suitability of the actions and approaches adopted 
during programme implementation. On the basis of 67 interviews with stakeholders in the 
NSL and two focus group discussions, we show that anticipating both risks is far from 
easy and that the NSL largely failed to do so. Consequently, processes of learning have 
become marginalized, showing the importance of active fostering of such learning 
processes. Furthermore, the NSL convincingly shows how a lack of learning acts to 
constrain the capacity to adapt to changing circumstances and also contributes to its 
possible failure. 

Keywords: programmes, adaptive planning, learning, exploitation, exploration, 
environment, infrastructure. 
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6.1 Introduction 

Air pollution is among the most pressing environmental problems challenging the 
health and well-being of European Union (EU) citizens (e.g. Atkinson et al., 2001; EEA, 
2013). Densely populated urban areas especially face levels of air pollution that often 
exceed World Health Organisation (2005, 2011) guidelines. Exposure to these high 
levels of air pollution is not without consequences and is associated with a variety of 
adverse health effects, ranging from subtle biochemical and physiological changes to 
severe illness and death. As previous policies were considered insufficient, in the late 
1990s the EU chose to intensify its efforts in addressing problems with air pollution. A 
series of new air pollution directives was issued, of which the directive on nitrogen 
oxides, sulphur oxides, lead and small particles in ambient air (1999/30/EC) directly 
responded to the most prominent pollutants in the urban air.  

The 1999/30/EC directive relies on a series of environmental standards that apply 
generically in the entire EU and urges all member states to ensure that these 
standards are met within their jurisdictions. Being more ambitious than previous air 
pollution standards, meeting these new EU standards soon proved quite challenging in 
many of the EU urban areas and most densely populated regions (see, e.g. Backes et. 
al., 2005; EEA, 2007). In these areas, ongoing EU efforts to reduce the atmospheric 
outputs of for example cars, factories or airplanes are simply insufficient. Meeting air 
pollution standards in these areas, therefore, pushed national and local authorities to 
take additional meaures that directly address some of the main contributors of urban 
air pollution, most notably energy production, industry and transportation. But while 
combating air pollution, these authorities are simultaneously facing demands to 
accommodate developments that might run counter to improving air quality 
conditions, such as industrial development, urban expansions or additional transport 
infrastructure (see, e.g. Busscher et al., 2014). Coping with these two seemingly 
conflicting policy ambitions is exactly what various EU member states are involved in 
and also what we will discuss in this chapter.  

One of the regions confronted with the challenge to combine the EU air pollution 
standards with ongoing spatial and infrastructure developments is the Netherlands. 
Not only is it one of the most densely populated countries in the world, it is also home 
to an extensive and intensively used transportation network and Europe’s largest port, 
as well as being surrounded by large urban regions such as London, the English 
Midlands, the German Ruhr area and Flanders. As a result of these circumstances, the 
Dutch face high background levels of air pollution and have struggled to respond to 
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the new 1999/30EC air quality directive. After it came into force in 2004, new spatial 
and infrastructure developments were put on hold for many months in the 
Netherlands as they would, or potentially could, result in levels of air pollution 
exceeding EU quality standards (Backes et al., 2005; Fleurke and Koeman, 2005). The 
Dutch, however, considered these spatial and infrastructure developments as key 
urban and national policy priorities that they also would not set aside. Therefore, they 
developed an adaptive policy programme that explicitly intended to combine different 
policy priorities.  

Traditionally, programmes were considered to be rather static in nature (Busscher et 
al., 2013). In order for programmes to become adaptive and accommodate ‘multiple 
preferences’, Christensen (1985, p. 65) argues that programmes should facilitate a 
process where either “adapting technology to achieve several goals at the same time” 
may “mute potential difficulties” or where bargaining “may compensate various 
interests through explicit quit pro quo trades”. This is also exactly what the Dutch 
currently aim to do within the specifically designed National Collaboration Programme 
on Air Quality (in Dutch: Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit [NSL]). 
On the one hand, the NSL is based on a collaborative effort of various key 
governmental departments on different levels of authority with the aim to link air 
pollution objectives to the development of spatial and infrastructure projects. It does 
so by allowing for bargaining processes where learning can take place on how the air 
quality objectives relate to other policy objectives and where consensus among 
participants about the trade-off between these objectives might be established. On 
the other hand, the NSL also explicitly means to be an adaptive policy programme: 
“the NSL has to be flexible and dynamic to anticipate changed circumstances and 
insights that are likely to emerge” (VROM et al., 2009, p. 24). To be able to do so, the 
NSL focuses on learning about the effectiveness of existing policy instruments and on 
the development of new approaches and mitigating measures. Next to Christensen’s 
call for ‘adapting technology’, the NSL also means to create a process of learning-by-
doing, particularly with regard to the monitoring of air quality and the development of 
strategies that help reduce air pollution. It therefore takes the advice provided by 
Christensen one step further, by also tapping into the theoretically well-established 
idea that planning under complex and uncertain circumstances may benefit from 
having adaptive strategies that thrive on the learning that takes place during policy 
development and implementation (see, e.g. Brunner et al., 2005; Folke et al., 2005; 
Keen et al., 2005; Armitage et al., 2008; Pahl-Wostl, 2009; Gupta et al., 2010; Reed et 
al., 2010; Ahern, 2011). 
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Over the past three years, we have done extensive research into the NSL. In our 
previous work we already concluded that the NSL has problems accommodating its 
dual objective (Busscher et al., 2014). It urged us to take our study further and also 
focus on the NSL’s capacity to foster processes of learning to inform the adaptations 
of the programme during its implementation. In this chapter we will report on this 
study and argue that, despite the good intentions at its start, the current organisation 
of the NSL has not yet allowed the kind of learning desired for the NSL to eventually 
reach its dual objective. Section 6.2 starts by discussing how, in the past, planning and 
policy-making have tried to better respond to conditions of uncertainty. While doing 
so, we will highlight how a focus on learning in particular has (re)emerged in recent 
years as an essential ingredient to do so. We continue by addressing some of the key 
lessons on organising learning processes within policies and plans offered by the 
academic literature. On the one hand, we will express that learning should not just 
relate to ‘measuring and monitoring’ of information, but also to processes of sense 
making and debate that influence what this information means and how issues and 
policy approaches are defined and understood. On the other hand, we will also explain 
that learning benefits from combining two key learning strategies (e.g. March, 1991; 
Levinthal and March, 1993; Gupta et al., 2006; March and Olsen, 2006). One is focused 
on improving the use of knowledge and approaches that are already known 
(exploitation). The other focuses on developing new knowledge and innovative policy 
approaches to be used (exploration). Hence, we will argue that the organisational set-
up of adaptive policy programmes, such as the NSL, should both allow for debate so as 
to make sense of new information and findings, and allow for a continuous interaction 
between exploitation and exploration. The focus shifts to the NSL in Section 6.3, in 
which we explain how the NSL aims to combine its two main ambitions and which 
collaborative and learning strategies it employs to do so. Section 6.4 subsequently 
discusses our research in more detail and shows that the NSL is currently unable to 
successfully combine the learning approaches as discussed, and explains how this is 
undermining its success. Based on this analysis, Section 6.5 concludes with discussing 
strategies that might help the NSL in dealing with this situation and discuss how our 
observations can further theoretic insights. 

6.2 Coping with uncertainty 

Karen Christensen presented her framework for coping with different conditions of 
uncertainty in 1985. It was a turbulent time in planning theory, following a gradual 
decrease in confidence in the ‘rational planning model’. The ‘rational planning model’ 
can be traced to the seminal writings of Meyerson and Banfield (1955) and its gradual 
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translation into what is nowadays often described as an instrumental, functional or 
technical rational approach (also Schön, 1983; Dryzek, 1990). With its positivist and 
modernist foundation (Mumby, 1997), a technical rationale is an expression of strong 
confidence in scientific inquiry and in human reasoning being capable of producing 
certain knowledge and solving key societal issues (see, e.g. Rosenthal, 1988; Harvey, 
1989; Parsons, 1995; Allmendinger, 2002). Uncertainty within such a view is 
considered avoidable, at least in theory. Based on a careful and detailed analysis, 
planners would be able to correctly model the social and physical world in which to 
intervene and hence to predict the consequences of different policies and plans. 
Subsequently, these models and predictions allowed planners to design policy 
strategies that would produce outcomes considered best by the standards decided 
upon by society or politicians. It was a type of rationale that, at least in Western 
Europe, would dominate both planning theory and practice for much of the 20th 
century.  

Uncertainty accepted 

Coping with conditions of uncertainty became a prominent theme within critiques on 
the ‘rational planning model’, which slowly increased in size and vigour during the 
latter decades of the 20th century (Zuidema 2011). In retrospect, two main routes of 
responding to conditions of uncertainty evolved, also featuring prominently in the 
work of Christensen (but see also Thompson and Tuden, 1959; Douglas and Wildavsky, 
1983). The first route can traced back to earlier works of theorists such as Davidoff 
(1965) and Cohen et al. (1972) and relates to the rational planning model’s insensitivity 
to the inter-subjective realm in which planning and decision-making takes place. 
People are being rational within the boundaries of their constructed frame of 
reference, within which they know and understand the reality they are part of. This 
frame of reference is influenced by the different preferences and values people hold 
on to. While similarities between these frames of reference can emerge from 
appreciated linkages between individuals within a social and cultural group, 
differences between individuals may also emerge, especially if they operate from 
different social and cultural settings. The resulting uniqueness of a frame of reference 
can easily result in conflicting perspectives, both on the objectives to be striven for and 
the strategies necessary to achieve them. The consequence of this reasoning is that 
planning, rather than creating one true ideal world, is also sensitive to uncertainties 
that follow from interacting actors, including for example conflicting stakeholder 
interests, perceptions and preferences. Christensen, back in 1985, also noted that “a 
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goal may elicit various degrees of agreement”, while “even knowledge may be a 
matter of degree of belief” (p.64). In response to the resulting uncertainties, 
Christensen highlighted the importance of bargaining over alternative policy 
objectives (Figure 6.1, line A). In the decades following her work, planning theory was 
to offer more elaborate responses to these uncertainties, involving processes of 
‘sensemaking’ between contested interpretations, values and preferences that 
stakeholders hold on to (see, e.g. Dryzek, 1990; Innes, 1996; Healey, 1997). It was this 
response that was to dominate debates on planning during the 1990s, culminating in 
what Healey (1992) coined the ‘communicative turn’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Planning approaches in response to uncertainty. Source: adapted from 
Christensen (1985) 

While the ‘communicative turn’ became a prominent response to conditions of 
uncertainty, planning theory almost forgot the second response. This route, again 
prominently featuring in the work of Christensen, relates to processes of learning and 
experimentation as a means of trying to reduce uncertainties (Figure 6.1, line B). These 
are approaches that focus on the object of intervention; i.e. the material world in 
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causes and consequences of planning issues and how policies might help to respond to 
them. Based on a pragmatist line of thought (see, e.g. Dewey, 1920; 1929) instruments 
and approaches applied to deal with planning issues are regarded as ‘experiments’. 
These experiments are tested in practice and closely monitored to gain insight into 
their effects. Although, as Christensen (1985, pp. 67-8) also claims, few pure 
experiments can be conducted in planning and policy making, planners and policy 
makers have emulated scientific practice through, for example, research and 
development, the implementation of pilot projects in selected varying conditions, and 
the application of alternative methodologies, etc. As such, approaches that focus on 
how organisations and coalitions of governments and stakeholders can learn from 
collecting knowledge, discussion and applying different instruments and approaches 
were part of the academic debate about dealing with uncertainty (see, e.g. Daneke, 
1983; Friedman, 1987; Briassoulis, 1989). 

After two decades in which communicative approaches dominated planning theory, 
planners have recently been showing a renewed interest in processes of learning and 
experimentation. Fuelled by the incorporation within planning and policy making of 
approaches related to complexity sciences (De Roo and Silva, 2010), soft systems 
thinking (Checkland and Scholes, 1990; Checkland, 2000), and social learning (Lee, 
1993; Folke et al., 2005; Keen et al., 2005; Pahl-Wostl, 2009; Reed et al., 2010), this 
renewed interest in learning and experimentation seems to unite both routes 
mentioned for coping with conditions of uncertainty. Whereas the traditional 
perspective assumed that experiments are to be implemented in relatively controlled 
environments (Halbert, 1993; Walters, 1997) and considered learning about causal 
relationships and practical consequences that occurred to be a more or less scientific 
process of knowledge accumulation through systematic hypothesis testing (McLain 
and Lee, 1996), recent insights consider learning processes to be social processes in 
which different stakeholder values, worldviews and aspirations have to be navigated 
and in which learning takes place in specific contexts in space and time (Cundill et al., 
2011). As a result, we currently see the emergence of a broad range of writings on 
more adaptive forms of governance, in which organisations and coalitions use 
experimentation, monitoring and reflection through debate to increase their 
understanding of the practices they have to deal with and, subsequently, of how they 
can cope with uncertainty by their ability to adapt to newly emerging knowledge and 
ideas (see, e.g. Brunner et al., 2005; Folke et al., 2005; Nelson et al., 2008; Ahern, 
2011). Typically, these are approaches that combine a focus on the material world with 
a focus on the inter-subjective realms in which different interpretations and values 
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also influence how learning takes place. Learning thus becomes a result of a two-way 
process; in which experimentation and monitoring help produce information about the 
effects of planning actions, while communication and debate help establish what this 
information means with regards to defining the problem, the policy objectives to be 
pursued and the strategies to be adopted (Figure 6.1, line A+ B).  

Learning pursued 

If creating more adaptive forms of governance is the answer to the issue of coping 
with conditions of uncertainty, it is the process of learning that should lead to the 
adaptations to our policies and programmes. This is also the claim made in the recent 
emergence of literature on adaptive forms of governance. However, details on how we 
might proceed to learn and adapt often remain relatively general and only modestly 
tap into the literature of organisational sciences and existing proposals for 
organisational adaptation and learning (see, e.g. Levitt and March, 1988; March, 1991, 
McGrath, 2001; Gupta et al., 2006; March and Olsen, 2006). Prominent within this 
latter body of literature is the twin concept of exploration and exploitation for fuelling 
organisational learning as advanced by James March (1991). On the one hand, as 
March and Olson (2006) also explain, planners and policy makers should focus on the 
exploration of new possibilities and on experimentation with new alternatives. This 
allows them to proceed from a better base of understanding with regard to the effects 
of policies in practice, and to sharpen predictions on how such policies may help to 
respond to planning issues. On the other hand, as March and Olsen (2006) argue, 
finding appropriate answers also involves the exploitation of existing capabilities – or 
as March (1991) phrases it: “the refinement and extension of existing competences, 
technologies and paradigms” (p. 85). After all, if a particular planning approach proves 
to be successful in a specific context in space and time, this does not mean that it will 
be equally successful in other contexts. The approach will have to be tested and 
refined to become more generally applicable.  
 
Exploration and exploitation, as March (1991) shows, should be combined in order to 
foster learning processes. Planners and policy makers who focus too much on the 
exploration of new knowledge and on the development of innovative policy 
approaches risk overlooking the need for refining and adopting existing approaches so 
as to create efficiencies through routine operations. Rather, they might flood decision 
makers with new ideas, options and learning opportunities, while many options have 
only been superficially explored and a clear frame of reference to interpret new 
findings is lacking. Alternatively, planners and policy makers also face the risk of 
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focusing too strongly on exploitation, resulting in the premature acceptance that new 
findings ensure that issues are well understood and that the approaches used are 
sufficiently equipped to deal with them. The result is not just that attempts to identify 
or anticipate changing or unforeseen circumstances are largely redundant; existing 
policies and programmes might also become increasingly rigid and insufficiently 
flexible to cope with such circumstances. 

A synthesis 

Combining exploration and exploitation can now be connected to the two-way 
learning process focused on experimentation in both the material world and the inter-
subjective realm in which different interpretations and values influence how learning 
takes place (see Figure 6.2). Firsty, experimentation with alternative planning actions, 
and monitoring successes or failures, helps us understand which policies, technologies 
and actions ‘work’ (see Figure 6.2, Line B). Exploration occurs in experimenting with 
alternative policy options, developing new policy options and evaluating which 
options work. In the realm of air quality policies, these could be options such as road 
pricing strategies, traffic management, improved air pollutant filters, attempts to 
influence the modal shift, etc. Exploitation instead takes one strategy and aims to 
refine it; i.e. the alternative has been chosen and the goal is to improve its 
effectiveness. Under conditions of uncertainty it is unlikely that experimentation and 
monitoring swiftly produce clarity with regard to which alternatives are successful, 
while conditions influencing success can easily change. Therefore, as Christensen 
(1985) also discusses, there is always the risk of ‘premature programming’, where 
“from a narrow set of alternatives, a particular proposed but unproven technology is 
selected, and then implemented through prescribed procedures and organizational 
mandates, as if the technology were already proven effective” (p.69). In our own 
words, it is the risk that we forget explorative strategies and create a lock-in of relying 
on only a narrow set of alternatives, allowing for only some degree of exploitation.  
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Figure 6.2: Processes of exploration and exploitation 

Secondly, learning also involves inter-subjective debate on interpreting and valuing 
newly emerging information in relation to problem definitions, policy objectives or 
strategies (see Figure 6.2, Line A). Exploration involves debates on widening the scope 
of the objectives to pursue, the height of these ambitions and, more generally, 
whether the problem definition and how it is addressed still make sense. In the case of 
air pollution, for example, exploration might involve debates on whether additional 
infrastructure should be considered possible in environmentally stressed areas, 
whether unpriced effects of air pollution should be included in taxes or on the height 
of air quality ambitions. Exploitation, instead, is focused on fine-tuning the problem 
definition, policy objectives and approaches that are to be adopted. To illustrate: this 
might involve a refinement on the exact contribution of car traffic to air pollution, the 
detailed objectives regarding a reduction of this contribution to be chosen, and 
reinforcement of the selected measures to do so. However, under conditions of 
uncertainty it is unlikely that conflicting interpretations, values and preferences will 
easily converge to common perspectives, while changes are likely to occur over time. 
Consequently, Christensen warns us against ‘premature consensus’ in which conflicts 
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are simply ignored by curtailing “debates between specialties in such a way that each 
specialty’s goal appears acceptable” (p.70). In our own words, the risk is now that we 
forget to reinterpret our objectives and definitions in the face of new information and 
ideas.  

Debating the NSL 

The Dutch NSL was designed to become an adaptive programme, which was hoped to 
accommodate two conflicting ambitions based on an on-going process of learning-by-
doing. In the next section we will discuss how the NSL aimed to do so, starting with an 
explanation of how it aimed at experimenting and monitoring (understanding the 
material world) and how new information was to be used in reframing the issue and its 
approach (inter-subjective debate). We go on to discus and analyse if and how the NSL 
was able to accommodate the balance between explorative and exploitive learning 
strategies.  

6.3 Coping with uncertainty in practice: The National Collaboration Programme on 
Air Quality 

We begin our study of the Dutch National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 
[NSL] in this section by focusing on the development and design of the NSL as an 
adaptive policy programme. Our study consists of two rounds of semi-structured 
interviews with experts who were involved in the development and implementation of 
the NSL, all working for the Ministry of Transport, the Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the Environment (merged into the Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment in 2010), provinces, municipalities, supporting government agencies, 
interest organizations, or consultancy and law firms. The first round of interviews was 
conducted in 2009-2010 in the early stages of working with the NSL and focused on 
the development and organization of the programme. In this round we conducted 41 
interviews in which stakeholders were asked whether they saw the programme as an 
appropriate response to deal with the conditions of uncertainty faced, and whether 
they expected the programme to be adaptive to future changes. In 2011, in a later 
stage of working with the NSL, we conducted a second round of 13 interviews that 
allowed stakeholders to reflect on how the programme responded or could respond to 
changed circumstances and contextual developments. We asked interviewees what 
they considered to be important contextual developments, whether and how these 
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developments triggered any learning within the programme and if so, whether this 
triggered adaptations to the programme.  

Locked in 

According to a national policy officer, what unfolded for the Netherlands after 
European Directive 1999/30/EC was transposed into Dutch law was a “worst case 
scenario”. “On the one hand, our air quality did not get better as measures to improve the 
air quality proved to be insufficient. On the other hand, almost all spatial and 
infrastructure development was on hold. We were simply at a standstill”. Finding means 
to break this deadlock proved to be difficult. As a former programme manager 
explains, “we were locked in. Both literally and figuratively locked in. Literally, the 
Council of State prohibited further spatial and infrastructure development as this would 
undermine compliance with the European standards on particle matter and nitrogen 
dioxide. Figuratively, we were stuck in our own way of thinking and had no idea how to 
break this impasse”. As indicated in the interviews, an intense discussion emerged in 
the Netherlands which was particularly motivated by the fact that economic interests 
in the Netherlands were being hurt by this deadlock. Stakeholders of different national 
ministries, provinces, municipalities and supportive government agencies agreed on 
the fact that the situation was unacceptable, but disagreed on the way to move 
forward. In the face of these contested policy objectives, first a time of negotiation 
and ‘sensemaking’ took place (Figure 6.2, Line A). In this debate some – particularly 
those who had strong interests in the construction of road infrastructure – opted for 
the “easy way out”, through changes within the legal framework which meant that 
projects could proceed again without the need to implement additional measures. 
Others – particularly those with strong environmental interests – pleaded to intensify 
the mitigating measures so as to create sufficient room between the norm and the 
actual concentration of pollutants, which would allow for the implementation of 
projects again. A temporal consensus emerged out of this debate, as described by a 
municipal policy officer: instead of making a choice for either perspective, policies had 
to try and “combine the best of both worlds”. This consensus meant that the Dutch 
agreed on a common problem definition and the associated policy objectives (Figure 
6.2, Line A), and allowed them to focus strongly on discussing how both objectives 
could subsequently be met; i.e., in order to deal with the air quality issues, the Dutch 
ended up focusing on Line B in Figure 6.2 (experimenting with new approaches, tools 
and actions).  
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Breaking the lock-in 

In order to meet both objectives, a National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 
[NSL] was initiated. This programme was designed to implement a wide set of 
mitigating measures to ensure that the European standards would be met, while at the 
same time allowing for the construction of detrimental spatial and infrastructure 
projects (VROM et al., 2009). The dual objectives of the programme proved to entice 
all involved stakeholders. Those with interests in the construction of road 
infrastructure were enthusiastic as the programme allowed for the implementation of 
spatial and infrastructure projects again. Those with strong environmental interests 
were enthusiastic because the programme did not only encompass deteriorating 
infrastructure projects, but also included a wide set of mitigating measures that had 
been developed and would be implemented by all involved stakeholders. Compared to 
the situation before the NSL, this meant a significant intensification of the Dutch 
effort to reduce air pollution. Total investments to improve the air quality in the 
Netherlands amounted to over € 2 billion and were characterized by a provincial policy 
officer as “an unprecedented investment in air quality”. 

A national monitoring tool was developed within the programme in order to “control 
whether the implementation of the set of mitigating measures would result in compliance 
with the European standards” (VROM et al., 2009, p. 13). The idea was to perform this 
monitoring in two ways, focused on both “output and outcome” as denoted by a 
national policy officer: “output relates to the check whether implemented measures sort 
their anticipated effect in planning practice. Outcome relates to the check whether the 
mitigating measures are still sufficient to ensure compliance with the European 
standards. This is not only determined by the cumulative effects of the programme itself, 
but also by events in the context of the programme”. Participants agreed that if the 
monitoring were to show disappointing results with respect to either output or 
outcome, all involved stakeholders would investigate the situation in order to both 
interpret and make sense of the results, and assess to what extent the current 
programme design still sufficed (VROM et al., 2009). To deal with this situation 
stakeholders could investigate to what extent current mitigating measures could be 
optimized or expanded (exploitation), but also whether additional mitigating 
measures could be developed and implemented (exploration). In both cases, 
experimenting with creating better ‘means’ within the frame of the existing NSL 
would take place without contesting ‘goals’ – the scope and objectives of the NSL 
(Figure 6.2, Line B). If improved or additional measures would still prove insufficient or 
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would have far-reaching economic or social consequences, the NSL allowed for 
individual projects to be removed from the programme, shifting the balance between 
its dual objectives. In doing so, therefore, the NSL did allow for its scope and dual 
objectives themselves to be debated (Figure 6.2, Line A). With these possibilities, 
participants considered the NSL quite able to adapt and adjust to changing 
circumstances. Based on the idea that the programme found a way to unite the 
multiple interests at stake and would be flexible in the face of possible drawbacks, 
hopes were high that with the NSL the Dutch would be able to break the lock-in 
situation they found themselves in after implementing the EU Directive.  

6.4 Learning in the National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 

The second phase of our research focused on the implementation of the National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL] as an adaptive policy programme. It is 
based on the third and final round of semi-structured interviews with experts involved 
in the NSL, and two focus group discussions. The last round of interviews was 
conducted in 2013 during the final stages of the NSL. In this round, 13 interviews were 
held in which we largely addressed the same aspects as in the second round. 
Elaborating on the second round of interviews, this time we also asked stakeholders to 
evaluate whether or not the programme had lived up to their expectations (as 
formulated in the first round) and which factors had played a role in either confirming 
or contradicting their expectations. Furthermore, we also asked them to assess more 
generally whether the NSL had been able to respond to conditions of uncertainty. In 
addition to the interviews, we also organized two focus group discussions. These 
discussions were organized both to validate the information from the interviews, as 
well as to deepen our insight in how the programme had responded to conditions of 
uncertainty, whether and how learning occurred and whether possible triggers or 
obstacles to learning could be identified. In the two focus group discussions, 
participants discussed four relevant themes retrieved from the interviews. The themes 
were (i) governance in the face of uncertainty, (ii) what is needed to be able to respond 
to unforeseen events, (iii) how collective action may be enabled (especially in relation 
to responding to uncertainty), and (iv) possible future trajectories the NSL could 
follow. In order to facilitate in-depth discussion on these themes, we opted for a 
homogeneous composition of both focus groups. To gain a more critical perspective 
on the course of events, participants in the first focus group discussion were primarily 
focused on road infrastructure development. They originated particularly from 
Rijkswaterstaat – the executive agency of the Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Environment, which is responsible for the planning and construction of the national 
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highway system. We used insights from the first focus group to stimulate the 
discussion in the second focus group. In this focus group, participants were 
professional experts involved in the implementation of the NSL, originating from law 
firms and government organizations on national (the Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Environment), regional level (province) local (municipality) levels. 

Unforeseen events 

Despite high expectations the implementation of the NSL ran into trouble. In both the 
focus group discussion and the interviews it was mentioned that initially, in 2009, all 
stakeholders were confident that the measures installed would be sufficient to both 
realize infrastructure projects and meet air quality standards. With the monitoring 
tool’s help, it was calculated that “this set of mitigating measures is amply sufficient to 
ensure that the European standards will be met” as an interviewed national policy 
officer explained. Over time, however, this buffer became thinner and thinner. The 
monitoring tool consistently showed disappointing effects of the mitigating measures 
that had been implemented. For example, the emissions of cars and trucks with a so-
called ‘Euro 5-engine’ (a cleaner engine) were much higher in practice than had been 
anticipated. While this measure was considered to be an important contributor to 
cleaner air, tests in planning practice showed that “nitrogen dioxide emissions in urban 
areas are three times higher than expected beforehand” (Ligterink et al., 2009, p. 2). 
This left the major Dutch cities facing a serious challenge. On the basis of these 
disappointing monitoring results it could be expected that – in line with the initial 
agreements between all parties – stakeholders would be assessing to what extent the 
current design of the programme still can sufficiently achieve the dual objectives of 
the NSL. Based on the interpretation of the results of on-going monitoring, 
stakeholders would first assess whether they needed to either alter or refine the scope 
and objectives of the programme (Figure 6.2, Line A) and secondly, how to improve or 
expand the measures and actions taken (Figure 6.2, Line B).  

Narrowing scopes  

Faced with the disappointing monitoring results, it was indeed clear that those 
involved with the NSL were initially facing questions regarding the scope and 
objectives of the programme. During the focus group discussions, however, 
participants clearly expressed that the disappointing monitoring results were swiftly 
interpreted in such a way as to avoid debates on both the likelihood of success of the 
NSL and on its dual objective. Rather, programme participants explained how they 
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sought for opportunities to somehow present the results as a success: “the programme 
is implemented on the basis that it has to be successful. This is the mind-set. This is what 
all stakeholders want to see confirmed and what politics wants hear. This is what we 
work towards”. Therefore, as two participants also revealed, the initial response to the 
disappointing results was simply to focus on “trying to calm people down” and “putting 
out fires”. Faced with an NSL that would simply have to continue, stakeholders were 
confronted with a fairly clear choice between two main options. As a legal expert 
explains: “either they decrease the amount infrastructure projects that deteriorate the air 
quality, or they increase the amount of mitigating measures that improve the air quality”. 
The first option would imply stakeholders discussing the monitoring results so as to 
exploit possibilities to refine their understanding of what the NSL’s dual objective 
meant in practice regarding balancing air quality and constructing new infrastructure 
projects, or possibly even to explore whether the NSL’s scope and dual objective 
would have to be adjusted (Figure 6.2, Line A). This first option was not considered 
preferable. Instead, as a municipal policy officer explains: “as almost everybody is 
participating in the programme in order to be able to build again, ensuring project 
implementation will be key to all stakeholders”. As it was also essential to reach the 
European air quality standards, the dual objective of the NSL remained unaltered. This 
is also reflected when, during a focus group discussion on ‘how to proceed’, it was 
concluded that “there is no room to discuss the objectives again”. This conclusion was 
not just based on interests and choices of most of the NSL’s participants; it was also 
based on a changed political climate. The 2010 national elections had significantly 
changed the Dutch political landscape. The interviews revealed that, compared to the 
‘Balkenende IV’ Cabinet in 2009, the new ‘Rutte’ Cabinets (both Rutte I and II) were 
much more oriented towards spatial and infrastructure development in order to 
stimulate the national economy, focusing much less on environmental consequences. 
This once again reinforced the importance of the implementation of infrastructure 
projects within the frame of the NSL’s dual objective.  

The ruling political and administrative mindset surrounding the NSL meant that there 
was no room for exploitive learning with regard to the actual meaning of the dual 
objective in practice, nor with regard to the degree in which the NSL might have to be 
reframed in scope and focus (Figure 6.2, Line A). In response, as the focus group 
participants also noted, discussions on the interpretation of the monitoring results, on 
validating the degree of progress being made, and on making possible changes or 
additions to the NSL became rather marginalized. These debates surrounded 
investigations on whether existing mitigating measures could be improved and 
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expanded, or whether new mitigating measures could be adopted, and hence were 
confined to a focus on how to improve the ‘means’ for a successful implementation of 
the NSL (Figure 6.2, Line B). Some early findings based on past research (e.g. Audit 
Office The Hague et al., 2011) did suggest that innovative policies and fresh mitigating 
measures could indeed help reduce the concentrations of pollutants, possibly to such 
an extent that the European standards would be met. However, this would not be 
easy, as monitoring results had shown that some emissions turned out three times 
higher than anticipated even after mitigating measures had been taken. 
Consequently, the set of improved, expanded, or new mitigating measures would have 
to consist of more than a few ad hoc additions to the existing NSL. Which measures 
should be improved, expanded, or adopted and by whom, however, still remained 
unclear, calling for more (explorative and exploitive) learning on implementing 
existing or new mitigating measures. To illustrate: in the focus group discussions it 
was mentioned that the city of Rotterdam faced “transgressions of the environmental 
standards of over 8 ug/m3, while their most effective mitigating measure proved to be an 
environmental zone, which reduces the concentrations with 0.1 ug/m3”. In other words, 
the decentralized government agencies quickly realized that the only way to ensure 
that European standards would be met everywhere in the Netherlands was to 
collaboratively take additional mitigating measures. In this, the decentralized 
governments particularly urged the central government to do more and adopt or 
stimulate the adopting of new mitigating measures on a national scale. It was 
essentially a call for national leadership in trying to stimulate the kind of learning upon 
existing and new measures and how best to implement them. Practice, however, 
would turn out differently. 

Risks of failure? 

The changed political landscape significantly influenced the NSL. Not only did it make 
that “the search for additional mitigating measures was greatly complicated”, as a 
national policy officer explained in the interviews, it also led to the annulment of 
important existing mitigating measures to be taken by the national government, such 
as a nation-wide road pricing, because political support for the initiatives had 
vaporized (see, e.g. Smaal, 2012). To add insult to injury, under the changed political 
leadership the decision was made to increase the speed limit on many highways from 
120 to 130 km/h, despite the extra air pollution such an increase generates. As a result, 
decentralized governments that had been hoping the central government would step 
in and help the involved stakeholders to take more mitigating measures, were forced 
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“to conclude that the central government is merely undertaking counterproductive 
measures”, as a provincial policy officer put it.  

Without the leadership of the national government, debates on improving, expanding 
or adding mitigating measures within the NSL marginalised further. Explorative 
learning on possible new measures was hardly pursued at all, while even exploitive 
learning on how to expand existing measures and transfer successful practices to other 
places was limited. This limited degree of learning is also well illustrated by the overall 
silence we observed in the focus groups when asking participants about their ideas 
and suggestions for dealing with the existing problems. It was interesting to see that, 
for example, nobody suggested that the participants could actually learn from each 
other by investigating which mitigating measures were taken by other stakeholders, 
the effects of these measures en how these measures might be transferred from one 
context to another. It raised the question whether the NSL depends on the role of a 
leader to coordinate such actions. During the interviews, a national policy officer 
concluded that, first of all, the NSL “simply does not contain a structure for different 
participants to learn from each other”. When subsequently asked why none of the 
stakeholders was initiating such a structure, the interview responses showed that all 
stakeholders felt the national government should have organized this. At the same 
time, however, they concluded that the responsible national government department 
was primarily focused on “showing to the European Union that we are doing well”. 
Interview responses also suggested that the department “ simply do not have the 
capacity to explicitly facilitate learning processes as well”.  

Without actively engaging in processes of learning from past successes and failures, 
most stakeholders in the NSL started to focus on their own task and embarked on 
missions to optimize their existing set of mitigating measures. In other words, 
exploring possible alternative mitigating measures hardly seems to be pursued at all, 
forcing many programme participants instead to only focus on processes of 
exploitation of existing measures they use (Figure 6.2, Line B). The intention of 
individual stakeholders is to improve their own set of mitigating measures to such an 
extent that “they just meet the European standards in their jurisdiction and cut all 
possible redundancy and slack from their set of mitigating measures to arrive at an 
optimal cost-benefit ratio”, as one municipal policy officer explained. Both the 
interviews and the focus group discussions indicate that the involved stakeholders 
individually embarked on this optimization process. As a supporting government 
organization employee explains, “the rationale is actually very simple, the parties try to 
mitigate to such an extent that they just meet the standards within their jurisdiction. In 
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case you are able to do more, they feel it allows them to fill up this space under the norms 
with extra infrastructure projects. The fact that the national government, for example, 
has increased the speed limit shows that they are very clever in this.” As mentioned in 
the second focus group discussion, in this process “the monitoring tool prescribes what 
you can do and what you cannot do”. In other words, as another participant added, “to 
a certain extent the monitoring tool has become our reality”.  

It is clear that any learning now taking place within the context of the NSL is 
marginalised. Centred on a monitoring tool that provides information regarding the 
degree of progress being made, learning is little more than adjusting detailed planning 
actions in “a numbers game in which we try to calculate concentrations of pollutants to 
several decimals”. In other words, monitoring is seen as “MoT testing an old car” as a 
legal expert claims. “We need to tick all the boxes to show that we are on the right track. 
In case we cannot tick a certain box, we first check whether this is not a mistake in the 
monitoring tool. If not, the stakeholder encountering the problem usually comes up with a 
stopgap remedy and hopes that it will hold in the next monitoring round”. This also 
means that “fundamental discussions on how to interpret these results are not being 
held, nor do we reassess previously made agreements. Hopes and expectations of an 
adaptive and flexible programme that would use a learning-by-doing strategy to be 
improved, therefore, are not the reality of the NSL. With the NSL, the Dutch hoped 
and expected to arrive at a situation in which the concentrations of pollutants in 
ambient air would all be below or even far below what the European standards 
prescribe. During the final interview round this optimism was greatly nuanced: “we 
end up transgressing the environmental standards in almost all major cities in the 
Netherlands” as a municipal policy officer notes. As a result, as a provincial policy 
officer puts it, despite the tremendous efforts that the Dutch have made, it appears as 
if “we have ended up in just another lock-in situation”.  

6.5 Discussion and conclusion 

Traditionally the implementation of policy programmes has been seen as a more or 
less linear process. ‘Means’ and ‘ends’ were considered to be known and hence 
programmes did not have to take account of contextual developments conditions of 
uncertainty. However, as we have shown, in planning and policy making it has become 
more and more important over time to be able to adapt through learning. In this 
chapter, we have shown how processes of learning may allow programmes to adapt 
and respond to conditions of uncertainty. As we discussed in this chapter, learning is a 
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diverse process that focuses on both improving the knowledge of the effects of 
possible policy strategies and solutions in the ‘material world’, and on bargaining and 
negotiation in which we interpret and ‘make sense’ of such knowledge. In doing so, 
learning can benefit from two complementary processes, one focused on exploring 
new ways to understand and approach problems, the other on exploiting existing 
knowledge, measures and capabilities by optimizing and refining them.  

On the basis of this framework we have studied the Dutch National Collaboration 
Programme on Air Quality [NSL]. The NSL seeks to meet the dual objective of both 
meeting European air quality standards while at the same time allowing for the 
implementation of new spatial and infrastructure projects that could potentially 
further deteriorate the air quality in the Netherlands. In addition to containing many 
spatial and infrastructure projects, the NSL also contains many mitigating measures 
meant to reduce the background concentrations of air pollutants in order to meet the 
European air quality standards. During the development of the NSL, it was explicitly 
acknowledged that the programme would have to be implemented in conditions of 
uncertainty, especially with regard to the effects of its mitigating measures, but also 
with regard to possible autonomous societal changes causing changed levels of air 
pollution. In response, the NSL contained a monitoring tool to check the progress 
being made and, if faced with disappointing results, allowed all stakeholders involved 
to discuss additional measures or even the scope and objectives of the programme. 
Hence, the NSL was considered well able to adapt to changed circumstances or 
disappointing results. In retrospect, we can conclude that NSL has not delivered on its 
promise. Despite high hopes, not all mitigating measures were successful and the NSL 
has not really been able to respond to this. In our analysis, we concluded that debates 
on the disappointing results soon marginalised. On the one hand, the ruling political 
and administrative mind-set surrounding the NSL meant that there was no room for 
exploitive learning regarding the meaning of its dual objective in practice, nor 
regarding the degree in which the NSL might have to be reframed in scope and focus. 
It is a classic example of what Christensen (1985) referred to as ‘premature consensus’, 
well-illustrated by participants’ responses that the programme must be framed as a 
success ‘no matter what’ and that ‘there is no room to discuss the objectives again’. On 
the other hand, there was also limited room for explorative learning on possible new 
measures, while even exploitive learning on how to improve and expand existing 
measures was limited. Faced with a national government that annulled some key 
existing measures, most stakeholders refrain from any active exchange of knowledge 
and practices. The result is that most stakeholders only focus on exploiting the 
measures already part of the initial NSL, while putting most effort into optimizing 
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them so as to pass the ‘sort of MoT test’ the monitoring tool has become. Again the 
NSL fell into one of the traps highlighted by Christensen (1985), i.e. the one she called 
‘premature programme’.  

With the NSL probably heading towards failure to comply with European air quality 
standards, the participants are effectively left with two possible options. The first is to 
accept the situation as it is and face the possible consequences of non-compliance. If 
this is to be avoided, the second option is to initiate an honest and open discussion 
between all involved stakeholders, in order to assess to what extent the dual objective 
of the programme can still hold and what changes might be required for meeting this 
dual objective. This could entail a discussion about the removal of some infrastructure 
projects from the programme to ensure that the standards are met, but also debates 
on additional measures that have serious financial, economic or social impact such as 
road-pricing, the closing of roads or the stimulation of a modal shift away from car 
traffic. Such debates, however, would require a clear break from the current reactive 
culture that characterizes the NSL. It would require a fresh round of exploration – both 
with regard to assessing new tools and approaches and with regard to assessing what 
objectives to pursue and choices to make. So far, the stakeholders within the NSL 
have not really been able to organize such a discussion, begging suggestions on how 
learning does and can take place within the context of adaptive programmes.  

As such, the case of the NSL contains important lessons for the development and 
implementation of adaptive programmes. First of all, it teaches us that without a 
political and administrative climate open to discussing the scope, contents and 
objectives of a programme, discussions surrounding its results may be soon 
marginalized (‘premature consensus’). The NSL was framed as a solution to a problem 
that was a widely supported compromise not to be reassessed. Even within such a 
context, learning may take place. However, the second lesson the NSL teaches us is 
that processes of learning are not self-evident and require fostering. The NSL 
remained relatively vague regarding its lines of accountability between the 
stakeholders for assessing success and failure and had no real incentives for 
participants to act in case this was needed. Clear responsibilities, contracts, 
agreements on additional actions and who was to contribute are all examples of what 
such incentives could be. What seems even more important is the fact that no one 
organization bears responsibility for the success or failure of the entire programme. In 
theory, all stakeholders should feel this responsibility. In practice, however, 
participating organizations feel responsible for the implementation of their own set of 
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mitigating measures, but do not feel responsibility for the programme as a whole. 
Consequently, there was no leadership in ensuring that stakeholders would enter into 
experimentation and debate after the disappointing results, which during our 
interviews was also considered a main reason for the NSL’s failure to foster learning 
processes. Therefore, the final key lesson the NSL teaches us is that leadership plays 
an important role in adaptive policy programmes. Involved actors often considered the 
central government for this role, however, given the fact that the government’s 
actions are heavily influenced by changing political imperatives, it might have been 
wise to assign such leadership to a more independent organization. This organization 
should then be provided with the necessary tools and instruments to not only 
stimulate that learning takes place, but also to ensure that this occurs with regard to 
both experimentation and bargaining, negotiation and debate. Interesting directions 
for further research might therefore be the question of how to embed monitoring 
processes deeply within social processes; investigation of governance tools and 
instruments that facilitate learning under conditions of uncertainty; and leadership in 
the face of change. 
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7. Conclusions and recommendations:  
programme-oriented planning approaches  
for more adaptive planning 

7.1 Wrestling with complexity 

The planning and realization of road infrastructure projects in Dutch planning appears 
to be cumbersome. As many authors have indicated, projects are increasingly faced 
with such challenges as complex legal issues and varying stakeholder needs. These put 
pressure on the project scope during project development and implementation (see, 
e.g. Hertogh and Westerveld, 2010; Cantarelli, 2011). In planning practice, a growing 
number of projects have ended up in a deadlock situation (see, e.g. Committee 
Elverding, 2008; Cantarelli et al., 2010). As a result, it has been increasingly questioned 
whether the dominant project-oriented planning approach is able to adequately deal 
with current complexities, or whether this approach may need to be reconsidered. 
Over the years, multiple alternative approaches have been suggested. One of these 
alternative approaches is to use programmes in infrastructure planning. Programmes 
can be considered a governance mechanism used to align multiple projects towards an 
overarching goal. Indeed, recent times have seen a growing application of 
programmes in Dutch infrastructure planning (see also Appendix A). However, little 
investigation into this approach has been carried out: how can this programme-
oriented planning approach be characterized, and how can a programme-oriented 
approach help to deal with complexities in infrastructure planning? With this study, we 
aimed to bridge this knowledge gap. This study conceptualizes a programme-oriented 
planning approach on the basis of alternative planning perspectives (Chapter 2), 
management approaches (Chapter 3), and insights from governance theory (Chapter 
4). Furthermore, in order to gain insight into what a programme-oriented planning 
approach might add in dealing with the complexities in infrastructure planning and to 
gain more insight into the possibilities and impossibilities of this approach, we also 
focused on important factors that should be kept in mind when developing and 
implementing programmes in infrastructure planning. In doing so, we have focused on 
the interaction between projects and programmes in infrastructure planning (Chapter 
5), and on the extent to which programmes are able to adapt to changing 
circumstances through learning (Chapter 6).  

In this chapter conclusions are drawn and recommendations for planning practice 
identified. Section 7.2 aims to provide answers to the first five research questions that 
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were formulated in Chapter 1. Subsequently, in Section 7.3 we reflect on the research 
goal. In Section 7.4 we present a research agenda that outlines interesting topics for 
further research. Finally, in Section 7.5 recommendations for planning practice are 
provided. 

7.2 Programmes in practice 

We defined five research questions in chapter one. The first three research questions 
were predominantly oriented towards conceptualizing a programme-oriented 
planning approach based on insights from other planning approaches and insights 
from related fields. In the chapters 2 to 4,, theoretical insights were applied to frame 
empirical insights. The last two chapters were more oriented towards gaining insights 
into how programme-oriented planning approaches are applied in practice. In order to 
answer these questions, we focused in-depth on different programmes in Dutch 
infrastructure planning practice. Here, empirical insights were actually applied to 
frame theoretical insights. The next sub-sections will provide answers to these 
research questions. 

7.2.1 How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to other planning 
approaches that have been applied in planning in response to problematic plan and 
project implementation and what can be learned from these approaches?  

Infrastructure planning is traditionally very sectoral in nature. In the Netherlands, for 
instance, specific legislation (e.g. Infrastructure Act [Tracewet]), a sectoral policy 
framework (e.g. National Spatial and Infrastructure Strategy [Structuurvisie 
Infrastructuur en Milieu], and specific funding mechanisms (e.g. Multi-annual 
Programme Infrastructure, Space and Transport [Meerjarenprogramma Infrastructuur 
Ruimte en Transport]) have been developed in order to solve transport and 
infrastructure issues. As a result, infrastructure planning is often confined to the 
development of additional infrastructure. Transport problems are considered in 
relation to existing transport infrastructure and subsequently, attempts to solve these 
problems are carried out on the basis of a technical-rational planning process. In 
Chapter 2, we have shown that, despite the fact that theoretically this approach 
should deliver an optimally functioning transport system, actual practice was 
confronted with two interrelated issues: fragmentation and implementation failures. 
Fragmentation relates to the fact that infrastructure planning has often been 
insufficiently attentive to conflicts or complementarities with social, economic and 
environmental developments that would be affected by the infrastructural 
development. Implementation failures or ‘implementation gaps’ relate to the 
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problematic implementation of many road infrastructure plans. For a long time, it was 
assumed that once the end had been identified and the means determined the 
implementation of infrastructure plans was assured. In practice, however, plan 
implementation proved to be much more complex than simply connecting the means 
to the end.  

In response to these issues, various planning approaches have been developed. On the 
basis of an extensive literature research we identified two prominent responses which 
are currently still being applied: a more project-oriented planning approach and a 
more comprehensive planning approach.  

The strengths of a project-oriented planning approach lie in its orientation to a defined 
scope of activities, its ability to define the problem as narrowly as possible, and its 
ability to engage in the activities required to solve to problem. As such, the project-
oriented planning approach was considered able to deal with the issue of problematic 
implementation. The idea was that, as projects would only focus on narrowly defined, 
small and concentrated alterations or additions to the infrastructure network, project 
management was able to ensure compliance to this predefined output throughout the 
project lifecycle. The project-oriented approach has been praised for its ability to 
protect a project against unforeseen interference from its environment. However, as 
we note in Chapter 2 as well, a project’s clearly defined scope and relative isolation 
from its context is not only an advantage, but also a significant weakness. 
Infrastructure projects focus on satisfying specific ambitions defined in advance by the 
project principal. As a result, aspects such as dynamics, variability, iterations and 
uncertainty tend to be marginalized. Moreover, as different projects are initiated by 
different organizations, each of these projects focuses on a specific set of elements 
able to contribute to the improvement of transport and infrastructure quality. As 
projects can be characterized by an internal focus on compliance with the predefined 
scope, adopting a project-oriented planning approach to resolve problematic plan 
implementation may actually increase the risk of fragmented planning action. 

The strength of comprehensive infrastructure planning lies in the fact that it takes 
account of the larger transport system and considers this in relation to other existing 
systems, such as the land use and environmental planning systems. It assumes that all 
systems exert both direct and indirect effects on each other. In a comprehensive view, 
related aspects of mobility are considered and conflicts and complementarities 
between various policy fields can be taken into account. This not only allows for 
gaining a better grip on unanticipated policy effects, but also for delivering synergistic 
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benefits between different planning and policy actions. However, in planning practice, 
a more integrated and comprehensive planning approach has proven very difficult to 
realize. Because of its broad coverage, it takes time to complete the data collection, to 
analyse it and to develop a comprehensive plan that takes account of all 
interrelationships. Typically, as we show in Chapter 2, the conditions and context may 
change in the meantime, which makes the findings less useful and difficult to 
implement in practice. 

In comparison to these approaches, a programme-oriented planning approach 
appears to be oriented towards connecting both approaches through processes of (i) 
focusing and (ii) contextualizing. 

(i) Focusing  
A programme-oriented planning approach is considered to be able to provide focus to 
strategic frameworks, visions and plans. That is to say, on the programme level not all 
interrelationships that are prominent within transport and land use planning systems 
have to be taken into account. Instead, on the basis of mutually agreed criteria within 
programmes, only those issues can be taken into account that are important and 
connect various stakeholder interests and that are actually amendable to intervention. 
Possible criteria can be rather abstract, such as existing administrative conditions or 
policies that are in force, but also more technical in nature such as for example cost-
benefit ratios and technological feasibility. On the basis of such criteria, projects that 
are seen as must helpful in obtaining the strategic goals set in the overall programme 
can be ‘selected’. Subsequently, on the basis of a monitoring process, project 
effectiveness can also be evaluated. In case such a project does not prove to be as 
effective in practice as anticipated beforehand, it may be cancelled and replaced with 
a new project that is considered better equipped to realize goal achievement. 

(ii) Contextualizing 
At the same time, a programme-oriented planning approach additionally allows to 
combine, unite and pool various projects in relation to one or multiple strategic goals. 
On this basis the connection between a project and its context and between the 
different projects within the programme may be improved. Aligning, combining and 
joining multiple projects together also enables the realization of strategic goals that 
could not have been obtained if the projects would have been implemented in 
isolation. This can be seen, for example, in relation to environmental rules and 
regulations. A programme can combine measures that are taken to improve 
environmental qualities with infrastructure projects that are implemented that will put 
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pressure on the existing environmental qualities and could potentially cause 
exceedences of environmental standards. Through the combination of projects and 
mitigating measures, both can be achieved simultaneously. A more or less similar 
mechanism could also be applied in relation to funding. Especially on the transport 
and land use planning nexus there might be projects that yield a profit (e.g. housing 
development), which could be used to compensate the funding of projects that cost 
money.  

As such, the conclusion can be drawn that a programme-oriented planning approach 
can combine existing project-oriented and integrated planning approaches through 
processes of focusing and contextualizing. In this way the approach appears to provide 
opportunities for connecting the best of both worlds. That is to say, both the project-
oriented as well the integrated planning approach have specific strengths but also 
weaknesses. Because a programme-oriented planning approach connects both 
planning approaches, it actually might provide opportunities to use the strengths of 
one approach to mitigate the weaknesses of the other, and vice versa.  

 7.2.2 How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to other management 
approaches that have been adopted in infrastructure planning and what can be learned 
from these approaches? 

Planning theory and practice are increasingly adopting lessons from management 
theory. Notable examples can be found in project management and strategic 
management. As argued in the previous sub-section, planners apply lessons from 
project management to help with scoping and defining a problem, to engage in the 
activities to solve the problem, and to protect the project from unforeseen 
developments during its implementation. As such, project management is aimed at 
dealing with issues that are prominent on an operational planning level. In contrast, 
planners turned to strategic management in order to help with issues of a more 
strategic nature. Examples include the issue of how to deal with the tension between 
comprehensive strategies and to select a limited number of strategic key issue areas; 
dealing with organizational and institutional dynamics in plan development and 
implementation; and connecting long-term strategies to short-term action. The 
literature on how strategic management insights might help in dealing with these 
issues in planning is steadily expanding. 

In addition to these issues on a more operational and a more strategic level, we have 
also identified challenges that are manifest on the level between the strategic and the 
operational. In Chapter 3, we identified three challenges: (i) the need to integrate 
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content, which refers to implementing strategic plans by linking them to operational 
projects and embedding these projects in a more strategic context; (ii) the need to 
develop joint organizational structures, which refers to finding a structure that is able 
to link different organizational goals; (iii) the need to mould fixed and separate 
procedures into more adaptive joint decision-making processes, which refers to the 
notion that organizations involved in infrastructure planning and realization need to 
take better account of possible inferences to other processes and procedures, while 
organizing their own decision-making structure. A programme-oriented planning 
approach is based on the idea that the accomplishment of planning tasks relies more 
and more on work being carried out in different interrelated projects distributed across 
organizations, which may or may not overlap in time. 

Based on case study research into the Randstad Urgency Programme [RU] and the 
National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL], we investigated to what 
extent adopting lessons from programme management into infrastructure planning 
might help in order to deal with these three challenges. Both cases focused on a 
different type of programme management approach. In the RU, programme 
management can be considered a scaled-up version of project management. In this 
perspective, a programme-oriented planning approach is focused on the internal 
coordination of a set of related projects in order to reduce the incidence of backlogs 
and delays and enable monitoring, directing and controlling of the implementation of 
this set of projects. In the NSL, programme management was more based on ideas 
and insights from strategic management. This meant that the programme-oriented 
planning approach was characterized by an external focus on aligning interdependent 
projects with requirements, goals, and drivers for the wider programme context. For 
example, on the basis of an annual monitoring round, developments with regard to 
the air quality would be brought in direct relation to project implementation. In order 
to ensure the projects could be implemented, stakeholders had agreed to undertake 
additional mitigating measures whenever the monitoring showed disappointing 
results.  

It is interesting to note that both programme-oriented planning approaches share a 
large overlap in practice, despite their different programme management approaches. 
For example, in both approaches the programme team had no direct influence on 
project decision making. Rather, the programmes were seen as a platform where 
different parties could come together. In both cases, we identified two ways to 
structure the discussion to be held. On the one hand, both programmes applied a large 
set of management tools. Examples include strategically organizing meetings, 
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‘naming and shaming’, and ‘project ambassadors’ (see Chapter 3). On the other hand, 
both programmes also contained a monitoring tool. The idea behind this was both to 
provide insight into the progress of the projects within the programme – as was 
prominent in the case of the RU – as well as to provide insight into developments in 
the context of the programme – which proved to be the case in the NSL. In this way, 
programme management provided lessons for infrastructure planners on how to 
orchestrate inter-organizational implementation.  

As both the RU and the NSL show, programme management functions on the basis 
that, although it incorporates ideas that relate to hierarchic management, it is also 
linked to other ideas on governance and management. In the RU case, for example, 
programme management was also organized on the basis of incentives and ideas that 
relate to competition between projects or project stakeholders. As mentioned above, 
particularly the ‘naming and shaming’-strategy can be seen in this light. In case of the 
NSL, programme management related to the idea of facilitating interaction in order 
for the participants to gain an understanding of their interdependencies. These 
interdependencies were subsequently used as an important argument in the 
management of the programme. Interestingly, what follows from this is that the 
lessons that can be drawn from programme management do not so much relate to the 
traditional hierarchic conception behind programme management. Instead, 
programme management mainly provides lessons that relate to the idea of soft 
control and the establishment of a level playing-field in which participants would 
correct each other’s action through interaction, rather than there being a programme 
team with the hierarchical power to do so. These are important lessons for future 
programme-oriented planning approaches to take into account.  

7.2.3 How does a programme-oriented planning approach relate to insights from 
governance theory? 

The idea that infrastructure projects are becoming more and more interdependent is 
one of the central elements in our research. In Chapter 4, for example, these growing 
interdependencies are reflected in the fact that the scope of individual projects was far 
too limited to comply to environmental rules and regulations. To deal with air quality 
in particular, a National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL] was 
established in the Netherlands. This programme contains all spatial and infrastructure 
projects that might influence air quality and contains a wide set of mitigating 
measures that are to be implemented by all stakeholders involved in order to ensure 
that, despite the implementation of detrimental projects, air quality standards in the 



Towards a programme-oriented planning approach  

190 

 

Netherlands will be reached. Projects and stakeholders within the programme thus 
depend on each other and have to trust all involved parties to uphold made 
agreements. A programme-oriented planning approach connects multiple actors 
through the collaborative implementation of a portfolio of interrelated projects and 
mitigating measures. As also discussed in Chapter 4, this means that a programme-
oriented planning approach can be seen as a means to deal with a variety of 
stakeholder perceptions, wider context and emerging developments, providing some 
sort of structure in which different projects can be regarded on the basis of strategic 
goals, possible synergies and project interdependencies. 

As our analysis of governance literature in Chapter 4 shows, there is a growing 
recognition that the implementation of policies and programmes does not so much 
depend on the coordinative capacity of one central party, but more and more on the 
cooperation of a multitude of involved stakeholders. More and more literature reflects 
on the shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’, or, as we interpreted it in Chapter 4, 
from central government coordination (‘governance through coordination’) towards a 
reliance on more decentralized government networks. Within these networks, 
coordination is expected to result from bottom-up self-governance processes by 
interacting actors that emerge from either competition and market processes 
(‘governance through competition’) or active actor participation (‘governance through 
argumentation or collaboration’). Governance through competition can be found in 
practice in relation to concepts such as the ‘managerial turn’, and New Public 
Management (NPM) which is aimed at improving the efficiency of the public sector by 
trying to manage governmental agencies as if it were private organizations. 
Governance through argumentation or collaboration is closely related to the 
communicative turn in planning, in which governance is seen as dependent upon and 
emerging within a network of participating societal groups that are related to the 
planning issue at hand. These three modes of governance are referred to as the 
‘governance triangle’ or the ‘three C’s of governance’ (coordination, completion, 
collaboration) – see also Figure 4.2. As discussed in Chapter 4, the inclusion of multiple 
parties and the idea that parties are more or less equal has resulted in the fact that 
more and more governance arrangements emerge in which coordinative, competitive 
and argumentative elements are mixed. As we discussed in the previous sub-section, 
these arrangements are also increasingly common in infrastructure planning. 
Theoretically, stakeholders can benefit from other involved stakeholders’ knowledge 
and expertise in such a governance arrangement. 
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The NSL case analysis in Chapter 4 makes it clear that in programmes such as the NSL, 
central government can indeed benefit from regional and local government’s 
expertise in taking mitigating measures to improve air quality based on local 
circumstances and opportunities. However, despite this benefit, the NSL-case shows 
that there are also important risks in sharing competences, knowledge and 
responsibilities. These risks are also indicated in governance theory. One important 
risk is that there is no longer a central party controlling the formulation of strategic 
objectives and their implementation. Rather, this has become dependent on the 
willingness and ability of individual stakeholders to act in accordance with the 
intentions and mutual agreements between other stakeholders. As we have seen, this 
leaves room for actors to behave opportunistically. Moreover, in case of problems it 
may be difficult to assign problem ownership and responsibility to specific actors in 
such joint governance arrangements as the NSL. This was argued both in Chapter 4 as 
well as Chapter 6. In order to be able to respond to these risks, it proves important that 
these risks are acknowledged and accounted for in the management and governance 
of programmes, i.e. the programme has to include checks and balances that allow it to 
respond to both opportunistic behaviour and difficult problem assignment. 

As Chapter 4 shows, the NSL was equipped with checks and balances that should 
allow the programme to respond to opportunistic behaviour and difficult problem 
ownership. Within the NSL programme, it is outlined that all involved stakeholders 
must carry out their share, and – in case mitigating measures do not sort their 
anticipated effect – all parties have to undertake joint additional action. Although 
these checks and balances were established on paper, in Chapter 4 we showed that 
these were not being followed up upon in planning practice. Our analysis shows that 
more and more stakeholders proved to act opportunistically and decided not to 
intensify their actions when needed. No one stakeholder felt responsible to take up 
this issue and hold other actors accountable. In other words, the NSL lacked clear 
leadership, leaving it up to the other stakeholders involved to do more and deal with 
the issue.  

As a result, the success of a programmatic approach such as the NSL is placed in the 
hands of individual participants. In Chapter 4 we also argued that governance and 
leadership are particularly important in circumstances that can be described as a social 
dilemma. In case of a social dilemma, some stakeholders can profit from efforts made 
by others, triggering free-rider behaviour. In the case of the NSL we have shown that 
all participants were aware of which additional mitigating measures are needed, but 
that the willingness to also really undertake these measures was low. Instead of 
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undertaking actions, some important stakeholders predominantly hoped that others 
will do something extra, which will also positively influence their own situation. As 
discussed, faced with such a situation, coordination is required. This can be 
established through, e.g., appointing a central party with the capacity to regain 
coordinative control, or through one stakeholder showing leadership and ensuring 
that other stakeholders will take their responsibility.  

Interestingly, what the NSL case teaches us: in order for a programme to function on 
the basis of a more collaborative and decentralized form of governance, involved 
actors on both central and lower levels of government paradoxically require 
coordinative instruments to enable coordination, to hold each other accountable for 
their performance, and to establish rules and sanctions. In other words, not only is it 
important to establish ‘rules of the game’ that set the framework for coordinative and 
competitive action, but also to find ways to ensure that these rules will be followed.  

In addition, the NSL case also shows that the governance of programmes is dependent 
on the circumstances. As conditions both within as well as outside the programme 
change over time, governance arrangements should also be able to adjust the balance 
between coordinative, competitive and collaborative elements to the situation at 
hand. For example, as the case of the NSL indicates, in the initiation phase of a 
programme the balance may shift more towards collaborative elements to bond the 
involved stakeholders. Then, during the programme implementation, the balance may 
shift towards competitive elements to come up with incentives that stimulate 
stakeholder action. Finally, in order to successfully bring a programme to an end, 
coordinative elements may be used to ensure that stakeholders will uphold previously 
made agreements. This way, depending on a context that changes through space and 
time, the balance within the governance mix may also change in a well-balanced 
programme-oriented planning approach. 

7.2.4 How does a programme-oriented planning approach impact the complexities 
experienced at project-level in infrastructure planning? 

In this study, projects have been regarded as single interventions in the infrastructure 
network. On the basis of our project management literature analysis, projects are 
considered to be thoroughly planned and specified in three interrelated dimensions: (i) 
scope, what the project should achieve; (ii) time, when should it be finished; and (iii) 
costs, the resources to be spent. Project management literature argues that these 
aspects should be stipulated in detail, consistently and steadily through the project 
lifecycle. Project management is focused on ensuring compliance to this stipulated 
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output. In planning literature, however, several contextual factors can be found that 
may influence the linear development of projects towards the fixed scope within time 
and budget. In Chapter 5, we referred to these factors as the complexities that projects 
have to deal with in planning practice. On the basis of a literature review, we have 
distinguished the following five categories of complexities that projects encounter in 
planning practice: technical, social, legal, financial, and political complexities. 
Technical and social complexities relate to the different perceptions of the involved 
stakeholders and to discussions on the nature and scope of the project. For example, 
conflicting technical arguments about whether a project should include a tunnel, an 
open trench or only noise barriers to mitigate environmental externalities can be seen 
as technical complexity. Discussions on these topics that do not specifically relate to 
which technical option should be selected, but more to why specific options should be 
selected can be seen as social complexities. An example from everyday practice is the 
argument by residents who live in the vicinity of a highway that the new highway 
should be in a tunnel, because then they will have the least nuisance from it, even 
though rules and regulation do not prescribe a tunnel. Of course, the reversed 
situation is also possible, e.g. in the case of legal complexities being introduced to the 
project. These complexities relate to the challenge many infrastructure projects face: 
to adhere to general and sectoral rules and regulations. Financial complexities relate 
to the different financial frameworks that actors can apply within a project. Finally, 
political complexity relates to the dynamics of political decision-making. Political 
attention is often important to enable funding and decision-making. In Chapter 5 we 
saw that these complexities did indeed influence the performance and development of 
the A4 Burgerveen – Leiden road infrastructure project in the Netherlands.  

In this chapter we also discussed the typical project management response to these 
complexities. It appears that project management theory usually considers these 
complexities a risk to be avoided or managed. Risk management, therefore, is often 
seen a central element to sound project management. Risk management is focused on 
reducing the probability of a project perturbation and the magnitude of its impact in 
order to increase the chance of project success. Risk management, however, is rather 
defensive in nature and is focused on maintaining control. As a result, projects are 
prone to end up in a ‘paradox of project control’: through the focus on a stable project 
scope and control of time and financial resources, projects end up estranged from 
their context, which actually increases the chance that project complexities will 
intervene in the project lifecycle. 
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In Chapter 5 we investigated how a programme-oriented planning approach can help 
and influence the complexities that are experienced on project level. We discussed 
how the programmes were able to raise project-bound debate to a higher, more 
strategic policy level. Our study suggests that in practice, the direct influence from 
programmes on projects appears to be rather limited. In relation to the studied 
project, the investigated programmes (the Urgent Approach Programme [PS] and the 
National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality [NSL]), for example, did not result in 
a changed project scope. Instead, programmes seem to primarily influence projects in 
an indirect way, through stabilizing the project context. As discussed in Chapter 5, we 
found that the main contribution of a programme in infrastructure planning to 
projects is that it provides the necessary preconditions for a project-oriented planning 
approach to proceed. Our case study reveals that a programme-oriented planning 
approach does not replace the project-oriented planning approach. Rather, the two 
can be used to complement each other. Chapter 5 makes it clear that programmes 
may serve as a sort of ‘firewall’ to protect project implementation from possible 
contextual developments such as legislation, political discussion, or other complexities 
that could interfere with project delivery. Under these stable conditions, the 
traditional project management approach – which is linear in nature and assumes that 
contextual developments do not interfere with project delivery – can function in an 
optimal way. In the case of the A4 road infrastructure project, for example, decision-
making really speeded up after the project became part of the programme. Of course, 
intensive stakeholder consultation had already been undertaken, but what initially 
took from 1999 till 2007, was then realized in less than two years. Furthermore, the 
scope as well as the costs of the project were stabilized. Historic estimates had 
differed more than € 200 million throughout time, but from the moment the project 
entered the programme, costs remained more or less stable. As such the A4 
Burgerveen – Leiden case makes clear that a programme-oriented planning approach 
indirectly impacts project performance regarding scope, time, and cost. Not through 
focusing more on project control, but by providing essential preconditions and 
creating a stable environment so that project management techniques can be 
effectively applied. 

7.2.5 How and to what extent can programmes enable learning in planning to adapt to a 
changing context through time? 

As has been mentioned throughout this thesis, programmatic planning approaches 
are not new in spatial planning (see, for example Chapter 1 and Chapter 3). However, 
as has also been discussed, in these traditional programmatic planning approaches 
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such as for example the Planning Programming Budgeting System (PPBS) and the 
Analysis of Interconnected Decision Area (AIDA), programmes were considered rather 
static in nature. Strategic goals were established based on a detailed analysis of the 
issue at hand. Subsequently, actions and approaches were developed and 
implemented in order to reach these goals. In other words, in the traditional 
conception, both programme goals and programme means were known and 
considered stable throughout the implementation of the programme. This means that 
once the strategic programme goal was established the goal could be operationalized 
and projects and related actions could be developed and implemented in order to 
reach it. 

As discussed in Chapter 6, programmes should actually be able to adapt to changing 
circumstances and accommodate for learning processes during programme 
development and implementation in order to deal with the complexities and dynamics 
in today’s planning environment. In this chapter we specifically focused on the NSL, 
which was explicitly framed as an adaptive policy programme that should be able to 
anticipate and adapt to changing circumstances and insights.  

We developed a framework on the basis of insights from both planning theory and 
practice and organizational learning literature to investigate whether and how the 
NSL has been able to facilitate the learning strategies required to ‘adapt and flex’ to 
changing circumstances. From planning theory and practice, we adopted the idea that 
adaptive planning approaches and programmes should focus both on processes of 
learning and experimentation to gain information on what works in practice, and on 
processes of negotiation and debate between stakeholders to interpret and make 
sense of new information. From organizational learning we adopted the idea that 
adaptive policies and programmes should focus both on processes of exploitation, that 
is, focusing on improving the use of knowledge already known, and on processes of 
exploration, which focuses on developing new knowledge and innovative approaches 
to be used. As discussed in Chapter 6, we found that adaptive programmes should 
both allow for debates so as to make sense of new information and findings, and allow 
for a continuous interaction between exploitation and exploration.  

In addition, while combining insights drawn from both disciplines, we can also identify 
two main risks faced by adaptive programmes. First, there is the risk that the 
implementation of the programme will be constrained by ‘premature programming’. 
This relates to a situation in which we forget explorative strategies and create a lock-in 
of relying on a narrow set of options that only allow for a limited degree of 
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exploitation. Our analysis of the NSL in Chapter 6 shows that such premature 
programming constrains the capacity to learn about the suitability of the actions and 
approaches adopted during programme implementation, which, as a result, makes the 
programme rather inflexible in nature. Second, our analysis suggests that there is the 
risk of ‘premature consensus’. This relates to a situation in which we forget to 
reinterpret our objectives and definitions in the face of new information and ideas. 
Premature consensus constrains the capacity to learn about the suitability of, and 
agreement on, existing problem definitions and programme goals during programme 
implementation.  

Our analysis reveals that, in the case of the NSL, responding to these risks proved to 
be difficult. The programme has been largely unable to adapt to changes in its context 
and make use of new information. Instead, the programme has remained practically 
the same throughout the implementation phase. As a result, the NSL is now likely to 
fail in producing the required air quality improvements.  

As such, the NSL teaches us some important lessons on what it means for 
programmes to be adaptive. First of all, our analysis of the NSL shows that learning 
processes are very important for programmes in order to be adaptive. At the same 
time, the NSL also shows that these processes are not self-evident and need to be 
actively stimulated throughout both the development as well as the implementation 
of the programme. The second lesson we can draw from the NSL is that it is important 
for adaptive programmes to be implemented in a political and administrative climate 
that is open for discussion of the programme scope, content and objectives. As we 
made clear in Chapter 6, our analysis of the NSL case indicates that if this is not the 
case, discussions regarding programme results may soon be marginalized. This 
appears to be primarily a process of informing politicians, not only about the 
ramifications of adaptive programmes before these are established, but also on the 
progress and the potential additional actions that might be required during 
programme implementation. This also links to the third and final lesson, which is that 
being able to adapt to changing circumstances along the programme lifecycle also 
requires adaptive leadership. One or more of the parties involved should be capable of 
ensuring stakeholders to enter into new rounds of exploration or exploitation in case 
this is required by the circumstances. 
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7.3 Reflection: developing and implementing programmes in infrastructure 
planning 

With this study we aimed to “gain greater insight in the characteristics of a programme-
oriented planning approach and the way it deals with complexities in infrastructure 
planning, in order to provide directions for the design and development of programmes in 
infrastructure planning. In this section we will reflect on this research objective. First, 
we discuss what a programme-oriented planning approach entails. Second, we will 
discuss how a programme-oriented planning approach addresses and deals with the 
complexities in infrastructure planning. Third and last, we will reflect on aspects that 
need to be taken into account in the design and development of future programme-
oriented planning approaches. 

Characteristics of a programme-oriented planning approach 

From a practical perspective, this study’s point of departure was the observation that 
in planning practice a programme appears to be a programme when it is labeled as 
such. This was previously discussed in Chapter 1. On the basis of our theoretical 
reflection, we found that programmes fill the gap between strategic goals and 
operational projects. On a more abstract level, as Salet and Faludi (2000) argue, 
planning has experienced the ‘revival of strategic planning’, something that we also 
discussed in Chapters 1, 2 and 3 of this study. Whereas strategic plans traditionally 
provided a relatively detailed and comprehensive outline for future development, 
current strategic plans in the Netherlands seem to be more general in nature and to 
provide more of a ‘sense of direction’ for future development. This also means that in 
order to materialize these strategic plans, the development path should be left 
relatively open, flexible and also dependent upon other (contextual) developments. In 
addition, traditional programmatic planning approaches such as the Planning 
Programming Budgetting System (PPBS) and the Analysis of Interconnected Decision 
Areas (AIDA) focused on the establishment of one ‘critical path’ towards goal 
achievement. In relation to developments on the strategic level, programmes are now 
more and more seen as a structure that actually allows for multiple paths towards goal 
achievement. Dependent on contextual events and new insights, other development 
paths can be followed. At the same time, this requires programmes to learn and 
experiment in order to be able to respond to changing conditions. Programmes should 
build the capacity to learn and adapt to new circumstances and insights. As mentioned 
above, exploration and exploitation are important processes in building such adaptive 
capacity.  
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We discussed how individual projects are influenced by contextual developments on 
the operational level. Complexities on project level influence project implementation. 
Projects have also become increasingly dependent on developments in the context 
and on each other. As argued, for example, by Maylor et al. (2006) and Newell et al. 
(2008), the accomplishment of planning tasks relies more and more on work being 
carried out in different interrelated projects, which are distributed across 
organizations and which may or may not overlap in time. As a result, the idea that 
projects should become more receptive towards their context and towards other 
projects has gained ground in relation to the programme-oriented planning approach. 
This means that a programme-oriented planning approach is seen as a means to 
discuss interrelationships between various projects, but also to establish shared goals 
and as a means for joint reflection on the frameworks and preconditions of project 
implementation. On the one hand, this relates to processes of contextualizing as 
discussed in the previous section and in Chapter 2. When focusing more on these 
elements, programmes can be seen as a way to structure the various interrelationships 
and interdependencies between the constituent projects. On the other hand, this 
programme structure can also function as a ‘firewall’ to protect projects from 
unforeseen developments, as mentioned in the previous section and also in Chapter 5. 
This way, programmes actually provide the optimal conditions for projects to be 
implemented.  

On balance, in relation to both the strategic and the operational planning level, 
programmes provide a platform in which different projects and related activities are 
linked to each other, various projects and strategies can be aligned, and shared goals 
can be realized by combining several issues within one joint solution strategy. This 
requires a well-balanced governance strategy, in which elements, dependent on the 
circumstances, are balanced more towards governance-through-coordination, 
governance-through-competition, or governance-through-collaboration. On this 
basis, a programme-oriented planning approach in an infrastructure planning context, 
can be conceived as: 

 the pursuit of strategic goals and benefits through an integrated approach in 
such a way that interrelated projects and stakeholders reinforce each other, while 
taking account of the specifics of the situation at hand.  

Dealing with complexity 

This definition of a programme-oriented planning approach in an infrastructure 
planning context also implies that it is not a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. As we have 
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seen in this study, attuning the variety of projects and stakeholders to each other in 
the development and implementation of programmes in infrastructure planning 
require a mix of various planning, management and governance approaches. 
Programmes require delicate balancing of developments on the strategic and the 
operational planning level; of management types (e.g. more strategic- or more project 
management-based); and of different modes of governance (e.g. governance through 
coordination, governance through competition and governance through 
argumentation). As such it can be seen as an approach that is in keeping with the 
theoretical idea that institutional and organizational diversity and multiple governance 
approaches increase the capacity to deal with complex issues (e.g. Kooiman, 2003; 
Ostrom, 2005; Folke et al., 2005). As Duit et al. (2010) make clear, this idea is closely 
related to Ashby’s ‘Law of Requisite Variety’, which states that for an agent to control 
a system he must be able to elicit a unique response for every possible state of the 
system: “only variety can destroy variety” (Ashby, 1956, p. 207) or as Beer (1979) puts 
it more kindly “variety absorbs variety” (p. 286). In other words, the complexity of a 
planning approach to solve a specific planning issue should be attuned to the 
complexity of the issue at hand. A large subdivision of planning literature endorses the 
idea that planning issues can be distinguished based on degrees of complexity (see, 
e.g. De Roo & Silva, 2010; Balducci et al., 2011; Portugali et al., 2012). On the basis of a 
comparison between the type of planning objective (single and fixed goals vs. multiple 
composite and dependent goals) and the type of planning process (central guidance 
vs. participative interaction), De Roo (2002) distinguishes between simple, complex 
and very complex situations. Following this line of reasoning would imply that a 
project-oriented planning approach would, for example, be appropriate in a situation 
that could be characterized as relatively simple. In comparison to this project-oriented 
planning approach, the diversity of options for dealing with complexities in 
infrastructure planning is considerably larger within a programme-oriented planning 
approach. As we discussed in this study (see, e.g. Chapters 4 and 5), a programme-
oriented planning approach relates to concepts such as decentralization, deliberation, 
stakeholder participation and self-regulation, all of which have traditionally been 
considered to be more effective for addressing difficult problems in planning and 
implementation (Wolsink and Breukers, 201o; Zuidema, 2011). In addition, a 
programme-oriented planning approach is also linked to adaptive management and 
learning, which, as amongst others Duit et al. (2010) make clear, relates to trial-and-
error-based policy experiments, processes of exploration and exploitation and 
context-specific and network-based incremental policy making to achieve strategic 
objectives (see also Chapter 6). Theoretically, a programme-oriented planning 



Towards a programme-oriented planning approach  

200 

 

approach is thus firmly embedded in the “diversity hypothesis” (Duit et al., 2010), 
which assumes that “institutional and organizational diversity is the most effective 
way to cope with complexity” (p. 365). 

Directions for the development and design of future programme-oriented planning 
approaches 

However, as we argue in this study, the successful implementation and realization of 
programmes in infrastructure planning is far from easy. On the basis of the research, 
several directions for the development and design of future programme-oriented 
planning approaches can be distinguished. The discussion above and the definition of 
programme-oriented planning suggest some important elements for the development 
and design of such an approach. Below we will focus on three important elements in 
particular: 

1. Governance mix 
2. Monitoring and feedback 
3. Leadership and change 
 

1. Governance mix 
Finding the right mix of different modes of governance that is appropriate for the 
situation at hand is a delicate exercise. Adding to the complexity is the fact that this 
balance is also determined by contextual developments that vary in space and time. 
As a result, the mix of governance modes to successfully implement programmes in 
infrastructure planning varies throughout the programme lifecycle. As discussed, the 
development of programmes in infrastructure planning is seen in relation to the shift 
from hierarchic central command and control towards processes of bottom-up self-
governance by interacting actors. For example, in the initiation and development 
phases of programmes, the involved stakeholders often have to grow an 
understanding of the interdependencies between existing projects and between 
planned developments. This requires them to find a way to accommodate multiple 
stakeholder preferences and goals. Our research has shown that under such 
circumstances, a decentralized governance network enable participants to 
collaboratively make sense of the situation and jointly develop mutually accepted 
strategies in order to move forward. However, our research has also made clear that in 
later phases in the lifecycles of programmes in which agreed projects and related 
actions must be implemented, processes of self-governance that are central to 
decentralized governance approaches do not always emerge. A prominent example 
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can be found in the NSL case described in this thesis. Paradoxically, participants 
involved in the investigated programmes point out the need to have a central 
authority that has the capacity to enforce collective action and the need to have clear 
‘rules of the game’ (see, also Verhees, 2013). Throughout this study we have 
emphasized the importance of a coordinative framework that in a way provides an 
arena or creates a platform for involved stakeholders to find a balance, either on the 
basis of negotiations, bargaining and demand mechanisms (see, also Allmendinger, 
2002; Harvey, 2005) or on sense-making in sharing and discussing various arguments 
(see also Woltjer, 2000; De Bruijn et al., 2002; Sager, 2006; Termeer, 2009). In other 
words, competitive or collaborative approaches should be undertaken within a 
coordinative framework which outlines the rules of the game. 

2. Monitoring and feedback 
Monitoring processes are a fundamental part of these rules. They enable to 
programme to be able to respond to changes within its context. As such, they function 
as an important feedback mechanism during programme implementation. Not only 
do they provide insight in developments that take place in the context of the 
programme, they can also be used to gain overview on the progress of projects within 
the programme. That is to say, through monitoring it can be assessed whether 
projects really sort their anticipated effects needed to meet the strategic objectives, or 
whether additional actions need to be undertaken. We have shown that this could take 
place in the form of developing alternative projects, but that effort can also be put into 
optimizing current projects. Another option is to adjust the goal to what seems 
practically feasible. However, on the basis of a case study into the National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality implemented in the Netherlands, we can 
conclude that these responses do not always emerge. Collaborative action in response 
to changes either within the programme or in the programme context also seems to 
be dependent on leadership.  

3. Leadership and change 
Even though a coordinative framework may be in place, leadership is needed within a 
programme in order to ensure a follow-up on the monitoring results and respond to 
issues that emerge during the implementation of the programme (e.g. Van Houten, 
2013). This means that in order to successfully implement a programme, a 
programme-oriented planning approach should contain a coordinative framework, a 
monitoring tool to check whether agreements are really uphold and projects deliver 
their anticipated results, and stakeholders who are able to create lines of 
accountability between all participants in order to ensure that the participants indeed 
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undertake action should developments in the context make this necessary. These 
stakeholders should be equipped with the adequate capacities and competences so 
that they can actually take on this role. Literature shows that inter-organizational 
coordination requires a lot of effort (see, e.g. Alexander, 1993) and that the parties 
who feel or who are responsible for doing so should be able to shift between different 
leadership roles. For example, on the one hand, leadership is based on the idea of 
connecting stakeholders and allowing commitment to grow between them. This 
means that leadership entails the capacity to connect parties to each other, i.e. 
connective leadership (see, e.g. Lipman-Blumen, 1992). On the other hand, leadership 
is also based on the idea that leaders are capable of ensuring that participants uphold 
previously made agreements and have the capacity to sanction in non-compliance and 
reward in case of compliance. That is to say, leadership also entails coordinative 
capacity. More or less the same situation applies with leadership as it does with 
governance: dependent on the circumstances, the leadership role might require a 
different interpretation. It is important to take these contingent relationships into 
account in order to successfully develop and implement programmes in infrastructure 
planning.  

7.4 Research agenda 

This study has explored the programme-oriented planning approach. In particular, we 
focused on the infrastructure planning sector in the Netherlands. On the basis of 
various case studies, we provided an in-depth account of the characteristics of a 
programme-oriented planning approach and its added value in planning practice. As 
discussed in the previous section, on this basis, we have been able to provide several 
key lessons important to the development and implementation of programme-
oriented planning approaches in planning. Although we focused on infrastructure 
planning in the Netherlands, we consider the results to be relevant for other fields of 
planning as well – for example, fields related to energy, climate adaptation or spatial 
quality. We also consider the results relevant to other countries – in particular those 
that are also increasingly facing the tension between the desire to construct additional 
infrastructure while maintaining and possibly improving environmental quality at the 
same time. Examples include neighbouring countries such as Germany, the United 
Kingdom, and France.  

As discussed in Section 1.7, this study is primarily explorative, using only a limited 
amount of cases. However, these cases were studied intensively using qualitative 
research methods. This means we provided first insights into the programme-oriented 
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planning approach. However, it will be worthwhile to further follow and study this 
planning approach as it emerges, in order to gain more insight – not only into how this 
approach may be better applied in Dutch infrastructure planning, but also into how it 
might be used in other planning systems or other stages of the planning cycle. The 
remainder of this section will discuss the suggestions for further research that are 
mentioned in textbox 7.1 and further explained below. 

 
Textbox 7.1: recommendations for further research 

 
1. Further investigate contingent relationships between the different strategies and 

techniques of a programme-oriented planning approach with various programme 
contexts. 

Project and programme management literature is often highly instructive in nature. 
That is to say, it typically includes textbooks or manuals that present models towards 
‘project excellence’ or are focused on ‘critical success factors’ of programme 
implementation (e.g. Westerveld, 2003; Lycett et al., 2004; Lee and Yu, 2011; Aviram 
et al., 2013). The underlying assumption in this type of literature is that project and 
programme-oriented approaches can more or less be seen as ‘one-size-fits-all 
approaches’. That is to say, the assumption is that irrespective of the context, 
following such steps or taking in mind such specific critical success factors as 
presented in the manual will lead to successful project or programme delivery. 
However, throughout this study, we have shown the importance and influence of the 
context of programmes and we have provided in-depth insight into how various 
contextual developments influence its performance through time. Therefore, it might 
be useful if project and programme management literature were to pay more 
attention to the contingent relationships between the context and a project or 

1. Further investigate contingent relationships between the different strategies 
and techniques of a programme-oriented planning approach with various 
programme contexts; 

2. Include other planning dimensions in the development towards sustainable 
road infrastructure planning; 

3. Further incorporate management insights on the operational and tactical level 
in planning; 

4. Explore (the potential of) programme-oriented planning approaches in related 
fields; 

5. Explore (the potential of) programme-oriented planning approaches in the 
later maintenance and operational stages of the planning cycle. 
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programme. This study is a first step in that direction, yet much more research ground 
can be explored to provide more detailed guidance about which approaches to apply 
under which circumstances. 

2. Include other planning dimensions in the development towards sustainable road 
infrastructure planning. 

Infrastructure development is increasingly considered in relation to environmental 
degradation, climatic impacts and societal trends. In response, attention for 
sustainability in infrastructure planning has also been increasing. In this study, 
sustainable road infrastructure planning has been interpreted as the idea that planning 
processes and outcomes should become more inclusive. This means that road 
infrastructure planning should be more focused on the inclusion of all stakeholders, 
related effects of infrastructure development and the impact of infrastructure 
development over time. In other words, next to the “I, here, and now”, infrastructure 
planning should also focus on “we, there, later” (Arts, 2007, p.25; see also Section 2.1). 
The trend towards a programme-oriented planning approach can also been seen in 
this light, as a programme-oriented planning approach aims to connect long-term 
goals to short-term actions, to involve multiple stakeholders and allow for the 
compensation of environmental effects on a higher level of scale and to provide a 
governance and management approach that fits well with such a more inclusive scope. 
On this basis, sustainable road infrastructure planning in this research has been 
primarily focused on the process dimension of infrastructure planning. However, 
inclusive road infrastructure planning also involves other planning dimensions that 
have been touched upon in this study, but would benefit from further study. These 
planning dimensions are threefold, including the actor-dimension, the space-
dimension, and the time-dimension. The actor-dimension (from ‘I’ to ‘we’) is 
incorporated in the ‘platform function’ that many programmes play (see also Sections 
3.6, 5.5 and 7.2.2). The space-dimension (from ‘here’ to ‘there’) is incorporated in the 
tailor-made and area-specific actions that can be included in programmes and that 
relate to overcoming fragmentation and may help programme-oriented approaches to 
fit well with their (spatial) context. Finally, the time-dimension (from ‘now’ to ‘later’) 
which is related to the implementation gap that programmes aim to solve. Although 
this these aspects have been studied in relation to the programme-oriented planning 
approach, further research on these separate planning dimensions, how they relate to 
each other, and to a programme-oriented planning approach, could help to advance 
the idea of a sustainable road infrastructure planning.  
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3. Further incorporate management insights on the operational and tactical level in 
planning 

Much of the research attention in planning has been devoted to the strategic planning 
level. That is to say, planning literature largely focuses on the initiation and 
development of strategic plans, visions, and frameworks. In line with this focus, 
planning theory has not only integrated insights from philosophy, but also from 
governance studies, policy sciences and public administration. In this study we have 
provided insight and shown the importance of planning on both tactical and 
operational planning levels. In relation to these planning levels, many lessons drawn in 
planning from, for example, policy sciences and public administration, prove to be 
rather abstract and therefore difficult to take into account in planning practice. As 
shown by this research, insights from the field of management are often more 
operational in nature and can help and guide the implementation of developments in 
planning practice. We have provided valuable lessons on how to improve current 
planning practice by incorporating insights from project and programme 
management. For example, we have provided insights into management tools that 
could also be applied in a planning context for the integration content, development 
of joint organizational structures, and moulding of existing procedures into more 
adaptive joint decision-making processes. Examples of such management tools 
include goal decomposition, strategically combining existing interdependent projects, 
and processes of ‘naming and shaming’. However, as this study is explorative in 
character, we have provided only first insights. More research attention is needed in 
order to further the integration of insights from management theory into planning. 

4. Explore (the potential of) programme-oriented approaches in related fields 
This study focused on programme-oriented planning approaches dealing with road 
infrastructure development and achieving environmental (spatial) qualities. We have 
shown how these approaches have been applied to connect strategic objectives to 
operational projects within these sectors. Recently, sectors such as energy, climate, 
and food have been gaining increasing attention in planning theory and practice (see, 
e.g. Wilson, 2006; Pelling et al., 2008; De Boer and Zuidema, 2013 for a more theoretic 
perspective and Broersma et al., 2011; Deltaprogramma, 2011 for a more practical 
perspective). Not only is this true for the Netherlands, it also applies elsewhere. 
Research shows that these sectors are also increasingly confronted with a 
misalignment between strategic aims and objectives, and what is being done on the 
operational planning level (e.g. Berkhout et al., 2006; Stremke et al., 2012). It will 
therefore be interesting to investigate what a programme-oriented planning 
approach, as studied here in the context of infrastructure planning, might add in fields 
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like energy planning or climate adaptation. In other words, it will be interesting to 
study how and to what extent a programme-oriented planning approach is able to 
deal with the complexities in these related planning fields. This would also provide 
possibilities for comparative research between these fields and infrastructure 
planning, enabling further insights with regard to more common and context-specific 
aspects in programme-oriented planning. 

5. Explore (the potential of) programme-oriented planning approaches in the later 
maintenance and operational stages of the planning cycle 

In this study, we focused on Dutch programmes that were based on the idea that in 
order to accommodate for the mobility demand, additional infrastructure needed to 
be developed. However, research has shown that the focus of road development is 
beginning to shift from improving the road infrastructure network through the 
development of various large infrastructure projects, to improving it by making minor 
additions that optimize the existing infrastructure network, as well as to maintenance, 
renovation and replacement of infrastructure networks. With this, the focus of the 
Ministry of Transport and agencies such as Rijkswaterstaat will also shift from the 
development and construction phases in the planning cycle towards maintenance and 
operation phases in the planning cycle. As current infrastructure planning is firmly 
based on the idea of developing infrastructure rather than maintaining it, which has 
been described by Deming (1986; see also Lenferink, 2013) as following the Plan-Do-
Check-Act-cycle, it is also argued that this shift would not just require government 
agencies such as Rijkswaterstaat, but indeed the entire discipline of infrastructure 
planning to (partly) reinvent itself. This increasing attention for the later stages in the 
planning cycle implies a shift towards the Check and Act phases, which are then to be 
followed by Plan and Do phases. In other words, infrastructure planning will become a 
matter of Check-Act-Plan-Do (see, e.g. Lenferink, 2013). In addition, current insights in 
literature point also towards the idea to explicitly connect infrastructure planning to 
environmental, land use and spatial planning. Based on the idea that programmes can 
provide a platform in which different developments and activities can be linked to 
each other, projects and strategies can be aligned and shared goals can be 
established, it will be interesting to investigate the role that programmes might play in 
the future of infrastructure planning in interlinking several planning sectors and 
stakeholder interests in these later phases of the planning process.  
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7.5 Recommendations for planning practice 

In the previous section we discussed the recommendations of our study for planning 
research. In this section we will shift our attention to planning practice and identify 
lessons that can be taken into account in planning practice. We will use the three 
directions for the development and design of future programme-oriented planning 
approaches that were discerned in Section 7.3 as a basis. These three directions can be 
summarized as: finding an appropriate mix between various modes of governance and 
management; the importance of monitoring in providing feedback and enabling 
learning; and the importance of leadership in changing circumstances. On the basis of 
these three topics, nine recommendations for planning practice are distinguished in 
textbox 7.2 and will be discussed below: 

 
Textbox 7.2: recommendations for planning practice  

Governance and management 
1. Governance and management of programmes should be dependent on the 

circumstances 
2. Programme management is qualitatively different from project management 
3. Collaboration is a central element in the programme-oriented planning 

approach but also comes with important risks that have to be taken in mind 
 
Monitoring and feedback 

4. Monitoring is a central element of the programme-oriented planning approach 
5. A programme-oriented planning approach should function as a platform for 

stakeholders to make sense of new information 
6. Collective action on the basis of monitoring results is dependent on the political 

and administrative context 
 
Leadership and change 

7. Collective action is also dependent upon actors showing leadership 
8. Programme development requires a sense of urgency, programme 

implementation requires leadership 
9. Leadership is required to balance processes of exploration and exploitation 
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1. Governance and management of programmes should be dependent on the 
circumstances 

The programme-oriented planning approach in infrastructure planning cannot be 
characterized by one single management or governance strategy. Rather, as we have 
indicated in this study, the successful implementation of programmes is dependent on 
a mix of various governance strategies. In this study, we have distinguished three 
different modes of governance: governance through coordination, governance 
through competition, and governance through argumentation (see also Section 4.3 
and 7.2.3). We consider programmes to be the hybrid manifestations of coordinative, 
competitive, and argumentative elements. We found that in the initiation phase of a 
programme, the balance may shift towards collaborative elements to bond the 
involved stakeholders. Subsequently, during programme implementation the balance 
may shift towards competitive elements to come up with incentives that stimulate 
stakeholder action. Finally, in order to enable goal-achievement, coordinative 
elements are to be used to ensure that stakeholders will uphold previously made 
agreements. In this way, depending on the programme lifecycle, the balance within 
the governance mix may also change.  

2. Programme management is qualitatively different from project and strategic 
management.  

Although there is a considerable area in programme management literature that 
considers programmes to be essentially large projects, research – this study included – 
has shown that even in this view, the challenges faced by programme managers are 
intrinsically different from those faced by project managers. If one adheres too much 
to the project management perspective, a programme-oriented planning approach 
runs the risk of constraining its capacity to learn in order to adapt, despite the existing 
idea – central to the programme-oriented planning approach – that programmes can 
deal with complex planning issues in a more flexible way. Compared to project 
managers, programme managers need different competencies. Instead of just 
avoiding risks, programme managers should also seek out opportunities to enhance 
inclusiveness and adaptiveness of their programmes and should be able to deal with 
considerable degrees of uncertainty, ambiguity and redundancy in their programmes. 
These aspects are central to successful programme implementation, while from a 
project management perspective, these aspects need to be reduced as much as 
possible. At the same time, while these aspects are also prominent in strategic 
management, programme management is not only focused on elucidating strategic 
goals under these circumstances, but is also very focused on enabling goal 
achievement through the implementation of various projects. In other words, 
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programme management should be seen as a balancing act between the strategic and 
project level. It also incorporates a broad set of tools from both strategic and project 
management, whereas project management is often narrowly focused on operational 
planning issues and only applies tools to deliver a predefined output. 

3. Collaboration is a central element in the programme-oriented planning 
approach but also comes with important risks that have to be taken in mind 

Collaboration between involved stakeholders is a vital element of a programme-
oriented planning approach in infrastructure planning. However, it is important to keep 
in mind that collaboration is not a panacea. Multi-party collaboration may come with 
numerous advantages, it also comes with important drawbacks. In this study, we not 
only provided insights into the opportunities that collaboration between parties 
provides, we also stressed the risks that come with cooperation between stakeholders. 
For example, we have shown how the NSL is confronted with opportunistic behaviour 
and the fact that shared responsibilities hinder problem assignment in case of 
unexpected developments. It is important for parties not to turn a blind eye to these 
risks in collaboration programmes, but to pursue strategies for dealing with these risks 
effectively. However, one should also be willing to accept the fact that in some 
circumstances, it might be even wiser not to cooperate, because of the associated 
risks. Collaboration should not be seen as a panacea – an ‘easy way out’ for dealing 
with complex issues. Instead, involved stakeholders should always be willing to assess 
whether the intrinsic difficulties will outweigh the potential gains. If so, as for example 
discussed in Chapter 4 of this study, coordinative or competitive governance 
approaches can be applied to ensure that involved stakeholders will uphold previously 
made agreements.  

4.  Monitoring is a central element in the programme-oriented planning approach. 
This study shows that programmes should contain a monitoring process that provides 
feedback on progress both in relation to output and outcome. Output relates to the 
effects of efforts undertaken within the programme. For example, do projects actually 
deliver their promise or are their results disappointing? Outcome relates to how far (or 
near) the programme is from goal achievement. This does not only include efforts 
being undertaken within the programme, but also takes the effects of contextual 
developments into account. As discussed earlier, both aspects are needed in order to 
successfully implement a programme in the uncertain and complex circumstances that 
are rather common in today’s infrastructure planning. Monitoring results are an 
important factor in the collaboration between the different programme participants. 
This can not only be seen during implementation, where monitoring provided short 
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feedback cycles that influenced collaborative decision-making, but our research also 
shows that collaboratively creating and using a monitoring tool (as a process of joint 
fact-finding, as was done in the case of the NSL) enabled participants to gain a deeper 
level of understanding in relation to the planning issues and also to gain more insight 
into the different perceptions and interests involved. In order for monitoring to 
facilitate these processes, it is important that programme executives ensure the 
monitoring tool is not contested by the stakeholders involved. This may be achieved 
by jointly adjusting and improving the monitoring tool over time. In case the 
monitoring tool does become contested, participants run the risk that in case of 
unforeseen disappointing effects, the discussion will focus on the quality of the 
monitoring tool rather than on the question of how to overcome this situation, thus 
deflecting attention away from the need for collective action.  

5. A programme-oriented planning approach should function as a platform for 
stakeholders to make sense of new information 

Monitoring processes play an important role in the creation of mutual understanding 
between the various stakeholders involved. Monitoring is central to the learning 
capacity of programmes in infrastructure planning. As intensively discussed in Chapter 
6, in order to build such learning capacity, monitoring processes should not only 
include processes of measuring and collecting information. They should also include 
processes of sense-making and debate that influence what this information means 
and how issues and policy approaches can be defined and understood. This requires a 
programme-oriented planning approach to also function as a platform where 
processes of social learning can take place. This allows for debating not only the 
results of the monitoring, but, on the basis of these results, also new projects or 
additional policy action in order to enable goal achievement. When there is little or no 
room offered for debating these results, learning processes often become 
marginalized. This does not only negatively influence programmes’ learning capacity, 
but also constrains programmes’ capacity to adapt to changing circumstances. As a 
result, programmes could become locked in predefined development paths rendering 
those programmes unable to respond to changing circumstances and hence fail to 
achieve strategic objectives. 

6. Collective action on the basis of monitoring results is dependent on the political 
and administrative context 

As addressed above, a programme-oriented planning approach can be considered a 
means to deal with and adapt to changing circumstances. In the traditional 
conception, however, programmes were seen as working in a straightforward way 
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towards a predefined goal. In order to successfully apply a programme-oriented 
planning approach in an infrastructure planning context, it is important not only to 
take note of the fact that conditions can vary in time and place, but also to note that 
this requires the programme itself to be amendable to change. For example, as the 
NSL case has shown, already undertaken actions and implementation of projects 
might need to be intensified during the implementation of the programme as a whole, 
as an individual project might sort other effects than anticipated. However, dealing 
with such issues also requires a political and administrative context willing to accept 
that changes might be needed along the way. This does not only encompass that 
politicians (allow to) install processes of monitoring, but also that they are willing to 
act on the basis of new information. However, politicians have often proven to be 
somewhat reluctant to really take monitoring results into account, as monitoring 
cycles are often not in tune with political cycles, meaning that new politicians may be 
confronted with and required to act upon monitoring results they had not themselves 
initiated. As such, learning from feedback and acting on the basis of new information 
along the way has proven difficult. It is therefore a task of the programme participants 
to ensure that (new) politicians are aware of the implications that adaptive 
programmes carry, in relation to taking action, but also in relation to administrative 
procedures such as dedicated budgets, etc. 

7. Collective action is also dependent upon actors showing leadership 
It is not only the political and administrative context that should be kept in mind when 
realizing goal achievement in a dynamic environment: programmes are also often 
confronted with actors who cannot or do not want to deal with changing 
circumstances. Often, it is easier and more convenient to continue along the initial 
path towards goal-achievement than to change ongoing actions. Under these 
circumstances, we have seen the importance of having a central party that has the 
capacity to regain coordinative control in order to implement required actions. This 
suggests that there should always be actors that are either appointed with or 
otherwise enabled to take up the task and to show leadership by setting the right 
example and, possibly, by initiating new negotiations or enforcing additional collective 
action by holding each other accountable for their performances. 

8. Programme development and programme implementation requires a sense of 
urgency 

Programmes are often developed in response to a crisis. This means there is a sense of 
urgency that makes quick collective action to be considered necessary. Multiple 
programmes studied in this study were established on this basis. Not only did a 
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problem exist that was too big to be handled through stand-alone project 
development or other individual stakeholder action, but there was also a shared 
feeling that this problem needed immediate dealing with. This sense of urgency has 
often proven to be an important driving force behind the initiation and development 
of programmes in infrastructure planning. What we presented, for example with the 
NSL case, is that once this sense of urgency starts to diminish after the programme 
has been established, the pressure to take collective action is also felt less and less by 
the involved stakeholders. As a result, stakeholders were also increasingly less willing 
to cooperate and take additional action when needed. This means that in order to 
successfully bring programmes to an end, a sense of urgency alone is not sufficient. A 
programme-oriented planning approach also needs to include parties who show 
leadership and are able to not only establish the rules of the game, but also to ensure 
that involved stakeholders will adhere to these rules. This underlines the importance 
of a coordinative framework in order to establish rules and sanctions in case of non-
compliance. 

9. Leadership is required to balance processes of exploration and exploitation 
As we have shown in this research, successful programme development and 
implementation is dependent upon learning in order to be able to adapt to changing 
circumstances. We discerned two different learning strategies: exploitation and 
exploration. The former relates to improving the use of knowledge and approaches 
already known – optimization – whereas the latter is focused on developing new 
knowledge and innovative policy approaches to be used – innovation. We discussed 
the importance of combining both approaches in programme development and 
implementation. In case planners and programme managers focus too strongly on 
exploitation, this might result in the premature acceptance that issues are well 
understood and that the applied approaches are appropriate for overcoming these 
issues. Alternatively, planners and programme managers that focus too much on 
exploration risk overlooking the need for refining and adopting existing approaches so 
as to create efficiencies through routine operations. In other words, both approaches 
should be combined to foster learning processes required to be able to adapt to 
changing circumstances. Leadership is required to enable programmes to shift 
between these different learning strategies. This is necessary to ensure that the 
programme enters into new phases of exploitation after exploration and vice versa, 
and in this way is balanced between exploration and exploitation.  

Based on traditional hierarchical relations, many parties often consider that this role 
should be taken on by the national government (see, also Heritier and Lehmkuhl, 
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2008). This would imply that should the Minister of Transport want to accelerate and 
improve the decision-making on infrastructure projects through the use of a 
programme-oriented planning approach (as was the case in the Netherlands after 
Minister of Transport Camiel Eurlings concluded that infrastructure projects are 
always “delayed, delayed, delayed”) the Ministry of Transport itself would have to play 
an active role in doing so.  

Programmes have proven to be anything but a panacea. Taking collective action in a 
dynamic environment means that a lot of work is required to make the programme a 
success. Constant attention by all involved stakeholders is vital, as is illustrated once 
more by the latest events in the case of the NSL. Whereas it was agreed within the 
programme that parties would cooperate in order to implement road infrastructure 
projects while at the same time ensuring that the European standards were being met, 
municipalities in the NSL have in fact sued the Ministry after it decided to increase the 
speed limit on a number of national highways close to cities. Particularly the A10-west 
in Amsterdam and the A13-Overschie in Rotterdam are of concern to various 
municipalities. Recently, the court ruled in favour of the municipalities (and 
environmental protest groups), agreeing that the increased speed limit might indeed 
result in concentrations of pollutants far above European standards. Therefore, the 
increase in the speed limit cannot be allowed (e.g. Trouw, 28 November 2013). Not 
only does this illustrate the difficulties of aligning the various stakeholder perceptions 
and goals throughout the programme, it also shows that participants are now actually 
involved in exactly those discussions the NSL was designed to avoid. On the one hand, 
this begs the question: did we return to our point of departure? On the other hand, in 
the meantime, our study into the NSL and other programmes has enabled us to 
provide insights and gather lessons to help stakeholders involved in the NSL, and in 
addition to help other planners and policy makers overcome such issues and enable 
goal achievement through an adaptive implementation path. Only by means of a 
balanced approach, programme-oriented planning might provide the adaptiveness 
and thrust necessary to successfully deal with complexities in infrastructure planning. 
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Summary 

Traditionally, road infrastructure projects are regarded as a single intervention in the 
infrastructure network, characterized by a fixed time schedule and dedicated budget. 
In planning practice, however, infrastructure projects are prompted by various sources 
of complexity that influence the realization of the project. Literature distinguishes 
technical, social, financial, political and legal complexities. Technical complexities 
arise from discussion from stakeholders on technical characteristics. Social 
complexities arise from different stakeholder perceptions with regard to the problem 
or the solution. Financial complexities relate to the different financial frameworks that 
stakeholders apply in infrastructure development. Political complexities relate to the 
erratic decision-making process that infrastructure projects often follow. Finally, legal 
complexities relate to the many (environmental) rules and regulations that 
infrastructure projects have to meet. As a consequence, many infrastructure projects 
are confronted with budget and time overruns and fail to meet expectations.  

To deal with these complexities and improve infrastructure project delivery, several 
options have been suggested in literature. These include improved project 
management, the streamlining of (environmental) rules and regulation to a revised 
organization of planning processes. Recently, the use of programmes in infrastructure 
planning has also been suggested among these initiatives as a viable planning 
approach. Also, particularly in the Netherlands, a wide variety of programmes have 
already been initiated in planning practice (see also Appendix A). It almost appears as 
if all that is required for a programme to be considered a programme, is to be labeled 
as such. 

Interestingly, the interest for programmes did not only (re-)emerge in infrastructure 
planning, but also in the field of public administration and management science. In 
public administration, programmes are considered to be a means to influence the 
interrelationships between strategic goals and projects, to get a grip on project on 
project interdependencies, and to anticipate and deal with contextual changes. In 
management science there is growing recognition that, although programme 
management emerged from project management, they should be seen as 
qualitatively different phenomena. Within the growing corpus of programme 
management literature, specific insights, theories and techniques have been 
developed.  
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However, while theoretically interest for programmes might be growing, to date there 
is limited empirical insight into what is means when something is labelled as a 
programme in infrastructure planning, and how a programme-oriented planning 
approach might be able to influence the complexities in infrastructure planning. 
Therefore, the goal of this study is: 

To gain greater insight in the characteristics of a programme-oriented planning 
approach and the way it deals with complexities in infrastructure planning, in 
order to provide directions for the design and development of programmes in 
infrastructure planning. 

To do so, both theoretical as well as empirical insights have been acquired. One the 
one hand, a programme-oriented planning approach has been conceptualized by 
linking this approach to insights from planning, management science and governance 
theory. On the other hand, several case studies were conducted. In addition to desk 
research also more than 80 interviews have been held. Especially the National 
Collaboration Programme on Air Quality was a very important case. We followed this 
case from its inception in 2009 till present.  

This makes that for one part, the study aims at synthesizing insights from planning, 
management and governance theory on the programme-oriented planning approach. 
This leads to new insights and provides to opportunity to deepen existing insights. For 
another part, this thesis provides empirical insights into how programmes function in 
practice, which factors are important regarding this, and which issues need to be taken 
into account. The takeaway for practice lies in the fact that additionally indications 
and examples are provided on how to deal with these issues.  

Chapter 2 discusses the programme-oriented planning approach in relation to the 
traditional sectoral infrastructure planning, the integrated planning approach, and the 
project-oriented planning approach. On the basis of an analysis of the strengths and 
weaknesses of these approaches, lessons are debated that the programme-oriented 
planning approach should take into account. The sectoral infrastructure planning 
approach has been dominant in the field for a long time. Given its sectoral character 
and its focus on the development of plans, rather than on implementation, two 
persistent problems emerged. On the one hand, infrastructure planning was 
confronted with fragmented policy action, as infrastructure planning was merely 
focused on the development of additional infrastructure and usually had little concern 
for other policy ambitions. On the other hand, infrastructure plans were initiated, but 
in this approach the focus was more on the development of plans, than on its 
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implementation. As a result, implementation proved difficult and infrastructure 
planning has been confronted with an implementation gap between plans that were 
initiated and final actions on the ground. In response to fragmentation, an integrated 
planning approach has been proposed in order to gain a better grip on external and 
unanticipated policy effects through improving the connection between infrastructure 
planning and land use, spatial and environmental planning and possibly even 
establishing integration of these forms of planning. Although such integration might 
overcome fragmented policy action, implementation has still proven to be 
problematic. The project-oriented approach has been developed in order to deal with 
this issue of problematic implementation. In contrast to integrated plans, projects are 
only focused on a specific intervention in the infrastructure network, which is 
undertaken in relative isolation from its context. This, however, is not only its strong 
point, resulting as it does in getting things done, but at the same time it seems to be 
also its weakness. Projects only focus on what can be realized within their limited 
scope, which means that they often focus on what only can be a part of the solution. In 
addition, interdependencies between projects are often overlooked as the project-
oriented approach focuses particularly on internal project management. In other 
words, where the integrated planning approach is experiencing difficulties in relation 
to implementation, but is able to deal with the issue of fragmentation, the project-
oriented planning approach in turn is able to deal with the issue of problematic 
implementation, but is prone to result in fragmentation. This is the point where the 
the programme-oriented planning approach comes in. On the basis of the example of 
the Programme Approach to the National Spatial Strategy (PANR) in the Netherlands, 
we show that a programme-oriented planning approach can be of aid in the 
implementation of an integrated plan such as the National Spatial Strategy, through 
providing a platform which connects the national ambitions formulated in this plan to 
specific, regional spatial and infrastructure projects. On the basis of the example of the 
Randstad Urgency Programme, we show how several stand-alone projects that are 
initiated in the Randstad region can, to some extent, be integrated in order to increase 
the international importance of the Randstad region. A programme-oriented planning 
approach thus does not deal with either the implementation gap or with 
fragmentation, but seems to address them both. In applying a programme-oriented 
planning approach, important lessons that can be drawn from both the sectoral, 
integrated and the project-oriented planning approach should be taken into account. 
First, programmes need to be aware that too much focus on integration over 
implementation should be avoided. This can be done by focusing on those issues that 
are actually amendable to intervention rather than on all issues. Second, the 
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aforementioned approaches show programmes that it is important to be careful not 
the focus too much on implementation over integration. This can be done through 
processes of contextualizing, which aims to increase the interaction of individual 
projects with their context and with each other. 

In Chapter 3, we further elaborate on the distinction between plans and projects in 
infrastructure and land-use planning. On the basis of management literature, we 
argue that plans are more strategic in nature and share close relationships with 
strategic planning and management. Projects in planning are more operational in 
nature and the body of knowledge regarding projects shows considerable overlap with 
project management. Programmes seem to operate on the tactical level in between 
the strategic and the operational level. In programme management literature, 
programmes are specifically considered to be particularly able to deal with three 
interrelated challenges on this tactical level. These are (i) linking organizational goals 
to operational projects, (ii) developing the accompanying joint organizational 
structures, and (iii) moulding fixed and separate procedures into more adaptive 
decision-making processes. On the basis of a literature review on the application of 
management theories in infrastructure planning and case studies into the Dutch 
Randstad Urgency Programme (RU) and the National Collaboration Programme on Air 
Quality (NSL) we have investigated whether and how programme management 
insights are applied in infrastructure planning in order to deal with the three 
challenges mentioned above. In programme management literature, two perspectives 
on programme management can be distinguished. On the one hand, programme 
management is considered to be a scaled-up version of project management. On the 
other hand, programme management is considered to be a qualitatively different 
phenomenon, which has its theoretical basis in strategic management. The RU 
programme resembles the scaled-up perspective. This is reflected in the fact that the 
programme prescribes a detailed course, on which the programme team focuses. 
Management tools such as ‘project ambassadors’, ‘naming and shaming’ and a 
‘Randstad Envoy’ are used as means to ensure compliance to the predefined course of 
action. The NSL programme resembles the strategic management perspective. This 
programme is much more oriented towards external changes. Management tools such 
as a monitoring tool help to indicate the external developments that programme 
participants should keep an eye on. Interestingly, however, both approaches share a 
large overlap in how they deal with the challenges listed above. In both programmes, 
the programme team has no official power, but tries to influence decision-making 
through agenda setting and organizing strategic meetings between administrators 
and politicians. Both programmes also aim to use data gathered from their monitoring 
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tool to stimulate discussion between stakeholders in order to push them towards 
taking or adjusting action. In short, those insights from programme management 
theory that are incorporated in infrastructure planning, appear to be are based on the 
notion of soft control and the idea that programmes can be a platform in which 
various stakeholders come together to discuss and take collective action. 

In Chapter 4, we started from this point – that programmes provide an institutional 
arrangement in which stakeholders from various levels of authority coordinate their 
actions through the formation of network relations that are formed and stabilized 
because of interdependencies and the development of trust. We explored which 
insights from public administration, and particularly governance theory might be 
relevant here. We found that governance theory shows two important risks in these 
circumstances. First, since policy delivery will be less dependent on central 
government control, and more on the willingness and ability of stakeholders to 
perform their agreed tasks, room for opportunistic behaviour is available. Second, in 
case of problems, it can be difficult to assign problem ownership and responsibility to 
specific actors. We studied whether and how these risks were taken into account in the 
case of the NSL programme, and the NSL’s response to these risks. The NSL is a Dutch 
programme in which various government agencies on national, regional and local level 
agreed to collectively take mitigating measures to improve the air quality and allow 
for the implementation of various spatial and infrastructural projects. The programme 
was installed after it was recognized that the realization of spatial and infrastructure 
projects would undermine the ambition of Dutch to also meet European air quality 
standards. The NSL was issued with the idea that all participants would do their share, 
solving the dilemma between transport and environmental policies. However, along 
the way, monitoring results showed that additional effort by the involved stakeholders 
was required in order to ensure that the European standards would be met. None of 
the stakeholders, however, were really willing to do so. This begs the question how 
governance was arranged in the NSL, and who was responsible to take up this issue. 
We found that the NSL represents a hybrid form of governance. The programme 
contains coordination mechanisms, such as clauses stating that all actors should 
implement their measures, or new infrastructure projects are not permitted, or rules 
that all actors must take additional measures in case the agreed measures prove 
insufficient, which resemble the ‘governance through coordination’ model. These are 
mixed with mechanisms based on the idea that concerted action will result from a 
bottom-up self-governance process by interacting actors that emerges either from 
competition and market processes (‘governance through competition’) or from active 
actor participation (‘governance through argumentation’). Although the clauses and 
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rules would theoretically allow the NSL programme to respond to the first risk of 
opportunistic behavior, in practice these mechanisms proved to be merely an 
expression of intent. Furthermore, the NSL proved to be prone to the second risk of 
difficult problem ownerhsip, as it was unclear who was supposed to follow-up on these 
intentions, while sanctions or rewards proved non-existent. As it is, the NSL teaches us 
that in order for more collaborative and decentralized forms of governance to function 
well, the involved actors on both central and lower levels of government paradoxically 
require coordinative instruments to enable coordination, to hold each other 
accountable for their performance and to establish rules and sanctions. 

After the programme-oriented planning approach has been conceptualized in relation 
to other theoretic bodies and insights from other fields, Chapter 5 is more empirical in 
nature. Here, we focus on the influence of a programme-oriented planning approach 
on complexities in infrastructure planning that are experienced on project level. These 
are the technical, social, financial, political and legal complexities that were explained 
above. To do so, we conducted a case study research into the impact of two 
programmes – the Dutch Urgency Approach Programme (PS) and the NSL – on the 
delivery of the national highway project A4 between Burgerveen and Leiden. The 
programmes did not influence technical or social complexities; as these were 
successfully dealt with on project level. The programmes did, however, influence 
financial, political and legal complexities. The PS was able to influence financial and 
political complexities. Financial complexities were mainly resolved by making 
additional finances available, thus solving any disputes about financial contributions 
from the parties involved. Political complexities were dealt with in a different and 
novel way. The PS consists of 30 projects, all of which were relatively minor alterations 
of the existing infrastructure network, but which proved difficult to implement. By 
explicitly linking these 30 projects together in one programme, the political debate 
focused on the programme level, and no longer on the individual project. Moreover, 
this meant that the political debate was structured in such a way that the costs of 
holding back the entire programme outweighed potential individual political gains. 
Also, the NSL was able to raise the project-bound debate to a higher, more strategic 
level. Instead of trying to calculate the exact possible project emissions, the 
programme focused on the cumulative impact of all its projects. This not only 
remedied legal complexities that emerged as a result of the detailed scrutiny of the 
individual project influence on the air quality, but also resulted in the fact that political 
attention focused on developing both generic and location-specific mitigating 
measures, something that had had to be done on a project-by-project basis before. 
Programmes thus seem to serve as a sort of ‘firewall’ as they structure and stabilize 
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the project context, and by doing so protect the projects from contextual 
developments such as discussions about legislation, political debate or other 
complexities that could interfere with project delivery.  

Chapter 6 focuses on how programmes can enable learning in order to become 
adaptive to a changing and uncertain context. We integrated insights from planning 
and organizational learning literature. From planning literature, we adopted the idea 
that a capacity for adaption requires two different processes. On the one hand, it 
requires processes of learning and experimentation in order to gain information and to 
deal with uncertainties. On the other hand, it also requires processes of negotiation 
and debate between stakeholders to interpret and make sense of new information. 
Organizational learning literature provided the idea that adaptivity requires both 
processes of exploitation, that is to say, a focus to improve the use of known 
knowledge, as well as exploration, which focuses on developing new knowledge and 
innovate approaches to be used. On this basis, we could identify two main risks that 
need to be anticipated in order to allow processes of learning to inform the 
adaptations of programmes. First, there is the risk that the implementation of 
adaptive programmes may be limited by premature consensus, constraining the 
capacity to learn regarding the suitability of, and agreement on, existing problem 
definitions and programme goals during programme implementation. Second, there is 
the risk of premature programming, constraining the capacity to learn regarding the 
suitability of the actions and approaches adopted during programme implementation. 
As stakeholders explicitly framed the NSL as an adaptive programme that should be 
able to anticipate and adapt to changing circumstances, we studied whether and how 
the NSL was able to deal with these risks. We concluded that the NSL largely failed to 
respond to both risks. For example, we show premature consensus, as illustrated by 
the fact that the political climate caused participants to feel that the programme must 
be framed as a success no matter what, leaving no room to discuss the objectives 
again. Premature programming is reflected in the fact that involved stakeholders only 
opted to exploit existing mitigating measures, without exploring new, alternative 
options. Moreover, the monitoring process of the NSL programme seemed to have 
become a process of ticking the boxes, as opposed to inspiring stakeholders to 
develop new measures. As such, the case of the NSL contains important lessons for 
the development and implementation of adaptive programmes. First of all, it shows 
that without a political and administrative climate that is open to discussing a 
programme’s scope, contents and objectives, discussions with regard to its results 
may be soon marginalized. The second lesson is that learning is not self-evident and 
requires active fostering. The third and final key lesson is that leadership plays an 
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important role in adaptive programmes, as this could ensure that during an adaptive 
programme’s implementation, stakeholders would enter new rounds of 
experimentation and debate. 

Finally, in Chapter 7, we reflect on the goal of this study. This means that the 
characteristics of a programme-oriented planning approach are outlined, the way 
programmes deal with complexities is discussed, and directions for the design and 
development of a programme-oriented planning approach are provided. In this thesis, 
programmes have been considered to link strategic, integrated plans to the 
operational infrastructure projects. To enable the implementation of strategic plans, it 
has become clear that the development path of a programme should be left relatively 
open, flexible and dependent on contextual developments. Moreover, it should be 
acknowledged that there is not one avenue towards achieving the strategic goals, but 
that, dependent on the circumstances, other paths can be followed. This requires 
programmes to learn and experiment in order to be able to develop alternative 
options and respond to changing conditions. To improve the delivery of projects, we 
have shown that it is important that projects become more receptive to their context 
and to other, related projects. Within a programme, these interrelationships between 
projects can be structured and shared goals can be established. In this way, 
programmes can function as a ‘firewall’ to protect projects from unforeseen external 
developments. Integrating these various insights, a programme-oriented planning 
approach can be conceived as: the pursuit of strategic goals and benefits through an 
integrated approach in such a way that interrelated projects and stakeholders reinforce 
each other, while taking account of the specifics of the situation at hand.This definition 
of the programme-oriented planning approach also indicates that this approach is not 
a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach, but, as we have shown in this thesis, requires a mix of 
planning, management, and governance approaches. As such, a programme-oriented 
planning approach appears to be in line with the theoretical idea that institutional and 
organizational diversity and being able to combine and switch between various 
governance approaches increases the capacity to deal with complex issues. As a 
programme-oriented planning approach relates to concepts as decentralization, 
deliberation, self-regulation, learning, and adaptive management, it can be seen as a 
relatively complex approach itself, which makes it well-suited for dealing with complex 
planning issues. This, however, also implies two things. First, that for relatively simple 
problems a programme-oriented planning approach might be a bit too excessive. 
Second, that successfully finalizing a programme to is far from easy, something that 
has also been shown throughout this thesis. Nevertheless, based on our gathered 
theoretical and empirical insights, however, we are able to provide some directions for 
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the development and design of future programme-oriented planning approaches. First 
of all, finding the right mix of the different modes of governance is important. With 
regard to the governance mix , specific recommendations are that governance should 
be dependent on the circumstances at hand and the awareness that collaboration 
comes with important risks that need to be accommodated for in the governance 
approach. Second, the use of monitoring tools to gather data and provide feedback to 
the programmes has proven to be of fundamental importance – not only to enable to 
programme to respond well to contextual changes, but also as a management tool to 
push actors to undertake necessary action. Recommendations relating to monitoring 
and feedback that can be made on the basis of this thesis are that programmes should 
also function as a platform for stakeholders to make sense of new information, rather 
than only gathering data through monitoring. Also, it should be kept in mind that 
collective action on the basis of monitoring results is dependent on the political and 
administrative context. Third and last, this thesis has highlighted the importance of 
leadership when it comes to adequately dealing with changes. In relation to this issue, 
it can be recommended that collective action is dependent on actors showing 
leadership; that there is a difference between the initiation phase of a programme, 
where a sense of urgency proves most important, and the implementation phase 
during which leadership is required; and finally that leadership is required to balance or 
initiate processes of exploitation – making use of existing knowledge and exploration 
or developing new knowledge or strategies. Only by means of a balanced approach, 
programme-oriented planning might provide the adaptiveness and thrust necessary to 
successfully deal with the complexities in infrastructure planning. 

 

.
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Samenvatting 

Weginfrastructuurprojecten worden traditioneel gezien als op zichzelf staande 
interventies in het infrastructuurnetwerk, waaraan een vaststaand tijdschema en van 
te voren vastgesteld budget is gekoppeld. In de planningspraktijk worden deze 
projecten echter geconfronteerd met verschillende vormen van complexiteit die de 
realisatie van een infrastructuurproject beïnvloeden. In de literatuur worden 
technische, sociale, financiële, politieke en juridische complexiteiten onderscheiden. 
Technische complexiteit komt voort uit de discussies tussen de betrokken partijen 
over de technische aspecten van het project. Sociale complexiteit komt voort de 
verschillende ideeën die de betrokken partijen hebben over het probleem of de 
oplossing. Financiële complexiteit heeft betrekking op de verschillende financiële 
raamwerken die de stakeholders hanteren. Politieke complexiteit heeft betrekking op 
het weerbarstige politieke besluitvormingsproces dat veel infrastructuurprojecten 
doorlopen. Juridische complexiteit, ten slotte, relateert aan de vele wetten en regels 
waaraan infrastructuurprojecten moeten voldoen. Als gevolg van deze complexiteiten, 
overschrijden veel projecten het budget, worden ze te laat opgeleverd en voldoen ze 
niet aan de verwachtingen. 

Om de complexiteit het hoofd te bieden en met de problemen met betrekking tot de 
realisatie van infrastructuurprojecten te kunnen om te gaan, worden in de literatuur 
verscheidene oplossingen aangedragen. Deze oplossingen omvatten onder andere 
beter projectmanagement, het stroomlijnen van wet- en regelgeving (vooral met 
betrekking tot het milieu) en een fundamentele herziening van het planningsproces. 
Onlangs is, in aanvulling op deze initiatieven, ook het toepassen van programma’s in 
infrastructuurplanning aangedragen als een goede planningsbenadering. Bovendien 
zijn er, vooral in Nederlandse planningspraktijk, verscheidene programma’s al 
daadwerkelijk gestart (zie ook Appendix A). De vraag is echter wat de verschillende 
programma’s met elkaar gemeen hebben. Het lijkt haast alsof een programma vooral 
een programma is als het zo genoemd wordt. 

Het is interessant om te zien dat er niet alleen meer interesse is gekomen voor het 
werken met programma’s in de infrastructuurplanning, maar dat er ook groeiende 
interesse is voor deze programmatische aanpak in de bestuurskunde en 
managementwetenschappen. In de bestuurskunde worden programma’s gezien als 
een manier om de onderlinge relatie tussen strategische doelstellingen en projecten te 
beïnvloeden, grip te krijgen op de onderlinge afhankelijkheden tussen projecten en 
om met veranderingen in de omgeving om te gaan. Studies in de 
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managementwetenschappen maken duidelijk dat, alhoewel programmamanagement 
is ontstaan uit projectmanagement, het moet worden gezien als een wezenlijk andere 
aanpak. In de groeiende literatuur over programmamanagement zijn de laatste tijd 
eigen inzichten, theorieën en technieken ontwikkeld. 

Echter, hoewel er vanuit de theorie meer aandacht komt voor het werken met 
programma’s, zijn er tot op heden eigenlijk weinig empirische inzichten verworven 
wat het nu precies betekent als er in de infrastructuurplanning iets het label 
‘programma’ op krijgt geplakt. Bovendien is het niet duidelijk hoe een programma 
precies helpt om de complexiteit het hoofd te bieden. Daarom is het doel van deze 
studie om: 

Meer inzicht te verwerven in de karakteristieken van een programmatische 
planningsbenadering, de manier waarop deze in staat is om met de complexiteit 
in de infrastructuurplanning om te gaan, om op deze manier richtingen aan te 
geven voor het ontwerp en de ontwikkeling van programma’s in de 
infrastructuurplanning.  

Om dit te doen zijn in deze studie zowel theoretische als empirische inzichten 
verworven. Aan de ene kant is een programmatische benadering geconceptualiseerd 
door deze te verbinden aan inzichten uit de planologie, managementwetenschappen 
en bestaande theorieën over governance. Aan de andere kant zijn verschillende cases 
onderzocht en zijn meer dan 80 interviews gehouden. Voor een groot deel hadden 
deze betrekking op het Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit (NSL), 
wat een belangrijke case was in deze studie. Het NSL is in de periode 2008 tot 2014 
gevolgd. 

De gekozen onderzoeksaanpak zorgt ervoor dat deze studie ten eerste kant synthese 
tussen inzichten uit de planologie, managementwetenschappen en governance theorie 
kan bewerkstelligen. Dit leidt niet alleen tot nieuwe inzichten, maar biedt tevens de 
mogelijkheid om bestaande inzichten verder te verdiepen. Ten tweede kan zo ook 
meer inzicht gegeven worden in hoe programma’s daadwerkelijk functioneren in de 
praktijk, welke factoren hierbij van belang zijn en welke aspecten belangrijk blijken te 
zijn. Voor mensen die werken in de praktijk biedt deze studie ook indicaties en 
voorbeelden over hoe met deze aspecten kan worden omgegaan.  

Hoofdstuk 2 beschouwt de programmatische benadering in relatie tot de traditionele 
sectorale manier van werken in de infrastructuurplanning, de integrale 
planningsbenadering en de projectaanpak. Op basis van een analyse van de sterke en 
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zwakke punten van deze aanpakken, zijn lessen besproken die de programmatische 
benadering in ogenschouw zou moeten nemen. De sectorale planningsbenadering 
was een lange tijd dominant in de infrastructuurplanning. Het sectorale karakter van 
deze aanpak en de focus op het ontwikkelen van (nieuwe) plannen, in plaats van de 
uitvoering ervan, heeft geleid tot twee problemen. Ten eerste heeft 
infrastructuurplanning steeds meer te maken met gefragmenteerde beleids-
ontwikkeling. Dit komt voort uit het feit dat infrastructuurplanning vooral gericht is 
geweest op het ontwikkelen van nieuwe infrastructuur en hierdoor minder op andere 
beleidsinitiatieven die ook zijn ondernomen. Ten tweede lag de nadruk in de 
traditionele sectorale planningsbenadering vaak op het bedenken van 
infrastructuurplannen zonder hierbij na te gaan hoe deze moesten worden 
gerealiseerd. Als gevolg hiervan zijn is een gat ontstaan tussen het bedenken van de 
plannen enerzijds en wat er daadwerkelijk in de praktijk gebeurde anderzijds. Om de 
problematiek met betrekking tot fragmentatie het hoofd te bieden, is een 
geïntegreerde planningsaanpak ontwikkeld. Met behulp van deze aanpak zou men 
meer grip moeten krijgen op ongewenste externe effecten van beleid. Dit zou vooral 
moeten gebeuren door de verbinding tussen ruimtelijke planning, infrastructuur- en 
milieuplanning te verbeteren. Waar mogelijk zou zelfs integratie tussen deze velden 
gerealiseerd kunnen worden. Hoewel dit wellicht een oplossing is voor het probleem 
van fragmentatie, bleek het implementeren van zulke integrale plannen een lastige 
opgave. De projectaanpak is vooral ontwikkeld om met dit probleem van gebrekkige 
implementatie om te gaan. Anders dan integrale plannen, zijn projecten vooral gericht 
op een specifieke, afgebakende interventie in het infrastructuurnetwerk. De sterke 
afbakening is echter niet alleen het sterke, maar tegelijkertijd ook het zwakke punt 
van deze aanpak. Projecten zijn vooral gericht op wat er binnen de strakke 
projectscope gerealiseerd moet worden. Dit betekent dat projecten zich vaak richten 
op slechts een beperkt deel van de totale oplossing. Bovendien is de projectaanpak 
vaak zo gericht op intern projectmanagement, dat onderlinge relaties tussen 
verschillende projecten gemakkelijk over het hoofd worden gezien. Eigenlijk kan dus 
worden vastgesteld dat een integrale planningsbenadering een goede manier is om 
met fragmentatie om te gaan, maar dat implementatie problematisch blijft, terwijl 
een projectaanpak een goede manier is om met de problemen rondom implementatie 
om te gaan, maar juist weer kan leiden tot gefragmenteerde ontwikkeling. Een 
programmatische benadering van infrastructuurplanning kan hier wellicht een 
oplossing bieden. De Programma-aanpak Nota Ruimte (PANR) is als voorbeeld 
gebruikt om te laten zien dat een programmatische benadering kan helpen met de 
implementatie van een integraal plan als de Nota Ruimte. Dit gebeurt doordat het 
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programma een platform biedt waar de nationale beleidsambities in de Nota Ruimte 
kunnen worden gekoppeld aan specifieke, regionale ruimtelijke en infrastructurele 
projecten. Met behulp van het voorbeeld van Randstad Urgent wordt aangetoond hoe 
verschillende losstaande projecten die allemaal in de Randstad zouden worden 
gerealiseerd tot op zekere hoogte met elkaar kunnen worden geïntegreerd. Op deze 
manier zou dan de integrale doelstelling om de internationale positie te verbeteren 
kunnen worden bereikt. Een programmatische benadering richt zich dus niet alleen op 
fragmentatie of gebrekkige implementatie, maar probeert juist beide problemen 
tegelijkertijd aan te pakken. Op basis van de analyse van de sectorale 
planningsbenadering en de projectaanpak kunnen belangrijke lessen worden 
getrokken, die in ogenschouw moeten worden genomen in een programmatische 
benadering van infrastructuurplanning. Aan de ene kant moet men zich met de 
programmatische planningsbenadering bewust zijn van het feit dat er niet zoveel op 
integratie wordt gefocust, dat dit ten koste gaat van implementatie. Om dit te doen 
moet een programma zich niet op alle mogelijk belangrijke aspecten richten, maar 
vooral op die aspecten die ook daadwerkelijk kunnen worden beïnvloed. Aan de 
andere kant maakt de analyse van de andere planningsbenaderingen duidelijk dat er 
ook niet teveel op implementatie gefocust moet worden, omdat dit weer ten koste 
kan gaan van de integraliteit van het plan. De studie maakt duidelijk dat dit kan 
worden gedaan door ontwikkelingen te ‘contextualiseren’. Hierbij vindt er meer 
interactie plaats tussen het project en de omgeving en tussen verschillende projecten. 

In Hoofdstuk 3 wordt voortgebouwd op het onderscheid tussen plannen en projecten 
in de ruimtelijke planning en infrastructuurplanning. Op basis van 
managementliteratuur wordt gesteld dat plannen meer strategisch zijn en dat er een 
nauwe band bestaat met strategisch management en strategische planning. 
Daarentegen zijn projecten weer meer operationeel van aard en overlapt de kennis 
met betrekking tot projecten in de infrastructuurplanning met de kennis over 
projectmanagement. Programma’s lijken zich te bevinden op het tactische niveau, 
precies tussen het strategische en het operationele niveau in. In de literatuur over 
programmamanagement worden programma’s verondersteld om om te kunnen gaan 
met drie gerelateerde problemen op dit tactische niveau. Deze problemen zijn: (i) het 
verbinden van organisatiedoelstellingen aan operationele projecten, (ii) het 
ontwikkelen van gedeelde organisatorische structuren en (iii) het samenvoegen van 
verschillende vaststaande procedures in adaptieve besluitvormingsprocessen. Op 
basis van een literatuurstudie over het toepassen van managementtheorieën in de 
infrastructuurplanning en twee cases waar dit daadwerkelijk is gebeurd – Randstad 
Urgent (RU) en het Nationaal Samenwerkingsprogramma Luchtkwaliteit (NSL) – is 



Samenvatting 

 231 

 

bestudeerd hoe en op welke manier inzichten uit programmamanagement kunnen 
worden toegepast om in de praktijk met de drie bovenstaande problemen om te gaan. 
De literatuurstudie maakt duidelijk dat er twee perspectieven op programma-
management zijn. Aan de ene kant kan programmamanagement worden gezien als 
een opgeschaalde variant van projectmanagement. Aan de andere kant kan 
programmamanagement worden gezien als een nadrukkelijk andere benadering 
waarbij de theoretische basis niet projectmanagement, maar strategisch management 
is. Het RU-programma is gebaseerd op het idee dat programmamanagement een 
opgeschaalde variant van projectmanagement is. Dit komt naar voren in het feit dat 
binnen het programma een duidelijke lijn is voorgeschreven, die per se moet worden 
gevolgd. Het programmateam richt zich op het volgen van deze lijn. Hierbij kunnen ze 
gebruik maken van managementtools als ‘projectambassadeurs’, ‘naming en shaming’ 
en een ‘Randstad gezant’. Het NSL is meer gebaseerd op het idee dat 
programmamanagement een kwalitatief andere aanpak dan projectmanagement is. 
Dit programma is bijvoorbeeld veel meer gericht op externe veranderingen. 
Managementtools zoals een monitoringtool, helpen om ontwikkelingen inzichtelijk te 
maken. Op basis hiervan kan dan gezamenlijk actie worden ondernomen. Een 
interessante vaststelling is dat ondanks de verschillende perspectieven, beide 
aanpakken ook een grote gemene deler lijken te bevatten. In beide programma’s heeft 
het programmateam geen officiële macht. Het team probeert besluitvorming te 
beïnvloeden door slim te bepalen wat er op de agenda komt en door strategisch 
vergaderingen te organiseren. Beide programma’s maken ook gebruik van een 
monitoringstool. De data die hieruit naar voren komt, wordt gebruikt om de discussie 
tussen betrokken partijen aan te zwengelen en ervoor te zorgen dat gezamenlijk 
acties worden afgestemd of juist ondernomen. Eigenlijk zijn deze ideeën dus vooral 
gericht op zachte sturing en het idee dat een programma een platform kan zijn waar 
verschillende stakeholders samenkomen om te discussiëren en gezamenlijke actie te 
ondernemen.  

In Hoofdstuk 4 is dit idee het startpunt geweest – dat een programma een 
institutioneel arrangement is waarbinnen betrokken partijen van verschillende 
bestuurslagen hun acties onderling coördineren doordat er netwerkrelaties worden 
aangegaan en deze worden gestabiliseerd doordat de partijen onderling afhankelijk 
zijn en vertrouwen groeit. Er is bekeken welke inzichten vanuit de bestuurskunde – en 
vooral vanuit de governance theorie – hieraan relateren. In deze theorie wordt 
gewezen op twee duidelijke risico’s die in deze gevallen in acht moeten worden 
genomen. Ten eerste biedt het feit dat beleidsrealisatie minder is gebaseerd op de 
controle van de centrale overheid, maar meer op bereidheid en kunde van alle 
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betrokken partijen ook ruimte voor opportunistisch gedrag. Ten tweede wordt er op 
gewezen dat het ook moeilijk kan zijn om een specifieke probleemeigenaar te vinden 
als problemen zich voordoen. Er is bekeken op welke manier deze twee risico’s mee 
zijn genomen in het NSL en hoe binnen dit programma op deze risico’s is gereageerd. 
Het NSL is een programma in Nederland waarbinnen verschillende overheidspartijen 
op nationaal, provinciaal en gemeentelijk niveau met elkaar hebben afgesproken om 
gezamenlijk maatregelen te nemen om de luchtkwaliteit in Nederland te verbeteren 
en ervoor te zorgen dat ruimtelijke en infrastructurele projecten (weer) gerealiseerd 
kunnen worden. Het programma is ontstaan toen duidelijk werd dat de realisatie van 
deze projecten botste met de beleidsambitie van Nederland om de Europese normen 
voor luchtkwaliteit te halen. Toen het NSL werd ontwikkeld, ging men er vanuit dat 
iedereen zich aan de afspraken zou houden, zodat het dilemma tussen transport- en 
milieubeleid zou worden verholpen. Gedurende de uitvoering van het programma 
bleek echter dat de partijen meer moesten doen dan oorspronkelijk afgesproken om 
de doelstelling te halen. Geen van de partijen bleek hier echter toe bereid. Het is 
daarom interessant om te onderzoeken op welke manier het programma wordt 
aangestuurd, om op deze manier inzicht te krijgen in wie hier eigenlijk voor 
verantwoordelijk is. De analyse maakt duidelijk dat het NSL een zogenaamde hybride 
sturingsvorm kent. Het programma omvat coördinatieve elementen zoals clausules 
dat alle actoren hun maatregelen moeten nemen, anders kunnen hun projecten niet 
worden gerealiseerd. Daarnaast is door regels vastgelegd dat de partijen ook extra 
maatregelen moeten nemen in het geval de situatie hier om vraagt. Dit duidt op 
elementen uit het zogenaamde ‘sturing-door-coördinatie’ model. Deze elementen zijn 
gemixt met mechanismen die uitgaan van het idee van sturing van onderaf. Dat wil 
zeggen dat de interactie tussen de verschillende partijen ervoor zorgt dat onderlinge 
acties worden afgestemd als resultaat van ofwel marktprocessen (sturing-door-
competitie) of door actieve participatie van alle betrokken actoren (sturing-door-
argumentatie). Hoewel de clausules en regels er in theorie voor zouden moeten 
zorgen dat het NSL in staat zou zijn om met het risico van opportunistisch gedrag om 
te gaan, bleken deze regels in de praktijk vooral de vaststelling van een intentie, 
zonder dat deze nu echt werd nageleefd. Bovendien bleek het NSL bijzonder 
kwetsbaar voor het tweede risico – moeilijkheden met betrekking tot de vaststelling 
van probleemeigenaren. Het was onduidelijk wie er nu verantwoordelijk was voor de 
opvolging van de intenties, terwijl straffen of beloningen om dit toch voor elkaar te 
krijgen niet aanwezig waren. De analyse van het NSL maakt duidelijk dat voor 
succesvolle decentrale samenwerkingsverbanden de betrokken partijen op zowel 
centraal als lager overheidsniveau paradoxaal genoeg coördinatieve instrumenten 
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nodig hebben zodat coördinatie kan worden bewerkstelligd, verantwoordelijkheden 
kunnen worden belegd en regels worden nageleefd. 

Na in de voorgaande hoofdstukken een begrip van de programmatische benadering 
van infrastructuurplanning te hebben gevormd op basis van de relatie van deze 
aanpak met inzichten uit aanpalende velden, verschuift in Hoofdstuk 5 de focus van 
theorie naar praktijk. In dit hoofdstuk wordt bestudeerd hoe de programmatische 
benadering de complexiteit van infrastructuurplanning beïnvloedt. Zoals al eerder 
uitgelegd, kan technische, sociale, financiële, politieke en juridische complexiteit 
worden onderscheiden. In een casestudie is de impact van twee programma’s – het 
Programma Spoedaanpak (PS) en het NSL – bestudeerd op het snelwegproject A4 
Burgerveen – Leiden. Hier werd duidelijk dat programma’s niet inspeelden op de 
technische en sociale complexiteit van een project. Dit gebeurde succesvol binnen het 
project zelf. De programma’s zijn echter wel gericht op de financiële, politieke en 
juridische complexiteit. Het PS bleek in staat om de financiële en politieke 
complexiteit te beïnvloeden. Op de financiële complexiteit werd vooral ingespeeld 
door vanuit het programma extra gelden beschikbaar te maken. Dit resulteerde in het 
feit dat geschillen over geld in een keer werden opgelost. Op de politieke complexiteit 
werd op een andere manier ingespeeld. Het PS bestaat uit 30 projecten. Vanuit het 
netwerk bezien, waren dit allemaal relatief kleine aanpassingen. Toch bleken ze 
moeilijk te realiseren in de praktijk. Door deze 30 projecten in één programma 
expliciet met elkaar te verbinden, richtten politieke discussies zich niet meer op één 
project, maar op het programma en dus alle 30 projecten in één keer. Dit resulteerde 
in het feit dat politieke discussies die mogelijk voor vertraging zouden zorgen, niet één 
project zouden vertragen, maar in één keer alle 30 projecten. Hierdoor ontstond een 
situatie waarin de mogelijke politieke winst niet meer zou opwegen tegen de verliezen 
en discussies over individuele projecten verstomden. Het NSL bleek ook in staat om 
politieke discussies op te schalen van individuele projecten naar het programma. Met 
het NSL kwam de focus niet meer op de impact van afzonderlijke projecten te liggen, 
maar in plaats daarvan op de cumulatieve impact van het gehele programma. Naast 
dat op deze manier de juridische complexiteit werd opgelost, zorgde het er ook voor 
dat de politieke discussie zich richtte op de ontwikkeling van generieke en locatie-
specifieke luchtkwaliteitsmaatregelen. Iets wat hiervoor per project gebeurde. Dit laat 
zien dat programma’s eigenlijk als een soort ‘firewall’ fungeren voor projecten. 
Programma’s structureren en stabiliseren de context van een project, en doordat ze 
dit doen, worden de projecten juist beschermd tegen contextuele ontwikkelingen als 
discussies of wet- en regelgeving, politieke onenigheid of andere vormen van 
complexiteit die mogelijk de realisatie van het projecten zouden kunnen beïnvloeden. 
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Hoofdstuk 6 focust op hoe programma’s leren zodat ze adaptief zijn en kunnen 
inspelen op veranderingen in de omgeving. Om dit te doen zijn inzichten over 
planning en hoe organisaties leren samengevoegd. Uit de planningsliteratuur is het 
idee overgenomen dat adaptief vermogen vraagt om twee verschillende processen. 
Aan de ene kant vraagt het om processen van leren en experimenteren die zijn gericht 
op het verzamelen van data en informatie zodat kan worden omgegaan met 
onzekerheid. Aan de andere kant vraagt het om onderling overleg en debat tussen 
betrokken partijen waarin wordt geprobeerd de verzamelde informatie te begrijpen. 
Vanuit de literatuur over hoe organisaties leren is het idee overgenomen dat 
adaptiviteit vraagt om zowel exploitatie – dat wil zeggen het uitnutten van bestaande 
kennis en kunde – als ook exploratie – wat gaat over het ontwikkelen van nieuwe 
kennis en nieuwe innovatieve benaderingen. Door deze inzichten samen te voegen, 
werd duidelijk dat er twee risico’s moeten worden onderkend om ervoor te zorgen dat 
programma’s adaptief zijn en kunnen inspelen op veranderende omstandigheden. Ten 
eerste is er het risico van ‘voortijdige consensus’ (premature consensus), waarbij de 
partijen het zo met elkaar eens zijn over de definiëring van het probleem en de 
doelstelling van het programma dat de probleem- en doelstelling geheel niet meer ter 
discussie staan en deze dus ook niet worden gewogen aan nieuwe informatie. Ten 
tweede kan ook het risico van een ‘voortijdige programmering’ (premature 
programming) worden onderscheiden. In dit geval zijn de partijen het zo met elkaar 
eens over de acties en maatregelen die moeten worden genomen, dat deze niet meer 
ter discussie staan en dus ook niet opnieuw worden bediscussieerd op basis van 
nieuwe informatie. Het NSL wordt nadrukkelijk gezien als een adaptief programma 
dat in staat zou moeten zijn om in te spelen op veranderende omstandigheden. 
Daarom is bekeken of en op welke manier het NSL in staat is geweest om in te spelen 
op deze twee risico’s. Een analyse van het programma laat zien dat het NSL met 
betrekking tot beide risico’s eigenlijk grotendeels heeft gefaald. Aan de ene kant zijn 
er voorbeelden van voortijdige consensus. Dit komt onder meer naar voren in het feit 
dat deelnemers van het programma aangaven dat het NSL moest worden 
geïmplementeerd in een politiek klimaat waarin het programma sowieso een succes 
zou moeten zijn. Er bestond gedurende de implementatie van het programma 
simpelweg geen ruimte om de doelen opnieuw te bediscussiëren. Voortijdige 
programmering komt naar voren in het feit dat betrokken partijen alleen maar 
bestaande maatregelen probeerden te optimaliseren, zonder daarbij nieuwe 
maatregelen te ontwikkelen of uit te proberen. Bovendien is het monitoringsproces 
verworden tot een soort ‘Apk-keuring’. Er wordt alleen gekeken of alle vinkjes kunnen 
worden gezet, zonder dat dit inspiratie is voor de ontwikkeling van nieuwe 
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maatregelen. Op basis van het NSL kunnen belangrijke lessen worden getrokken voor 
de implementatie van adaptieve programma’s. Ten eerste wordt duidelijk dat zonder 
een politiek klimaat waarin de scope van het programma, inhoud en doelstellingen 
kunnen worden bediscussieerd, discussies over de interpretatie van programma-
resultaten al snel worden gemarginaliseerd. De tweede les is dat leren niet 
vanzelfsprekend is en dat er moet worden zorggedragen dat dit gebeurt. De derde en 
laatste les is dat leiderschap een belangrijke rol speelt in adaptieve programma’s. Dit 
zou er voor kunnen zorgen dat de betrokken partijen wel met elkaar de discussie 
aangaan over het programmadoel of de -middelen, zoals in het NSL niet is gebeurd. 

Als laatst wordt in Hoofdstuk 7 gereflecteerd op het doel van deze studie. Dit betekent 
dat hier de karakteristieken van een programmatische benadering worden 
beschreven, de manier waarop het programma omgaat met complexiteit wordt 
bediscussieerd en richtingen voor het ontwerp en de ontwikkeling van toekomstige 
programma’s worden gegeven. In deze thesis zijn programma’s vooral beschouwd als 
verbinding tussen strategische, integrale plannen en operationele projecten. Er is 
inzichtelijk gemaakt dat de implementatie van strategische plannen vraagt om een 
relatief open en flexibel ontwikkelingspad, waarbij rekening wordt gehouden met 
verandering in de omgeving. Bovendien is gebleken dat er niet één manier is om de 
strategische doelstellingen te verwezenlijken, maar dat moet worden onderkend dat 
dit op meerdere manieren kan gebeuren. Afhankelijk van de omstandigheden kunnen 
andere paden gevolgd worden. Dit betekent dat het belangrijk is dat binnen 
programma’s de ruimte wordt geboden om te leren en experimenteren zodat 
alternatieve opties worden ontwikkeld. Om ervoor te zorgen dat 
infrastructuurprojecten gerealiseerd worden, bleek het belangrijk dat deze zich 
openstelden voor zowel hun omgeving als ook andere projecten. Binnen een 
programma kunnen de onderlinge relaties tussen de verschillende projecten worden 
gestructureerd en kunnen gezamenlijke doelstellingen worden vastgesteld. Op deze 
manier kunnen programma’s functioneren als ‘firewall’ en projecten beschermen 
tegen onvoorziene omstandigheden. Het samenvoegen van deze verschillende 
inzichten leidt tot een volgende definitie van een programmatische benadering van 
infrastructuurplanning: het realiseren van strategische doelen en voordelen met een 
integrale benadering op zo’n manier dat de onderling afhankelijke projecten en 
stakeholders elkaar versterken en tevens oog houden voor de specifieke kenmerken van 
de situatie. Deze definitie maakt ook duidelijk dat een programmatische benadering 
niet moet worden gezien als een ‘one-size-fits-all’ benadering. In plaats daarvan wordt 
duidelijk dat het vraagt om een mix van planning-, management-, en 
sturingsprincipes. Het idee van een programmatische benadering is hiermee in lijn met 
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het theoretische idee dat complexe problemen vragen om een institutionele en 
organisatorische aanpak met een grote diversiteit. In een programmatische 
benadering komt dit bijvoorbeeld naar voren in toegepaste concepten als 
decentralisatie, onderling overleg, zelfregulering, leren en adaptief management. Dit 
maakt een programmatische benadering een complexe aanpak, wat de benadering 
ook weer geschikt maakt voor complexe problemen. Hier kunnen echter twee 
implicaties aan worden ontleend. De eerste is dat een programmatische benadering 
wellicht wat te veel van het goede is voor relatief eenvoudige problemen. De tweede 
implicatie is dat het succesvol realiseren van een programma een complexe opgave is. 
Dit onderschrijft deze studie. Desalniettemin kunnen, op basis van de verzamelde 
theoretische en praktische inzichten enkele richtingen worden geschetst die belangrijk 
zijn bij het ontwerp en de ontwikkeling van toekomstige programma’s in de 
infrastructuurplanning. Ten eerste blijkt het zeer belangrijk om de juiste sturingsmix te 
vinden. Met betrekking tot sturingsmix kunnen de volgende aanbevelingen worden 
gegeven: de juiste balans in de sturingsmix is afhankelijk van de omstandigheden. 
Daarnaast blijkt samenwerken risico’s met zich mee te brengen die moeten worden 
meegenomen in de sturingsmix. Ten tweede blijken monitoringstools en feedback van 
essentieel belang in een programma. Deze stellen het programma niet alleen in staat 
om in te spelen op veranderingen in de omgeving, maar monitoring blijkt tevens een 
belangrijke managementtool die betrokken actoren kan stimuleren om actie te 
ondernemen waar nodig. Aanbevelingen met betrekking tot monitoring en feedback 
zijn dat programma’s moeten functioneren als platform waar stakeholders data 
kunnen duiden en gezamenlijk leren te begrijpen. Daarnaast is het belangrijk om te 
onderkennen dat monitoringresultaten niet vanzelfsprekend tot actie leiden. Dit is ook 
sterk afhankelijk van het politiek-bestuurlijke klimaat waarbinnen een programma 
moet worden gerealiseerd. Ten derde en als laatste maakt deze thesis het belang van 
leiderschap om met verandering om te gaan duidelijk. Met betrekking tot leiderschap 
kan worden gesteld dat gezamenlijke actie ook afhankelijk is van partijen die 
leiderschap tonen. Daarnaast lijkt het er op dat bij het opstellen van een programma 
‘sense of urgency’ de belangrijkste drijfveer voor gezamenlijke actie is. Na de 
vaststelling van het programma verandert dit echter en wordt het tonen van 
leiderschap van fundamenteel belang. Daarnaast is leiderschap noodzakelijk om 
ervoor te zorgen dat exploitatie – het gebruik maken van bestaande kennis en kunde – 
in balans wordt gebracht met exploratie – het ontwikkelen van nieuwe kennis en 
innovatieve aanpakken. Alleen met een uitgebalanceerde aanpak kan een 
programmatische benadering zorgen voor de adaptiviteit en stuwkracht om de 
complexiteit in infrastructuurplanning succesvol het hoofd te bieden. 
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Appendix A: Overview of recent programmes in 
infrastructure planning in the Netherlands 

Table A.1 Overview of recent programmes in Dutch infrastructure planning 

Implementation programmes 

Programmatic 
Approach to the 
National Spatial 
Strategy (Programma 
Aanpak Nota Ruimte) 

Four national ministries - Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the Environment; Ministry of Transport; 
Ministry of Agriculture, Nature, and Food Quality; and the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs – worked in cooperation with 
regional and local government agencies in four regions in 
the Netherlands to implement the National Spatial 
Strategy. 

Acceleration Programmes 

Randstad Urgency 
Programme (Randstad 
Urgent) 

The Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the 
Environment and the Ministry of Transport work in 
cooperation with several provinces, regional governments 
and municipalities located in or closely connected to the 
Randstad region, in order to jointly improve the economic 
competitiveness of the region through the swift 
implementation of 33 projects. 

Programme Urgency 
Approach (Programma 
Spoedaanpak) 

Within the Ministry of Transport, 30 relatively ‘small’ 
infrastructure projects such as lane extensions etc., were 
combined into this programme with the dual goal of 
accelerating the delivery of these projects and improving 
their quality.  
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Water Programmes  

Room for the River Programme 
(Ruimte voor de Rivier) 

After several rivers (almost) flooded in the 1990s, it 
was decided that these rivers should be given more 
space to flow. Within the programme, 39 
interlinked projects are implemented in order to 
make this possible. 

Delta Programme 
(Deltaprogramma) 

In this programme, the national government and 
lower governments and local water boards work 
together to protect the Netherlands against 
potential floods and to prevent a possible 
freshwater shortage. 

Stimulation Programme 
Dynamic Traffic Management 
Waterways (Impuls Dynamisch 
Verkeersmanagement 
Vaarwegen) 

Within this programme governments on different 
levels, research institutes, waterway managers, 
carriers and shippers, ports, and terminals work 
together to optimize traffic flows on the Dutch 
national waterway system in order to strengthen 
the economic position of the Netherlands.  

Environmental programmes 

Spatial Planning and the 
Environment Area Based Policy 
Programme (Ruimtelijke 
Ordening en Milieu 
Gebiedenbeleid) 

In this programme, the national, provincial and 
municipal governments work together within 
specific areas to improve the environmental quality 
of these areas. This is done by adopting an 
integrated approach that is supposed to generate 
better and quicker solutions to overcome known 
problems en to develop an integrated vision for the 
development of the area in question, in order to 
guarantee a balanced and sustainable 
development.  
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City and Environment 
Programme (Programma 
Stad en Milieu) 

 

The 25 municipalities that participated in this 
programme aimed to integrate environmental and 
spatial planning within the context of spatial plan 
development. The programme focuses on three 
interrelated steps: source related policies, tailor-made 
solutions within the legal framework and justified 
deviations from this framework. This programme was 
conceived to improve the efficiency and efficacy of 
land use and environmental quality. 

National Collaboration 
Programme on Air Quality 
(Nationaal Samenwerkings-
programma Luchtkwaliteit) 

In this programme, national government works 
together with decentralized governments in order to 
obtain European air quality standards on the one hand, 
and, by doing so, enabling the implementation of 
spatial and infrastructure projects on the other hand. 

Financial (investment) programmes 

Multi Annual Programme 
Infrastructure, Space and 
Transport (Meerjaren-
programma Infrastructuur, 
Ruimte en Transport) 

This programme contains all spatial and infrastructure 
projects which are financed by the national 
government and in which the national government 
cooperates with provinces and municipalities. It aims to 
provide an overview of the state of affairs of these 
projects and programmes.  

  



Towards a programme-oriented planning approach  

242 

 

Innovation Programmes 

Air Quality Innovation 
Programme 
(Innovatieprogramma 
Luchtkwaliteit) 

This programme investigated all measures that were 
considered potentially promising for the improvement 
of air quality, based on an international comparison of 
academic literature and experiments within 
laboratories.  

Noise Innovation 
Programme 
(Innovatieprogramma Geluid) 

In this programme, the Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the Environment, and the Ministry of 
Transport cooperated with ProRail and Rijkswaterstaat 
to develop costeffective source-related measures to 
reduce the amount of noise nuisance from roads and 
rail tracks.  
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Appendix B: Overview of interviewees in the various 
case studies 
 
The list below provides an overview of all those interviewed for the purpose of this 
study; a description of their positions at the time; and the organization they were 
working for when the interview was conducted. 

National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 
 
First interview round, 2009-2010 
 
Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeleid (Ministry of 
Spatial Planing, Housing and the Environment) 
Henk Ovink    Vice director general 
Arjan Dikmans     Programme manager 
Marian van Giezen   Programme manager 
Anneke Havinga   Policy officer 
Roland Pellemans   Legal policy officer 
Petra Mak    Legal policy officer 
Hans Herremans   Policy officer 
Tanno Verburg    Policy officer 
 
Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat (Ministry of Transport) 
Paul van Gurp    Policy officer 
Monique van Wortel   Policy officer 
Florent van Gogh   Legal policy officer 
Lysander Lantain   Policy officer 
Adrie de Jong    Policy officer 
 
Rijkswaterstaat (Department of Transport, Public Works and Water Management) 
Werenfried Spit   Policy officer 
Marko Ludeking   Policy officer 
 
Province of Noord-Brabant 
Terry de Zoete    Provincial programme manager 
Edwin Weijtmans   Policy officer 
Province of Noord-Holland 
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Gert Jan Brueren   Policy officer 
 
Province of Zuid-Holland 
Wouter Groenen   Policy officer 
 
Interprovinciaal Overleg (Association of Provinces of the Netherlands) 
Joyce Klink    Policy advisor 
 
Municipality of Amsterdam 
Harry van Bergen   Policy officer 
 
Municipality of Utrecht 
Jan Schuring    Municipal programme manager 
Bertien Oude Grootte Beverborg Policy officer 
 
Municipality of The Hague 
Han Robanus Maandag   Policy officer 
 
Municipality of Rotterdam 
Berco Verhoek    Policy officer 
 
Vereninging Nederlandse Gemeenten (Association of Netherlands Municipalities) 
Rogier van Luxemburg   Policy advisor 
 
Commissie voor de Milieueffect Rapportage (Netherlands commission for 
environmental assessment) 
Veronica ten Holder   Director  
Geert Draaijers    Working group secretary  
 
InfoMil 
Arjan Pronk    Policy advisor 
Carola Verbeek    Policy advisor 
Hans Schmitz    Policy advisor 
 
CROW  
Ton Hesselmans   Policy advisor 
 
Stichting Natuur en Milieu 
Karin Blauw Project manager sustainable mobility and air 

quality 
 
VNO-NCW (Confederation of Netherlands Industry and Employers) 
Willem-Henk Streekstra  Policy advisor 
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GGD Amsterdam (Community Health Service Amsterdam) 
Fred Woudenberg   Policy advisor 
 
DHV 
Hanneke van de Ven   Consultant 
 
Gezondverkeer 
Diederik Metz    Modelling specialist / consultant 
 
AKD Prinsen Van Wijmen Advocaten 
Willem Bosma    Lawyer 
 
Ploum Lodder Princes Advocaten en notarissen 
Cornelis van der Sluis   Lawyer  
 
Arena Consulting 
Hans Haarsma    Interim manager 
 
Second interview round, 2011 
 
Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu (Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment) 
Anneke Havinga   Policy officer 
Lysander Lantain   Policy officer 
 
Rijkswaterstaat (Department of Transport, Public Works and Water Management) 
Marko Ludeking   Policy officer 
 
Province of Noord-Brabant 
Edwin Weijtmans   Policy officer 
 
Province of Zuid-Holland 
Beate Arends    Policy officer 
 
Interprovinciaal Overleg (Association of Provinces of the Netherlands) 
Joyce Klink    Policy advisor 
 
Municipality of Amsterdam 
Harry van Bergen   Policy officer 
Municipality of Rotterdam 
Mirna Hensen    Policy officer 
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Janine Jansen    Policy officer 
 
Municipality of Utrecht 
Bertien Oude Grootte Beverborg Policy officer 
 
Vereninging Nederlandse Gemeenten (Association of Netherlands Municipalities) 
Rogier van Luxemburg   Policy advisor 
 
Loyens and Loeff 
Remco Bäcker    Lawyer 
 
Ploum Lodder en Princen Advocaten en notarissen   
Cornelis van der Sluis   Lawyer 
 
Third interview round in 2012-2013 
 
Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu (Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment) 
Anneke Havinga   Policy officer 
Lysander Lantain   Policy officer 
 
Rijkswaterstaat (Department of Transport, Public Works and Water Management) 
Marko Ludeking   Policy officer 
Paul Rijkse    Policy officer 
 
Province of Noord-Brabant 
Edwin Weijtmans   Policy officer 
 
Province of Noord-Holland 
Sanne Ruijs    Policy officer 
 
Province of Zuid-Holland 
Beate Arends    Policy officer 
 
Interprovinciaal Overleg (Association of Provinces of the Netherlands) 
Joyce Klink    Policy advisor 
 
Municipality of Amsterdam 
Harry van Bergen   Policy officer 
Municipality of Rotterdam 
Mirna Hensen    Policy officer 
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Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeenten (Association of Netherlands 
Municipalities) 
Rogier van Luxemburg   Policy advisor 
 
Van der Feltz Advocaten 
Willem Bosma    Lawyer 
 
Ploum Lodder en Princen Advocaten en notarissen 
Cornelis van der Sluis   Lawyer 
 
Randstad Urgency Programme 
 
Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeleid (Ministry of 
Spatial Planing, Housing and the Environment) 
Bart Vink Programme manager ‘Structuurvisie Mainport 

Amsterdam Schiphol Haarlemmermeer’ 
(SMASH) 

Mattie Busch    Manager area oriented development 
 
Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat (Ministry of Transport) 
Wilbert de Kok    Vice programme manager  
 
Twynstra & Gudde 
Martine de Jong   Consultant   
 
Province of Utrecht 
Eric Diepstraten   Provincial programme manager 
 
Province of Noord-Brabant    
Joks Jansen    Policy officer 
 
Brabantstad 
Pieter van Ree    Policy advisor 
 
Royal Haskoning 
Tim Zwanikken    Consultant 
 
B&A Groep 
Oscar Papa    Interim manager 
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Urgency Approach Programme 
 
Rijkswaterstaat (Department of Transport, Public Works and Water Management) 
Leonie Zeestraten    Policy officer 
Christa Kempenaar   Programme Manager 
 
National highway project A4 Burgerveen – Leiden 
 
Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu (Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment) 
Edwin Verhagen   Ministry of Transport 
 
Rijkswaterstaat 
Marc van Enk    Project manager 
Jorgen van der Meer   Stakeholder manager 
Bart Stolte    Policy officer 
 
VROM-raad 
Ron Hillebrand    Secretary general 
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Appendix C: Interview guides  

National Collaboration Programme on Air Quality 

First interview round in 2009-2010 

Manier van werken voor NSL Modus operandi before NSL 
- Wat was de manier van werken voor het 

NSL? 
- Wat waren de doelen van het Besluit 

luchtkwaliteit? 
- In hoeverre zijn deze doelen behaald? 
- Welke redenen liggen aan het wel of niet 

halen ten grondslag? 
- Op welke manier is geprobeerd de 

doelen te halen? 
- Waarom is voor deze manier gekozen? 
- Welke voor- en nadelen had deze 

manier? 
 

- Please describe the modus operandi before 
the NSL was installed? 

- What were the goals of the Directive on 
Air Quality? 

- To what extent have these goals been 
achieved? 

- Which factors influenced goal 
achievement? 

- How were these goals to be achieved? 
- Why was this design selected at the time? 
- What were the advantages and 

disadvantages of this design? 
Totstandkoming NSL Realization of the NSL 
- Hoe is het NSL tot stand gekomen? 
- Welke rol heeft u/uw organisatie 

gespeeld in de totstandkoming van het 
NSL? 

- Welke cruciale momenten kunnen, 
achteraf gezien, worden geïdentificeerd? 

- Welke partijen speelden daarbij een rol? 
- Wat waren de verschillende standpunten 

van de betrokken partijen? 
- Waarom vertegenwoordigden de 

betrokken partijen die standpunten? 

- Please describe the process that led to the 
establishment of the NSL? 

- Which role did you/your organization play 
in this process? 

- Which crucial moments can be 
distinghuished with hindsight? 

- Which parties played a role in these crucial 
moments? 

- What positions were taken by each of the 
involved parties? 

- On what basis did the involved parties 
take said positions? 
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Nulmeting Benchmark 
- Wat zijn de doelen van het NSL? 
- Welke van die doelen weegt volgens u 

het zwaarst? 
- Wat is daadwerkelijk de reden van het 

participeren van uw organisatie in het 
NSL? (geld, gezondheid, milieu, 
projecten) 

- In hoeverre verwacht u dat deze doelen 
daadwerkelijk gerealiseerd zullen 
worden? 

- Welke doelen stelt het NSL voor u/uw 
organisatie? 

- In hoeverre verwacht u deze doelen 
daadwerkelijk te kunnen realiseren? 

- Wat is het verwachte 
probleemoplossend vermogen van het 
NSL? 

- Wat zijn de sterke punten van het NSL 
volgens u? 

- Waarom zijn dit volgens u de sterke 
punten? 

- Wat zijn eventuele aandachtspunten van 
het NSL? 

- Waarom zijn dit de aandachtspunten? 
(bijv. wat is de invloed van de 
kilometerheffing?) 

- What are the goals of the NSL? 
- Which goal do you feel should be most 

important? 
- What is the reason for the participation of 

your organization in the NSL? (financial 
resources, health issues, infrastructure 
projects) 

- To what extent do you think that these 
goals can be realistically achieved? 

- Which goals does the NSL set for your 
organization? 

- To what extent do you think these goals 
can be achieved? 

- In your opinion, what is the NSL’s 
expected problem-solving capacity? 

- What are the NSL’s strong points? 
- Why do you consider these to be strong 

points? 
- What are points of concern regarding the 

NSL? 
- Why are these points of concern? (e.g. 

what is the influence of road pricing?) 
 

Organisatie Organisation 
- Wat is uw rol/de rol van uw organisatie 

binnen het NSL? 
- Met welke partijen moet u 

samenwerken? 
- Wat verwacht u van de samenwerking? 
- Waarom verwacht u dat? 
- (zal men “meewerken” met VROM?) 
- Wat verwacht u dat er gebeurt als 

gemaakte afspraken niet na worden 
gekomen? 

- Waarom verwacht u dat? 
- Hoe verwacht u dat deze situaties zullen 

worden opgelost? 
- Waarom verwacht u dat? 

- What is your / your organisation’s role 
within the NSL? 

- With which parties do you collaborate? 
- What do you expect of this collaboration? 
- Why do you expect this? 
- (will one “cooperate” with the Ministry of 

VROM) 
- What do you expect will occur when made 

agreements are not being upheld? 
- Why do you expect this to happen? 
- How will such situations be resolved, do 

you think? 
- Why do you expect this to happen? 
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Sturing Governance 
- Wie stuurt volgens u het NSL? 
- Wie bepaalt wanneer wat gebeurt? 
- Op wat voor manier gebeurt dit? 
- Op wat voor manier zal het NSL volgens 

u worden aangestuurd? 
- In welke gevallen zal de manier van 

sturen veranderen? 
- Weet u op welke criteria uw bijdrage 

wordt beoordeeld? 
- Welke rol zal de monitoring hierin 

spelen? 
- Hoe is de monitoring precies geregeld? 
- Wie hebben hier invloed op? 
- Waarom deze partijen? 
- Data-verzameling? 

- In your opinion, who governs the NSL? 
- Who decides what will happen? 
- In which way is this being decided? 
- In which way do you think the the NSL will 

be governed? 
- Under which circumstances could this way 

of goverance potentially change? 
- Do you know which criteria will be used to 

assess your contribution? 
- Will monitoring play a role in this (if so, 

which role)? 
- How is the monitoring process organized? 
- Who can influence this process? 
- Why these parties? 
- Data collection? 

Tevredenheid Satisfaction 
- Hoe ervaart u de informatievoorziening? 
- Waarover bent u tot nu toe (heel) 

tevreden? 
- Waarom? 
- Waarover bent u tot nu toe minder 

tevreden? 
- Waarom? 
- Hoe kan dit verbeteren? 

- So far, what is your experience regarding 
information provision? 

- Which aspects are to your satisfaction? 
- Why? 
- Which aspects could be improved? 
- Why? 
- How? 

Transparantie Transparance 
- In hoeverre denkt u dat het NSL kan 

worden gebruikt als informatiemiddel 
naar “de burgers” toe? 

- Op welke manier kan dit gebeuren? 
- Wordt de manier van werken met de 

komst van het NSL transparanter 
richting de burger toe? 

- In your opinion, to what extent could the 
NSL be used as a means to provide 
information to citizens? 

- In what ways could this take place? 
- Will the NSL increase the level of 

transparency for citizens? 

Samenvattend In brief 
- Wat is nu de uiteindelijke meerwaarde 

van een programma-aanpak in het 
luchtkwaliteitdossier? 

- Ontstaan er spanningen tussen het 
programma-idee van het NSL en de 
daadwerkelijke uitvoering? 

- Wat voor spanningen? 

- What is the added value of a programme-
oriented planning approach in the air 
quality dossier? 

- Is there any friction between the idea of a 
programme-oriented planning approach 
and its implementation in planning 
practice? 

- What kind of friction?  
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Second interview round in 2011 

 
Ontwikkelingen vorige interview en nu Developments last interview and now 
- Kunt u cruciale, belangrijke, 

ontwikkelingen noemen sinds de 
inwerkingtreding van het NSL?  

- Wat is er gebeurd in de afgelopen 
periode? 

- Can you identify crucial, important, 
developments that have occured since the 
NSL was installed?  

- What developments have taken place 
since we spoke last? 

Bijvoorbeeld: For example: 
- Meldingsprocedure 
- Gezondheidswinst 
- Invloed van de nulmeting van het RIVM 
- De wisselende bemensing bij 

verschillende partijen 
- Politiek-bestuurlijke reactie op 

knelpunten 
- Hoe gaan gemeenten om met ‘nieuwe’ 

knelpunten waar ze mee te maken 
krijgen? 

- Wat is het effect van het achterwege 
blijven van Anders betalen voor 
Mobiliteit? 

- Wat hebben we gegenereerd aan 
onderzoekslast en is het met de 
programmatische aanpak nu 
eenvoudiger geworden? 

- De problematiek rond veehouderijen 

- Alert / notification procedure 
- Possible public health improvement 
- Influence of the base measurement of the 

RIVM 
- Personnel changes at various involved 

organizations 
- Politico-administrative response to 

sticking points 
- How are municipalities dealing with the 

‘new’ sticking points they are confronted 
with? 

- What is the effect of not implementing the 
national road pricing scheme? 

- What did we generate in terms of research 
being carried out, and has the programma-
oriented planning approach made this 
easier? 

- Problems concerning livestock industry 
Ervaringen Experiences 
- Hoe hebt u deze ontwikkelingen 

ervaren? 
- Hoe waardeert u deze ontwikkelingen?  
- Positief?  
- Negatief? 
- Op welke manier heeft u geprobeerd 

invloed uit te oefenen op hetgeen dat 
gebeurde? 

- Negatieve ontwikkelingen voorkomen / 
dempen 

- Positieve ontwikkelingen benutten 

- How did you experience these 
developments? 

- How do you value these developments? 
- Positively? 
- Negatively? 
- In what way did you try to influence the 

developments? 
- Preventing/damping negative 

developments 
- Capitalize on positive developments 
 

Conflicten Conflicts 
- Waren er conflicten in het programma? 
- Waar gingen die conflicten over? 
- Wie waren erbij betrokken? 
- Hoe zijn deze opgelost? 

- Were there any conflicts in the 
progarmme? 

- What did these conflicts relate to? 
- Who were involved? 
- How were these conflicts resolved? 

Proces Process 
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- Wat is ervoor nodig om alle betrokken 
partijen op één lijn te krijgen? 

- Hoe verloopt zo’n proces? 
- Welke hulpmiddelen worden daarin 

gebruikt? 

- What would it take to bring all parties into 
line? 

- What would such a process entail? 
- Which means could be used in such a 

process? 
Programma Programme 
- Waarom participeert u in het 

programma?  
- Wat is de achterliggende reden?  
- Waarom werkt u samen met anderen?  
- Welke voordelen haalt u uit uw deelname 

aan het programma? 
- Welke voordelen haalt uw project uit de 

deelname aan het programma? 
- Welke voordelen haalt uw organisatie uit 

de deelname aan het programma? 
- Zijn er ook nadelen? 
- Wat is de meerwaarde van een 

programma? 

- Why do you participate in the programme? 
- What is the underlying reason? 
- Why do you collaborate with other 

parties? 
- Which advantages do you gain from 

participating in the programme? 
- Which advantages does your organization 

gain from participating in the programme? 
- Are there any disadvantages? 
- What is the added value of a programme? 
 

Samenwerking Collaboration 
- Hoe ervaart u de samenwerking (tot 

dusver): 
- Met andere personen? 
- Met andere projecten? 
- Met andere partijen? 

- What is your experience of the 
collaboration so far? 

- With other persons? 
- With other projects? 
- With other organizations? 

Succesfactoren Success factors 
- Welke factoren zijn bepalend, nu en in de 

toekomst? Met andere woorden, wat is 
er nodig om van het NSL een succes te 
maken?  

- Which factors will be critical for success, 
now and in the future? In other words, 
what is required to make the NSL a 
success? 

Bijvoorbeeld: For example: 
- Geld   
- Vertrouwen 
- Wet  
- Macht 
- Contract 

- Financial resources 
- Trust 
- Legislation 
- Power 
- Contract 

Eigen organisatie Own organization 
- Wat wilt u bereiken met de deelname in 

het programma? 
- U persoonlijk 
- Uw project 
- Uw organisatie 

- What do you hope to achieve with your 
participation in the programme? 

- For you personally? 
- For your project? 
- For your organization? 
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Eigen organisatie t.o.v. anderen Own organisation in relation to other 
organizations 

- Heeft u het idee dat u afhankelijk bent 
van anderen om uw eigen resultaat te 
behalen? 

- Van wie? 
- Wat gebeurt er als iemand zich niet aan 

de afspraken houdt? 

- Do you feel like you are dependent on 
other parties for achieving your own 
goals? 

- Dependent on whom? 
- What happens if a party does not abide by 

the agreements? 
Sturing  Governance 
- Op welke manier stuurt het programma 

(de projecten)? 
- Welke instrumenten worden hiervoor 

gebruikt? 
- Op welke manier kan het programma de 

projecten anders aansturen? 
- Zijn hier verbeteringen in aan te 

brengen? 
- Had het anders gekund? 

- In what way does the programme try to 
‘steer’ (the projects)? 

- Which instruments are employed for this? 
- What ways does the programme have to 

influence or control the projects? 
- Is there room for improvement? 
- Could this have happened differently? 
 

Besluitvorming Decisionmaking 
- Wie neemt beslissingen? 
- Welke informatie is daarvoor nodig? 
- Was die er al? 
- Hoe is die verkregen? 
- Wie profiteert en wie niet? 

- Who is making the decisions? 
- Which information is needed for that? 
- Was this information available before? 
- How is this information acquired? 
- Who gains and who loses? 

Kosten-baten Costs-benefits 
- Op welke manier worden de kosten en 

baten gedeeld? 
- In what way are the costs and benefits 

being shared? 
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Third interviewround in 2013 

Verleden Past 
- Wat waren volgens u de belangrijkste 

pluspunten van het NSL in het begin? 
- Zijn deze punten tot dusver optimaal 

benut? 
- Wat had er beter gekund? 
- Wat waren volgens u de belangrijkste 

verbeterpunten van het NSL in het 
begin? 

- Op welke manier zijn deze destijds 
meegenomen? 

- Is dit uiteindelijk voldoende gebleken? 
- Welke ontwikkelingen hebben zich sinds 

de afgelopen interviewronde 
voorgedaan? 

- What do you feel were the most important 
initial advantages of the NSL? 

- Have all of these advantages been 
optimally used so far? 

- What could have been improved? 
- Which points for improvement do you see? 
- Did participants anticipate on the basis of 

these points of improvement? 
- Did this prove to be sufficient? 
- Which developments have taken place 

since the previous interview?  
 

Technisch inhoudelijk Content 
- Hoe is het monitoringsproces verlopen? 
- Wat waren de monitoringsresultaten? 
- Waren deze positief of negatief? 
- Is hierop geanticipeerd? 
- Op welke manier? 
- Heeft dit effect gehad? 

- How did the monitoring process evolve? 
- What were the results of the monitoring 

tool? 
- Where these positive or negative? 
- How were these taken into account? 
- In what way? 
- Did this sort any effect?  

Juridisch Legal 
- Zijn er belangrijke ontwikkelingen op 

juridisch vlak? 
- Hoe heeft de jurisprudentie zich tot 

dusver ontwikkeld? 

- Have there been any important legal 
developments? 

- How has jurisprudence developed so far? 
 

Samenwerking Collaboration 
- Hoe verloopt de samenwerking tussen de 

verschillende partijen? 
- Wat zijn de positieve punten? 
- Wat zijn de verbeterpunten? 
- Op welke manier kan dit verbeterd 

worden? 
- Op welke manier interfereren andere 

beleidsinitiatieven met het NSL? 
- Op uw beleidsniveau (gemeente, 

provincie of rijk)? 
- Op andere beleidsniveaus? 
- Op andere beleidsterreinen? 

- How is the collaboration between the 
various parties? 

- What are positive points? 
- What could be improved? 
- In what way could this be improved? 
 
- In what way do other policy initiatives 

interfere with the NSL? 
- At your level of administration 

(municipality, province or national 
government)? 

- At other levels of administration? 
- In other policy fields? 

Bijvoorbeeld: For example: 
- Programmatische Aanpak Stikstof? - Programme-oriented approach for 
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- Eenvoudig Beter – nieuwe 
omgevingswet 

- Gebiedsagenda’s MIRT?  
- 130 km/u 

Nitrogen Dioxide? 
- Eenvoudig Beter (‘Simply Better’) – new 

spatial legislation 
- Regional development plans 
- Speed increse to 130 km/h on national 

highways 
Toekomst Future 
- Hoe ziet u de toekomst van het NSL voor 

u? 
- Welke mogelijkheden zijn er om het NSL 

tot een succes te maken? 
- Hoe zien die mogelijkheden er uit? 
- Kunnen die benut worden? 
- Waarom wel/niet? 
- Gaan we het halen? 
- Wat gebeurt er als we het niet halen? 
- Wordt hierop geanticipeerd? 
- Op welke manier? 
- Hoe is de basis voor verdere 

samenwerking? 
- Wat verbindt de verschillende partijen? 
- Wat stoot de verschillende partijen van 

elkaar af? 
- Wat kunnen we leren van het NSL? 

- What is your view of the future of the 
NSL? 

- What are the available opportunities for 
making the NSL a succes? 

- What do these opportunities look like? 
- Could these realistically be applied? 
- Why (not)? 
- Are we going to make it? 
- What will happen if we do not make it? 
- Is this being anticipated? 
- In what way? 
- What is the basis for further collaboration? 
- What is the connection between the 

various parties? 
- What could cause friction? 
- What can we learn from the NSL? 
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Randstad Urgency Programme 

Algemeen General 
- Kunt u een algemene beschrijving geven 

van wat de term ‘programma’ volgens u 
inhoudt? 

- Kunt u aangeven hoe de programma 
aanpak Randstad Urgent daaraan 
relateert? Wat voor ‘soort’ programma is 
het? 

- Could you provide a general description of 
what the term ‘programme’ implies 
according to you? 

- Could you describe how the Randstad 
Urgency Approach relates to this 
description? What ‘kind’ of programme is 
it? 

Aanleiding Stimulus 
- Welke problemen moet de programma 

aanpak ondervangen. Oftewel, wat was 
de aanleiding voor de programma 
aanpak met betrekking tot: 

- Wat was het inhoudelijke probleem? 
- Welke ontwikkelingen vonden plaats 

buiten de invloedsfeer van de betrokken 
partijen, maar waren (achteraf) toch 
belangrijk in de totstandkoming van het 
programma? 

- Hoe lang heeft het proces geduurd?  
- Wie nam het initiatief? 

- To what problems did the programme 
have to respond? In other words, what 
was the stimuluis to initiate this 
programme-oriented planning approach? 

- What was the problem in terms of 
content? 

- Which developments took place outside 
the span of control of the involved parties, 
but did turn out to be important in the 
establishment of the programme? 

- How much time did this process take?  
- Who took the initative? 
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Analyse  Analysis 
- Welke objectieve kenmerken over het 

programma kunnen worden vastgesteld 
- Om hoeveel geld gaat het? 
- Hoeveel partijen zijn betrokken? 
- Welke partijen zijn betrokken? 
- Om hoeveel projecten gaat het? 
- Welke aspecten blijken belangrijk in de 

uitvoering van het programma , met 
betrekking tot: 

- Op welke manier zijn de projecten aan 
elkaar verbonden? 

- Worden de projecten gemonitord? 
- Wat vindt men van de kwaliteit van de 

monitoring/feedback? 
- Wie stuurt er? 
- Op welke manier? 
- Welke handhavinginstrumenten / 

middelen worden ingezet? 
- Zijn er conflicten geweest? 
- Wie hadden er dan een conflict? 
- Waar ging het conflict over? 
- Is het telkens hetzelfde punt wat naar 

voren wordt gebracht, of verschilt het 
iedere keer? 

- Wat gebeurt er buiten het programma 
waar men geen invloed op heeft, maar 
wat toch belangrijk blijkt te zijn? 

- Welke specifieke voordelen biedt de 
programma-aanpak ten opzichte van 
andere mogelijkheden? 

- Wat is er nodig om dit progamma tot een 
succes te maken? 

- Which objective facts regarding the 
programme can be established? 

- How much money is involved? 
- How many organizations are involved? 
- Which organizations/parties are involved? 
- How many projects are involved? 
- Which aspects have turned out to be 

important with regard to: 
- What is the link between the projects? 
- Are these projects being monitored? 
- What ere the views on the quality of this 

monitoring/feedback? 
- Who is in charge? 
- In what way? 
- Which management tools or instruments 

are applied? 
- Have there been any conflicts? 
- Which parties were involved? 
- What was the conflict about? 
- Is it always the same point that comes up, 

or is it different? 
- Which developments took place outside 

the span of control of the involved parties, 
but did turn out to be important in the 
implementation of the programme? 

- Which specific advantages does a 
programme-oriented planning approach 
offer in relation to other options? 

- What is required to make this 
programme a success? 

 

Bijvoorbeeld For example:  
- onderling vertrouwen,  
- aandacht van de top,  
- verdeling van verantwoordelijkheden. 

- Mutual trust 
- Attention from top management 
- Division / distribution of responsibilities 
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Urgency Approach Programme & National highway project A4 
Burgerveen – Leiden 
 

Projectniveau Project level 
- Kan het project A4 Burgerveen – Leiden, 

in relatie tot andere projecten, worden 
beschouwd als een technisch 
ingewikkeld project? 

- Op welke manier? 
- Wat maakte het project ingewikkeld? 
- Op welke manier heeft de omgeving van 

het project invloed uitgeoefend op de 
voortgang van het project? 

- Op welke manier is men hiermee om 
gegaan? 

- Welke maatregelen zijn hiervoor 
genomen binnen de scope van het 
project? 

- Op welke manier heeft dit invloed gehad 
op tijd, geld en scope van het project? 

- Op welke manier is de financiële 
planning van het project verandert 
gedurende de voortgang van het project? 

- Waarom zijn deze elementen juist 
veranderd? 

- Wat is duurder geworden? Waarom? 
- Wat viel goedkoper uit? Hoe valt dit te 

verklaren? 
- Op welke manier heeft het politiek-

bestuurlijk domein invloed gehad op het 
project? 

- Hoe werd dit gevoeld? 
- Heeft dit invloed gehad op de tijd, geld 

en scope van het project? 
- Welke wettelijke moeilijkheden is men 

tegengekomen gedurende de uitvoering 
van het project?  

- Can the project A4 Burgerveen – Leiden, in 
relation to other projects, be regarded as a 
technically complicated project? 

- In what way? 
- What caused the project to be 

complicated? 
- In what way did the context of the project 

influence project progress? 
- In what way was this dealt with? 
- Which measures were taken to deal with 

this within the scope of the project? 
- In what way did this influence the time, 

money or scope of the project? 
- In what way did the financial planning 

change while the project proceeded? 
- Why did these elements change? 
- Did anything become more expensive?  
- Why? 
- Did anything become cheaper? How can 

this be explained? 
- In what way did the politico-

administrative context influence project 
performance? 

- In what way was this experienced? 
- Did this influence time, money or the 

scope of the project? 
- Which legal difficulties had to be overcome 

during the implementation of the project?  
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Programmaniveau Programme level 
- Op welke manier heeft het programma 

invloed gehad op de technische 
specificaties van het project? 

- Heeft het programma daarop invloed 
uitgeoefend?  

- Waarom wel/niet? 
- Op welke manier heeft het programma 

invloed gehad op de sociale omgeving 
van het project? 

- Op welke manier heeft het programma 
invloed gehad op de financiele 
planning/middelen van het project? 

- Hoe valt dit te verklaren? 
- Op welke manier heeft het programma 

invloed gehad op het politiek-
bestuurlijke domein rond het project? 

- Hoe valt dit te verklaren? 
- Waarom is voor deze strategie gekozen? 
- Op welke manier heeft het programma 

invloed gehad op de wettelijke 
moeilijkheden die werden ervaren tijdens 
het project? 

- In what way did the programme influence 
the technical specications of the project? 

- Did the programme influence this? 
- Why (not)? 
- In which way did the programme influence 

the social environment of the project? 
- In which way did the programme influence 

the financial planning/means of the 
project? 

- How can this be explained? 
- In what way did the programme influence 

the politico-administrative decision-
making concerning the project? 

- How can this be explained? 
- Why was this strategy selected? 
- In which way did the programme influence 

legal complexities that were experienced 
during the project? 
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Appendix D: Overview of ‘grey literature’ 

AASHTO, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (2007) 
Accelerating Project Delivery, AASHTO: Washington D.C. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2007), 200602152/1. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2009) 200806392/1/M2. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010a) 200900883/1/H1. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010b) 200904401/1/M2. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010c) 200905089/1/H1. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010d) 200907231/1/M1. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010e) 200909299/1/M2. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010f) 200909519/1/M2. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010g) 201000357/1/M1. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2010h) 201008134/3/M2. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2011a) 200901660/1/M3. 

ABRvS, Algemeen Besluit Raad van State (2011b) 200905117/1/R1. 
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Appendix E: Focus group discussion guideline 

Focus group discussion 1 

Chair: Wim Leendertse (Rijkswaterstaat) 

 

Marko Ludeking (Rijkswaterstaat) 
Paul Rijkse (Rijkswaterstaat) 
Robert van Winden (Rijkswaterstaat) 
Ruud Nijland (Rijkswaterstaat) 
Hans de Vries (Rijkswaterstaat) 
 
Propositions Focus Group Discussion 1 

 
1. Partijen blijven alleen samenwerken 

onder druk. Op het moment dat die 
druk wegvalt, zal de samenwerking 
wankelen. Hierin is een rol 
weggelegd voor de 
programmamanager (of het 
programmamanagement). 

 
2. Ieder programma moet zo worden 

georganiseerd dat de 
monitoringsresultaten leiden tot 
gerichte actie van de deelnemende 
partijen. 

 
3. Het maakt niet uit hoe je een 

programma inricht. Op het moment 
dat de politiek een tegengestelde 
richting uitzet, wordt doelbereik 
binnen het programma nagenoeg 
onmogelijk. 

 
4. De risico’s in het NSL zijn voor RWS 

niet meer inhoudelijk, maar zijn 
louter nog procesmatig van aard 

 
1. Parties will only collaborate under 

pressure. When this pressure is lost, 
collaboration will stagger. The 
programme manager (or programme 
management) should play a role in 
this.  

 
 

2. Every programme should be organized 
in such a way that the monitoring 
results lead to directed action by all 
involved parties. 

 
 

3. The design of a programme is of 
limited importance. When the political 
discourse turns in the opposite 
direction, goal achievement within a 
programme will become practically 
impossible. 

 
4. The risks in the NSL for RWS do no 

longer relate to content, but only to 
process. 

 
Focus group discussion 2 
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Chair: Ruud Nijland (Rijkswaterstaat) 

 

Marko Ludeking (Rijkswaterstaat) 
Anneke Havinga-Smilde (Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu) 
Diederik Metz (Gezond verkeer) 
Beate Arends (Provincie Zuid-Holland) 
Gerard van Mulken (Gemeente Eindhoven) 
Ruben Beijk (Rijksinstituut voor Volksgezondheid en Milieu) 
Cornelis van der Sluis (Ploum, Lodder en Princen) 
 

Propositions Focus Group Discussion 2 

 
1. Het NSL is een samenwerkings-

programma. Partijen blijven alleen 
samenwerken onder druk. Op het 
moment dat die druk wegvalt, zal de 
samenwerking wankelen. Hier moet 
de regio voerende actor op inspelen  

 
2. Het maakt niet uit hoe je een 

programma inricht. Op het moment 
dat de politiek een tegengestelde 
richting uitzet, wordt doelbereik van 
het programma nagenoeg 
onmogelijk .  

 
3. De monitoring is belangrijk om 

veranderingen in de omgeving te op 
een objectieve manier te registreren. 
Dit is van essentieel belang voor het 
programma. Het programma zal 
echter wel zo moeten worden 
georganiseerd dat de 
monitoringsresultaten ook leiden tot 
gerichte actie van de deelnemende 
partijen. 

 
4. Het verlengen van het NSL gebeurt 

niet vanuit de overtuiging dat 

 
1. The NSL is a collaboration 

programme. Parties will only 
collaborate under pressure. When this 
pressure is lost, collaboration will 
stagger. The actor in charge should 
play a role in this. 

 
2. The design of a programme is not 

really important. When the political 
discourse turns in the opposite 
direction, goal achievement will 
become practically impossible.  

 
 

3. Monitoring is important to register 
changes in the environment in an 
objective way. This is of crucial 
importance to a programme. However, 
the programme should be organized in 
such a way that the monitoring result 
leads to actual, directed action by all 
parties involved.  
 
 
 

4. The extension of the NSL is not 
motivated by the idea that this is best 
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daarmee de volksgezondheid 
optimaal gediend wordt. 
Organisatorische en economische 
motieven spelen in de beslissing te 
verlengen de boventoon. 

 

for the public health. Rather, 
organizational and economic motives 
are most important in the decision to 
extend the NSL.  
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