Towards a relational planning approach? Case studgin the
airport regions of Amsterdam, Barcelona and Munich

4th Joint Congress of the Association of Collegiathools of Planning
(ACSP) and the Association of European Schooldaririing (AESOP).
Chicago, United States of America. July-611"

Bart de Jong, Utrecht University, Faculty of Geosciences.
AddressP.O. Box 80115, 3508TC, Utrecht Netherlands. T8l(8)30-2532738
E-mail: b.dejong@geo.uu.nl
Pere Suau-SancheZUniversitat Autbnoma de Barcelona, DepartamerGeegrafia
Address Edifici B - Campus de la UAB, 08193 Bellaterree(@anyola del Valles).
Tel: +34 93-5814805

E-mail: pere.suau.sanchez@uab.cat
Michael Dross Technische Universitaet Muenchen, Faculty of Aetture
AddressArcisstrae 21, 80333 Miunchen, Germany. Tel: @Y8H-289-22142
E-mail: dross@tum.de

Abstract

The aviation industry is constantly evolving. Airfgo are not simply airfields anymore; contemporary
international airports are one of the most impdrtaot-spots in metropolitan regions. The developnun
airports and the increasing expansion of Europeatnapolitan regions, together with the rising ecuoical
potential of the airport area, make planning thgpat region an intricate process. Conflicts arghier
enhanced through an increasing "glocal" complexitderstood as the constant tension between lochl a
global market driven interests. Not only joint stgies for spatial development are strongly needed
manage future growth, but also a regional goveraapproach for airport regions in general seemntseto
necessary.

After introducing a relational planning frameworke will elaborate on the practical implementatidrihis
framework by discussing three case studies: Murditport Region, Barcelona Airport Region and
Amsterdam Schiphol Airport Region. By reflecting threse three cases we show that the conflicts droun
airport enlargements do not only base on aircrafenand the sites for buildings and runways. Wgiar
that there are additional conflicts arising withsalved problems of regional spatial developmeng lik
congestion, traffic noise and high infrastructuosts. These conflicts are emerging as a resuledcfigtent
traditional planning approaches. Traditional plagnis sectoral and territorial orientated, whiléatienal
planning takes into consideration the complex reltel dynamics of current developments in airport
regions.

Consequently, planners should link together difiergpatial development conflicts, for instance tots
arising because of growing populations in airp@gions. Then different spatial scales must be tinke
together, such as the vicinity of the airport, thetropolitan region, and the state. All differentass and
stakeholders have to be considered. We argue ghating this complexity makes current conflicts abo
airport extensions more complicated to solve ther.e

Keywords: Amsterdam Airport Schiphol; Munich Airport Interi@al; Barcelona Airport, airport, air
transport, airport region, spatial development, gl@xity, relational planning approach



1 Introduction

The aviation industry is constantly evolving. Airteare not simply airfields anymore;
contemporary airports function as dynamic nodesétropolitan regions where local and
global interests meet. Dealing with these partisafd@l and at the same time intersecting
universes is a difficult task for any airport plannworldwide, that involves many
different and often articulated actors (Drof3 andJdag 2007). It is no surprise that
governments find it hard to deal with the curreyibrid society as economic and social
shifts entered the domain of the state, politicd administration, elite networks, lobby
groups and social movements, stretching betweerarss cities, regions and countries.
As a result, next to the government a growing nuntdifepublic and private actors
emerged that try to influence the spatial planrimgheir advantage, fragmenting and
disintegrating it along the way (de Jong 2008).

Actor conflicts in the planning process are furtenpowered through an increasing
glocal complexity, understood as the constant tension dmtwocal and global market
driven interests. Not only joint strategies for tigladevelopments are needed to manage
future growth, also a regional governance apprdachirport regions in general seems to
be necessary. However, current spatial planninghdmorks seems to neglect these
notions as it is still mainly dominated by a Euelth conception of place and the
assumption that space and time act as little nwaa bbjective and external containers.
Traditionally, plans, maps, graphical representaticcontours and reports are made to
conceptualize the envisaged reality. Governmenggnst acknowledge the network
society and the need to search for new adminigéatncepts, but not one unambiguous
vision or consistent strategy linking different spa and times is converted into reality.
On the contrary, in the attempt to deal with gihecal complexity, governments produce
an excessive number of plans and form new delilverdtodies (Nel-lo 2003, Subirats
2007). This leads to a higher level of complexitythe form of unclear roles and a policy
making patchwork quilt or excessive governanceethie simply too much co-ordination
that is seen as oppressive and obstructive (Caif@®2006, Wijk 2006). In this sense,
traditional planning does ignorglocal complexity. We should try to understand the
current high level of complexity as a way to reachmore effective urban management
and planning process (Suau-Sanchez 2008).

We believe that it is time for a more relationaéwi on planning that can help to
understand the current complexity in the decisi@kimg process by enhancing the
relation among the different actors involved. Asaelational view helps to understand
that different spatial scales are linked togettiars crucial issues @firport development
and airport region development have to be brought together. Nexte®enl to have a
relational view concerning time, which is neededilsvlobserving sudden changes in
deregulated markets and ecosystems. Taking tlisactount, the research questions that
will guide us are: a) What are the main gaps ttzat be identified when looking at
desirable airport region planning for the conterapprnetwork society and already
existing planning frameworks? b) What kind of plemghapproach could be helpful to
bridge these identified gaps

The paper will try to answer these leading resegrastions according to the following
structure: chapter two will elaborate why plannthg contemporary airport (region) is



becoming a more intricate process by discussingéve articulation of global and local

processes and the consequences it has for théoaviatlustry and airport regions. To

conclude the second chapter, we will outline ati@tal planning framework. Then, in

chapter three we will introduce the case studieAroterdam Schiphol Airport region,

Barcelona Airport Region and Munich Airport Regioy conducting a spatial-economic
and institutional analysis to see if existing ttedial planning approaches in these
airports are able to cope with thlocal complexity that influences major airport regions
worldwide To conclude, chapter four will address the secasaarch question and will

discuss to what extent relational planning can cedine level of complexity and deal
with the current multi-level dynamics in airporgiens planning.

2 Theoretical framework: From airfield to airport reg ion

2.1 The complex articulation of global and local dynants

Space and time are traditional treated as congistfnthree dimensions: length-width-
height and yesterday-today-tomorrow. However, iglabalising world, space and time
are more than mere three dimensional concepts;ateegffectively produced and created
through social actions within and between placesittires, economies, social worlds,
politics and environments all become driven by dsgiof increasingly intense
interconnections and flows, over larger and largeographical scales” (Graham and
Healey 1999: 11). Places become articulated momantetworks of social relations.
Still, a globalising world does not mean that placelonger matters. Robertson (1995)
believes that the general myth of globalisatiothat it is a rather casual way as referring
to very large-scale phenomena and to believe telity is neglected. Although the
global and the local seem complete opposites, ey be regarded as two sides of the
same coin. To improve the understanding of plackiendual nature Robertson (1995)
introduces the ternglocalisation The notion of glocalisation is used in a more
sociological manner to explain how the polarityviextn the global and the local (or the
universal and the particular) is inaccurate. Thebgl does not exclude the local,
globalization involves the linking of localitiesn lother words: regions and localities
become integrated in international networks thret their most dynamic sectors (Castells
1996, Robertson 1995). Castells (1996) states ttmatforces of globalization have
triggered a technological revolution centred arounftbrmation technology that is
reforming our society into a network society. Thitwork society is characterized by an
increasing and paradoxical worldwide interdepengenblurring and redefining
boundaries and flows of people, products, servicapijtal and information that gain
independence. This means that traditionally fixad geographical regularities become
less and less relevant. Spatial contiguity is mmér an exclusive precondition for social
and economic interaction. Activities can becometlfmse and are no longer bound to
specific places. Nevertheless, it is wrong to helithat we live in a borderless world.
Instead, the world’s increasing interdependencggeis an increasing complexity,
interconnectedness and volatility, where boundades becoming more and more
permeable. Hence, the space of places and the gpioais co-exist in harmony as well
as disharmony (Castells 1996, Dicken 2004, Bo2695).

Airports play a crucial role in the network societpncerning the exchange of
information. Air transport is the only transport deothat has permitted to eliminate the



global friction between space and time (Suau-Sancke08). One of the most
outstanding features of the knowledge economy mmpstition. In such competitive
environment, Information Communications Technol@i§yT) gives a flexible respond to
rapidly changing market conditions. However, fagdace contacts are still important
(van den Berg and Braun 1999). This is so becawsekmowledge economy shows a
determinant difference between codified knowledgd #acit knowledge. The former
aspect consists of information widely availableet@eryone through ICT. On the other
hand, tacit knowledge consists of information agi# only to a limited number of
people and requires face-to-face contacts fordtssmission (van den Begj al 2004).
Air transport network allows fast travelling to aitt business face-to-face contacts.
Schaafsma (2008: 70) states that “globalisatioabisut an information revolution and
about a revolution in the transportation of peagutel goods”. So, air transport becomes
crucial in people flows but also in cargo flowspesially for transporting perishable
goods and cutting-edge electronics (Leinbach anteBd2004).

The network society not only triggered a highereleaf complexity in global level
relationships, but also a growing complexity conasy the decision-making process at
the local scale for those planners that try to find balance between local and global
interests. Economic and social shifts enter the alomf state politics, elite networks,
lobby groups and social movements, stretching batwand across cities, regions and
even countries (Dicken 2004, Boelens 2005, BurghoQ@07). Established policy
discourses are challenged, traditional arenas andrgment networks questioned, and
actors search for new relationships with otherettalders in both economic and socio-
cultural spheres (de Jong 2008).

In this context airports become a multi-interprégaboncept: airports are facilitating
companies, business parks, urban complexes, pallatel so on. So, while on the one
hand airports are clearly dedicated to global dbjes and network building, on the other
hand they find it difficult to cope with their dire surroundings, local inhabitants and
other local stakeholders. In this way, airportsnsde be fragmented into the material
organization of time-sharing practices that workotilgh flows on the one hand, and
ecologically and historically rooted spatial orgamtions that dominate bounded
geographic spaces on the other.

2.2 An evolving air transport sector

The growing demand of air transport due to globditm requires a likewise growing
supply. The adaptations of the supply side to refohand have to do with the ongoing
process of deregulation. Deregulation started irs1%hen the United States of America
enacted theAirline Deregulation Acton the 24th of October (Bouwens and Dierikx
1997). Another effect of the deregulation act wes &irlines were no longer committed
to one airport. Therefore, from that day on US @itp had to do their best to retain their
home carrier. Thanks to the deregulation of the Acaa aviation sector and the positive
outcomes that resulted from this, Europe also @ekctd deregulate the market gradually.
This happened from 1987 until April 1997. Slowly tbsurely international
competitiveness emerged within the aviation se¢kakfoort and Schaafsma 2000,
Burghouwt and Huys 2003).

In terms of network configuration, the deregulatioriroduced the hub-and-spoke
principle. This means that direct flights from aodsmaller airports were more and more
replaced by indirect flights through a central leiggirport, otherwise known as hub. At



the same time, because of a free market systerinesirthat are less spatially
concentrated at the hubs emerged: the so-callegtdsivcarriers. Because of these no-
frills-airlines, the full-service airlines experiem cutthroat competition on their non-
intercontinental origin destination network. As @nsequence of the low-cost pressure,
the privatization of the former flag-carriers, ahe fact that the aviation sector is a low-
margin business, full-service airlines were forteestablish alliances such as Skyteam,
Oneworld and Star Alliance. These alliances argigalr measures, in fact, according to
De Neufville and Odoni (2003) deregulation takesagwany impediment with a rapid
change, it increases the volatility of overall fiafat airports. Therefore, we could
conclude that deregulation is a vector that in@sa@®mplexity.

As a result of this volatile character of contengpgraviation, large airports have evolved
into multi-service platforms to distribute the mskand reduce the dependence on
aeronautical revenues. Now, airports offer “urbasérvices such as shopping,
entertainment and office buildings, and operateemamd more as private companies.
Besides these non-oriented airport activities, gnewth of air traffic leads to an
increasing supply of airport-related activities tsuas courier services, catering
companies, and logistics distribution centres. Toenbination of non-oriented and
airport-related activities can be defined as thpaat city. The airport city is “the more or
less dense cluster of operational, airport-relaetivities, plus other commercial and
business concerns, on and around the airport platfllowever, this cluster is called an
airport city only if it shows the qualitative feats of a city (density, access quality,
environment, services)” (Giller and Gdiller 2003).70

2.3 Emerging airport regions

The influence of an airport goes far beyond theaaircity. Airports affect the regional
economy in three ways. First of all there are theatl effects, which include all
investment, running expenses and employment thatuacon the airport premises.
Secondly indirect effects account for all the ineorand employment, which are
generated through supplying the airport firms frim outside. Finally, there are the
induced effects, which describe the aggregate spgmubwer of the direct and indirect
employment of the airport firms. So far, an airpeduld create similar effects like any
other manufacturing or services activities on thme site. Hub airports on top generate
network effects, which come along especially witle tcharacteristics of air traffic.
Catalytic effects base on to the rising accesgyilf an airport is opened or extended,
which saves time for the passengers and improvesotiational factors for the regional
economy (DroR3 and Thierstein 2007).

Hence, large airports are becoming more than digies, they are new hot spots in the
metropolitan areas for regional development. Aitpdrave an excellent location, since
“the position in relation to the main city centrashbecome less important than a strategic
position within the regional context” (Guller andiler 2001: 31). Through catalytic
impacts the airport influence reach far beyondditye and the city region; it affects the
wider region. We are talking about functional regicsuch as South-East England, the
Dutch Randstad and Northern Switzerland. Theseonsgiget different appellatives:
mega-city regions (Hall and Pain 2006, Thiersteinal. 2006) or global city regions
(Scott 2001). Airports are one of the main gatewafythese urban knowledge regions
and facilitate the accommodation of face-to-facetacts.



So, airports work as growth engines beside the citiess and contribute to the formation
of new functional regions. A current comparativedst of the airports of Amsterdam,
Frankfurt, Tokyo Haneda and Tokyo Narita by van R\(2007) demonstrates that the
second highest office rents after those of Cerradiness Districts are found near the
airports. In the Dutch Randstad, the rents at $dipirport are even higher than at the
traditional downtown area (van Wijk 2007). Airpor&s contributors to the formation of
functional urban regions, not only transform aitpgities; regions are also starting to be
articulated and structured in reference to thecairhis greater airport area can emerge
in a coordinated way — as in Kuala Lumpur — or im@re organic way — as in Denver
(Schaafsma 2008). We will call these greater aframasairport regions

The success of airports and airport regions doeseuessarily mean that the potential of
the airport as growth engine is used. Van Wik @OGtates that insufficient
infrastructure and poor quality of land use, cdnités to the lack of awareness for the
crucial function of airports and airport regiong.h& airport is often considered as a
gateway to the world, but not as a gateway to tityeregion” (Hartwig 2000: 66).
Schaafsma (2008: 78) endorses this idea as aiggidns “are a new reality, often still
overlooked by planners and policy makers”. Hart{2§00) recommends taking the
airport out of its isolation and making the airpaself more responsible for its direct
environment by a more open planning process wihathport taking on a more important
role in regional planning.

Nevertheless, with linking global networks togeth@ports play a highly important role
for Mega-City Regions. Primarily hub airports delivinternational accessibility and
make their vicinity, the airport region, compatitéth the global economy. Therefore
hub airports are more than just large sites wittways, large employers and nodes in an
international infrastructure network. Their importa is more comprehensive; we believe
that, relating to their influence, this importanseven comparable with a large city.

2.4 Towards a more relational planning framework

These profound spatial changes concerning the iaflyeence of airports and emerging
functional regions are difficult to link togetheiitivthe traditional territorial thinking of
concerned actors. Next to the government a growingber of public and private actors
comes into existence, which try to influence thatigh planning to their advantage. This
makes the process of policy making much more diffidecision-making was once the
domain of the governments, but nowadays it takasepin more informal, network type
configurations (Wissinlet al. 2003). The government no longer appears as ttad paint
but just as one of the many players in these nétwygwe configurations. As a result
governments and planners find themselves in thestnodfl whirls of complexity and
conflict, performing difficult institutional workn building new policy perspectives and
ideas through which to attempt to shape key aspac({spatial) development (Healey
2007) Functional regions add complexity to this plannaunfiguration since they are
not easy to perceive or define; they differ frone tterritorial defined administrative
entities. We believe they are constituted by tifignctions and networks, which are not
always directly perceptible (DroBt al. 2006). Additionally, functional regions are
connected to several spatial scales from the Iltcahe global. Simultaneities of local
development needs and global market influenceseretittm toglocal regions. Actors
and institutions from different scales — local,ioegl, state, EU — influence functional
regions forming a multi-level system. The ongoimggfmentation and reclustering of



economic, social and political constellations iatfask for a fundamental reorientation of
planning theory and practice, taking heterogenatmu®lopments and structural and/or
sustainable items at the same time (Boelens addmig forthcoming).

We believe that airport planning needs a recondigon in order to become “increasingly
relational and actor-oriented, rather than settiogtextual and geographical conditions”
(Boelens and de Jong 2006: 111). This relatiorelpbint perceives places and humans
not only in direct relation to their environmentthbn relation to other connected places
and activities. In order to analyze a particulagicgpor spatial question, we must follow
the actors or stakeholders and the networks ofioek that they form. Thus, relational
planning does not consider a plan or a projechaddcal point when it comes to spatial
developments, but the actors. The theory beliekas generalizations about desirable
spatial forms, dominated by narrow pursuits of usténding, should be replaced by the
comprehension thabcial processeandspatial formare related (Healey 2007). Complex
interactions, linking public society, civil sociegnd the business society in diverse,
uneven ways, form relations, networks, communiéied institutional practices either in
synergy or conflict. Through such interactions,cplanust be seen as a stage where
complex, shifting and conflicting relations shape meanings, values and knowledge by
which daily life is experienced and constitutedatd strategies emerge from specific
situations understood as structured by differenés and spaces (de Jong 2008).

In this manner it makes no sense to approach airpgions as clear and unambiguous
objects. Conflicts about spatial developments conaetors, institutions and networks on
different spatial scales from the local, to theioral, to the European and global scale.
Not only the connection between actors and spasakes is important, furthermore links
between different issues have to be consideredlitiomal planning approaches often do
not take connections into their account. For ingtdand-use and transport are connected
(Pujinda 2006). However land-use and transportoftien planned separately. Another
crucial factor is time. Fast changes in the aviativarket face long-term conflicts in
airport regions.

To deal with theglocal complex dynamics indicated above, we believe Weaiheed to
reconsider the importance of all influenced andusrit actors that reconfigure their
coalitions and attitudes to adapt to the constaetiglving glocal environment This
reconsideration requires an entirely new sort ahping approach to deal with different
spatial conflicts, different spatial scales, diffiet times and stakeholders of the spatial
conflicts which are emerging with airport extensiand spatial development in airport
regions.

3 Airport regions of Amsterdam, Barcelona and Munich

We have shown how airports evolved functionallyniramne-dimensional transport
junctions towards more multimodal network citiesendthe space of flows and the space
of places meet. First, we stressed a changingofgkace and distance and the emergence
of glocal places. Second, airports changed their busineskelnay offering more and
more “urban services”, which influence their vityniThird, this influence triggers spatial
restructuring; a process, which we think generatesw type of functional region that we
call airport region. This restructuring processdkedo spatial development conflicts.
Finally, the role of governments changed and masw actors arise in these multi-level
systems.



Our hypothesis is that the traditional planningtsys did not adapt to these crucial
changes and developments. This lack of awarenesstrigger conflicts about new
runways and airport extensions and other complexiaipdevelopments. In this chapter
we conduct a spatial economic and institutionalyais of three airport regions to show
how traditional planning approaches do not seemaldap of dealing withglocal
complexity that influences major airport regionsridwide. Afterwards we will discuss
to what extent relational planning can cope with tlew situation.

3.1 Airport region of Amsterdam

Amsterdam Airport Schiphol (AMS from now on) wasifaled in 1916, originally as a
military airfield. Nowadays, Schiphol covers 2,8f8ctare in the municipality of the
Haarlemmermeer (van Wijk 2007). In 2007 the airparhich currently operates six
runways, handled 47.8 million passengers, a graitB.8 percent compared to 2006.
Schiphol had 267 scheduled destinations in 200Tth€umore, 59 percent of all air
transport movements were made by Air France-KLM ésmgbartners and 12 percent by
low-cost carriers (Schiphol Group 2008). AMS mostandles transfer passengers.

Figure 1: Amsterdam Airport Schiphol bird-eye picture. Source: Schiphol Beeldbank, 2007.

3.1.1 Institutional framework

The limited liability company NV Luchthaven Schiph&chiphol Group from now on)
formed by the end of the fifties manages the gawemtal-owned airport. Shareholders
of Schiphol Group are the Dutch state (76 percéhé,city of Amsterdam (22 percent)
and the city of Rotterdam (2 percent). Thus theonat government is the largest
shareholder and therefore is responsible for thgtinional settings. Within the national
government, the Ministry of Transport, Public Worksd Water Management — to be
more precisely, the Directorate-General of Civili#ion and Freight Transport (DGTL)
— is responsible for the Schiphol file. These tnsitbnal settings are stipulated in chapter



eight of the Aviation Act, the so-called “Schiph#tt”. This act was enacted when the
fifth runway came into operation in 2003. The aonsists of the “airport planning
decree” [uchthavenindelingsbesluiin Dutch, LIB) and the *“airport traffic ruling”
(luchthavenverkeersbesluit Dutch, LVB). The first one regulates spatialelepments
around the airport, taking into account safety reoramd noise contours. The LVB
regulates air traffic around AMS. These are mosilgs for the aviation sector (airport,
Air Traffic Control the Netherlands and airlines)limit the adverse consequences of air
traffic (Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Wéa Management 2004). In addition,
the Aviation Act stipulates the function, tasks gmers of enforcement agencies such
as the ministerial inspectorates, the responsdslittor Air Traffic Control of the
Netherlands (LVNL) and the duties of the Schiph@gk®nal Consultative Committee
(CROS) (Staatsblad van het Koninkrijk der Nedertan2002). Next to the Aviation Act,
the Minister of Transport, Public Works and Watesddgement designated the Stichting
Airport Coordination Netherlands in 1998, a foumalatwhich is responsible for the
allocation of available slots at Amsterdam Airp&thiphol, Eindhoven Airport and
Rotterdam Airport (SACN 2007).

Figure 2: Institutional framework of Schiphol. Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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On a regional scale, focussing on regional planiseges, the “Bestuurlijke Regiegroep
Schiphol” (BRS) exists, consisting of the provineg@sNoord-Holland, Zuid-Holland,
Utrecht, the municipality of Amsterdam and Haarlesnmeer and thirty other
municipalities affected by the airport. Howevere tmost important actors are Noord-
Holland, Amsterdam and Haarlemmermeer. BRS hasgislative powers, but can be
seen as a strong lobby group, consisting of pantt@sh do have legislative powers. The
first one is the province of Noord-Holland, whiclakes regional plans. These plans are
not legally binding in a direct sense. However, detailed zoning plans of the second
party with legislative powers, the municipality éfaarlemmermeer where AMS is



located, are legally binding spatial plans in trethi¢rlands, and should fit the framework
of the regional plan.

3.1.2 Spatial economic framework

The volatile aviation market and increasing comjfmetihad two major consequences for
AMS. First, the airport could evolve into an imgort intercontinental hub. Because of a
small catchment area transfer passengers had abeysimportant for Schiphol, but by
the 1980s the number of transfer passengers greterfahan the total amount of
passengers (Boelens and de Jong 2006). Hub cKirdrmost definitely contributed to
this hub forming. KLM was the first airline to entsuccessfully into an open skies
agreement with North America, leading to a domoratof the trans-Atlantic market.
Although the merger between KLM and Air France ep@&mber 2003 threatened the
hub-status of AMS, because of a possible shift tdeeCharles the Gaulle in Paris,
agreements between Air France-KLM and the Dutcheguwent made sure that this
status is assured until 2008 (van Wijk 2007). Sdcateregulation triggered a further
commercialization of Schiphol. Landside revenuemegh importance (van Wijk 2007,
Schaafsma 2008); actually, Schiphol Group obtailghdr yields with its landside
activities than with aviation operations. In 199chiphol Plaza, a shopping mall
accessible for everyone was inaugurated and SdhiRbal Estate delivered its first
projects. In 1997 Schiphol Group created the afrpity concept, which in combination
with the hub-status, exploits the economic potémtighe airport vicinity. This concept
suggests that the airport should be viewed asyaacitl a perfect stopover in the travel
process where the visitor should be offered a wnigxperience. Another cornerstone of
the concept is the development of commercial retdte on airport land (Schaafsma
2008). The airport city formula is also rolled doternationally, with Schiphol having
shares or participating in several airports worltevsuch as JFK International New York,
and Brisbane Airport (Boelens and de Jong 2006).

3.1.3 Airport region

AMS actually lies within the boundaries of the nuipality of Haarlemmermeer, but is
normally perceived as being part of the greaterropelitan area of Amsterdam. The
effects of the airport on its direct surroundinge anormous, from noise nuisance, to
spatial restrictions, to the creation of jobs ameérinational competitiveness. For example,
CROS registered 637.362 complaints in 2007. In Haame year AMS generated more
than 62.000 direct jobs and even more indirect jobthe region, especially in trade,
logistics and businesslike services. FurthermofdSAattracted European Headquarters
and Distribution Centres in the region (Ministry ldbusing, Spatial Planning and the
Environment 2006, Schiphol Group, 2008). Therefire enormous importance of the
airport for Dutch prosperity in the global netwogkonomy is emphasized by several
national plans and reports. At the same time, aiti® stress that economic growth
should be feasible without environmental deterioratthe so-callediouble objective.
However, despite the widely accepted importanceABIS for the Netherlands as a
whole, and preliminary plans to realize an airpootridor between the Airport and
Amsterdam, there is no real coordinating regiortiahpNevertheless, we could say that
there is a quite important interaction between dimport and the surrounding local,
regional and national authorities. This relatiopsisi based on a sharp spatial-economic
zoning that consists of so-call®@atformrelated, Schipholrelatednd Schipholoriented
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economic activities. This distinction was mostlytmated by the consideration of using
the scarce land around Schiphol effectively, insecihhe competitiveness of the region as
a whole and prevent unnecessary congestion atatiside of the airport (Provincie
Noord-Holland 2007). The airport itself is respdmsifor the platformrelated activities;
the development of these activities is carried mutSchiphol Real Estate that develops
and exploits the buildings at the airport aredlfit$eor the Schipholrelated activities the
region was made responsible. Therefore, Schiphobuggr the municipalities of
Haarlemmermeer and Amsterdam and the province aofrdNBlolland — together called
the “Bestuursforum Schiphol” (BFS) — establishe@ tBchiphol Area Development
Company (SADC). All parties participate in this stellation with land, resources and
expertise. In this sense SADC, as a private orgamyes the interests of all its
shareholders while competing with other privatetiparoperational in the Schiphol area.
Finally, Schipholoriented activities focus on higbality business sites for both logistics
and the service industry. The surrounding munidigal within the framework of the
general policy of the national and provincial auities are responsible for the realization
of this last category as these sites are mostbtéatoutside the airport area (Boelens and
de Jong, forthcoming).

Ironically, the most important issue on the airp@gion scale is believed to be noise
hindrance. The current discussion about future afpas dominated by the noise
nuisance issue and to a lesser extent by econodviangages that the airport creates.
Furthermore, official noise contours restrain depeients in the region, making planning
a highly urbanized area not an easy task (Boeledsda Jong, forthcoming). It can be
concluded that the double objective seems to beasitfle. It became an unrewarding
and paradoxical task to find a durable balance &stweconomic development and
environmental sustainability, as in practice ecoicorgrowth and environmental
sustainability were not always reconcilable becaos@an abundance of incompatible
interests. Schiphol Group is held responsible fos by the direct surroundings. The
realisation of the fifth runway in 2003 and theesmdive network of enforcement points
did not bring the economic and ecological reliefttivas expected.

Figure 3: Regional framework of Schiphol. Source: Athors’ own elaboration.
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3.1.4 Gaps in traditional planning approaches

There are three important matters in the Schiphel iternational competitiveness,
regional noise nuisance and planning conflicts agesult of limited available
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development sites. Despite the fact that these morkess paradoxical matters were
brought together in the double objective, a gapeapp between official national
ambitions regarding AMS stipulated in national atsl traditional planning approaches,
as well as the actual daily airport affairs whelabgl and local interests collide and unite.
On the one hand the enormous importance of theoraifpr Dutch prosperity in the
global network economy is stressed, but on therodtiaad no one wants to take full
responsibility for this so-called ‘political headec portfolio’. The last five years have
been turmoil: the new runway came into operatide total amount of complaints
increased considerable and political dissensionaaadlimate of distrust arose. Therefore
Schiphol became an emotional charged topic withioaviggg number of parties — from
governmental to commercial — involved in the detiginaking process.

The disturbed relationships have an impact on tbécy making process. While
concerned actors try to solve the crisis of comfadeby forming new deliberative bodies,
excessive governance arises, which means themmpsystoo much co-ordination that is
seen as oppressive and obstructive (Cerfontaing)20thus there are many actors
concerned with Schiphol and severe dissension hasnabetween these actors. All
together this results in a lack of trust, uncledes and a policy making patchwork quilt
(van Wijk 2007). Prevailing policies seem not tdveathis political stalemate. They are
mostly characterized by ad hoc decision-makingbkmg legislations, typical Not-In-
My-Back-Yard behaviour and a lack of collaboratiovhen it comes to spatial
developments.

3.2 Airport region of Barcelona

Barcelona airport (BCN from now on) is located 1l0rketers from the city of Barcelona
in the delta of the Llobregat River within the mzipality of el Prat de Llobregat. BCN is
Spain’s second largest airport in terms of passetnggic, and in the period from 1996 to
2001 was the second fastest growing European airpterms of passenger traffic. Since
the Olympic Games in 1992 passenger traffic hasngioy more than 100 percent, such
that in 1992 the airport had 10 million passengamnsl in 2004 had 24.5 million. With 33
million passengers in 2007, it is th& thost important airport in the Euro-Mediterranean
region after Rome. Moreover, the Barcelona-Madnichuttle service is the busiest city-
pair connection in the world (OAG 2006). Since ae of years, it has three runways;
two of them are parallel and can operate indepdtyden

3.2.1 Institutional framework

BCN is classified as a general interest airporilifgand its management is carried out
by AENA, (Aeropuertos Espafioles y Navegacion AgeRublic Business Entity with its
own legal character. It is listed in the Ministryf @ransport and Infrastructures
(Ministerio de Fomen{g which monitors the activity of AENA. The main@af AENA

is to manage civil airports of general interest dhd facilities and networks of air
navigation assistance. More particular, the goald functions of AENA are: a) The
disposition, management, coordination, operatioajntenance and administration of
public civil airports. b) The planning, executiomanagement and monitoring of
investments in infrastructure and facilities. ceTdisposition, management, coordination,
operation, maintenance and administration of aerice telecoms facilities,
navigational aid and air traffic control. d) Thevdilpment of order and safety services in
the facilities under its management, as well ap#récipation in specific training related
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to air transport and subject to the granting ob#itial license, all without detriment to
the powers assigned to the General Division ofl@iviation.

Figure 4: Barcelona Airport bird-eye picture. Source: AENA.

Hence, the institutional framework of BCN is a tg@wn structure in which almost every
decision depends on AENA and the Spanish GovernnBasides, there is the already
mentioned General Division of Civil Aviation thag integrated within the Ministry of
Transport and Infrastructures and its functionsraoee focused in the safety navigation
management, the license certification for pilotg tegotiation and management of the
air service bilateral agreements among other fansti

Figure 5: Institutional framework of Barcelona Airp ort. Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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3.2.2 Spatial economic framework

BCN is a successful airport in terms of passengewil; during the last decade it has
had an average annual growth between 7 to 10 garc@assenger traffic. An important
part of this growth should be imputed to the impottrole of low-cost carriers during the
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last years. While in 2001 the share of passendgrgyfwith low-cost carriers was 11
percent, in 2007 this percentage rose up to 32epércThe unresolved matter at
Barcelona airport is that of intercontinental flighln December 2006 and after the
closing of four intercontinental connections (BagoGuayaquil, Santiago de Chile and
Buenos Aires) by the bankrupt AirMadrid, Barcelorarport only offered 9
intercontinental flights. This numbers have riskut still are below the average for an
airport of this size (AENA 2007, Bel and Fageda&®00

The low number of intercontinental flights, the rilaés cut down on flights and bet for
the airport of Madrid, and the null participatioh tbe local institutions in the airport
management motivated the creation of the Barceddn&oute Development Committee
(ARDC), formed by the Public Works Department ofe tiseneralitat (Catalan
Autonomous Government), the Barcelona City Counttie Barcelona Chamber of
Commerce and AENA. This Committee has as a mairectbp to get new
intercontinental routes for BCN, as well as workiog the maintenance of the present
ones. Thanks to the actions taken by ARDC, durireg2007 winter season there were
intercontinental continental connections with 24stdwtions. Besides, there were
intercontinental cargo flights with Dubai, Shenzlaenl Hong Kong (ARDC 2008).
Currently, the airport is finishing its expansioiam (AENA and Ministerio de Fomento
1999). The main improvements are a new third runwagr the coast line (already
working), a new terminal building between the twargllel runways, a people mover for
inter-terminal transits, a new maintenance andaargas and a new airport city business
district. All these investments will be finished B§09 and will allow to rise the capacity
from 23 to 52 million passengers a year and fronoprations per hour to 90 operations
per hour.

3.2.3 The airport region

The BCN enlargement project is part of a wide reglonfrastructure project called Delta
Plan. The Delta plan, also marketed as The Eum-gaan agreement for cooperation in
the infrastructure and natural environment of thebtegat River Delta; so, although it is
called a plan it is just a cooperation agreemeripin a political opportunity window to
permit the realization of all the strategic infrastures planned by different
administrations in the delta area. It was signedApril 16th 1994 at Prat de Llobregat
municipality by all the administration levels praseat the area, which are: Spanish
Ministry of Transport and InfrastructureMigisterio de Fomenfp the Generalitat of
Catalonia Government, the Comarcal Council of Bdobregat, the Commonwealth of
Municipalities of the Metropolitan Area, and thetyCHalls of Prat de Llobregat and
Barcelona. This agreement establishes a list ofspdad projects to develop with the goal
of transforming the Llobregat Delta in the majogikiic center of the south of Europe. It
also determines that all parts should adapt thkinrpng to the planning directives
defined in the agreement. The Delta Plan wantake &dvantage of the synergies created
by the Airport and the Port, as well as by thentrand road networks, to consolidate
Barcelona Metropolitan Region as the most importamtter in the Mediterranean Axis
(Alemany 1995, Bard 1995, Trullén 1995, Suau-San&ed7).

Besides the Delta Plan, there is an important éxgéion promoting the aeronautical and
space industry on the regional scale. This is tlaec@&ona Aeronautics and Space
Association (Baie). Baie is a platform created mvBimber 2000 that aims to promote the
Metropolitan Region of Barcelona as a competitigtiisg for the activities related with
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the aeronautical and space industry. Baie countsn8fbers that can be divided in
various categories: companies, supporting institigti universities and research centers,
financial institutions and new venture capitalsieBand Barcelona airport region have to
face fierce competition within Spain. Currently, f@rcent of the aerospace industry
turnover is created at Madrid, 15 percent at Angfalland another 15 percent at the
Basque Country. Catalonia’s turnover in aerospackistry today represents only 5
percent. (Baie 2008).

Airport master plan developments and airport mamege are responsibilities of AENA.
This unilateral approach to sectoral planning aeaswith the complexity of the local
planning framework. In Catalonia, municipalitieg aesponsible for urban and land-use
planning and the usual situation is a lack of regiocoordination. The Urbanism
Commission of the Generalitat Government can bldelvelopments proposed by
municipalities in order to avoid regional incoheres, but the Commission seldom
blocks a municipality proposal. In this sense, ek of coordination between airport
planning and municipal decisions has lead to ingrdriproblems related with noise
disruptions.

Figure 6: Regional framework of Barcelona Airport. Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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The main regional spatial problem related with B@Nenvironmental pressure. The
airport is located in the delta area of the Lloltegver and it is surrounded by various
wetlands protected by the Nature Network 2000 dredREIN Pla d’Espais d’Interés
Natural). These wetlands act as a buffer between theraigpol the urban areas, but also
represent a constrain for future airport enlargemeHowever, the real environmental
problem is the noise disruption caused by the gldaking off from the airport. Mainly,
two kinds of stakeholders confront the airport \attj local communities and local
municipalities. The strong pressure done by theseaictors motivated the creation of the
Technical Working Group for Noise (GTTR) within thEnvironment Monitoring
Commission of the Enlargement Developments of Banze Airport (CSAAB). The
GTTR meets with AENA professionals and the Barce)dbava, Castelldefels, Sant Boi
de Llobregat, Viladecans and el Prat de Llobregdy Councils representatives to
monitor the noise impact and take the right densic®ince the new third runway came
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into operation in 2004 the runways have sufferagkis# changes to their configurations
as a result of the disturbances created, espedialiife coastal neighborhood Gfava
Mar (Suau-Sanchez 2007, AENA 2005). The current ageeemithin the GTTR is to
maintain the segregated runways configurations tlaainot provide full capacity (90
movements per hour), which can only be achievec veih independent runway
configuration, but creating more noise impact (AER@05).

3.2.4 Gaps in traditional planning approaches

Several conflicts arise and unresolved issues gi@rsithe airport region of Barcelona.
The liabilities of BCN are very much influenced anmwbtivated by the traditional
approach to planning both by the airport and thigore Airport management in Spain
presents itself as a top-down structure without iastitutionalized bottom-up influence.
Besides, AENA, traditionally, has not shown anyt efrmarket oriented, flexible airport
planning or anticipation to future developments.N¥Es master plans mainly base their
development choices on simple forecasting figuashermore, these master plans arrive
too late. This is the case of the BCN master pENA and Ministerio de Fomento
1999) of 1999: another expansion seems to be ndedertet demand. Forecasts show
that the airport could reach its roof of 52 millipassengers between 2013 and 2015
(Suau-Sanchez 2007). This means 6 to 8 years from. rMega infrastructural
developments need years for consensus among actrealization, usually more than a
decade, hence AENA and BCN are arriving late to tmthe needs for airport
infrastructure in the region. At the beginning d&f08 the planning of a new Satellite
Terminal that will be connected with a people moteethe currently under construction
South Terminal was confirmed. This development ghaiuld be more than welcome will
not solve the capacity problem since it will addrtmal capacity but no runway capacity.
While the airport institutional framework preseittelf as a monopolistic model in which
only one actor takes all management decisions (AEN#e regional spatial framework
appears to be a complicated and intricate weblafioas. As said above, municipalities
are free to develop their own land without impottamestrictions. Many times
municipalities, pushed by the need of more fundufgyelop land to obtain short-term
benefits without taking into account the regionakds or the long-term consequences.
Besides this fragmented map in the decision-magiogess, municipalities open offices
such as the OMSICA (Castelldefels Municipality ©éfifor the Monitoring and Control
of the Airport) and the OMSA (Gava Municipality @fé for the Monitoring of the
Airport) for lobbing in those airport decisions thihey consider to be against their
municipalities and to canalize inhabitants com@aiBut local communities not only
canalize their opinion through these offices, treyo use their own neighborhood
associations that make their own proposals. Cugerthere is not a regular
communication canal between AENA and the local comitres, only the meetings in the
Technical Working Group for Noise (GTTR) force atact between local municipalities
and the airport manager. Hence, we consider tlatthnagement framework does not
correspond to the spatial needs.
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3.3 Airport region of Munich

Munich Airport International (MUC from now on), ingurated in 1992, is a young

airport located 30 kilometres to the north of tlitg of Munich. Before 1992 there was a
small city airport just south of the city of MunicMUC covers 1,560 hectares in the
administrative districts of Erding and Freisinghls two runways on which planes can
take off and land independently, which allows 9@His per hour. MUC is with a 10.4

percent passenger growth in 2007 one of the fagtesting airports in Europe. In the

same year the airport handled 34 million passendd@spercent of them are transit
passengers.

Figure 7: Munich Airport bird-eye picture, 2006. Saurce: Flughafen Miinchen Gesellschatft.

3.3.1 Institutional framework

Munich airport is run by the Flughafen Minchen Qisshaft GmbH. Shareholders are
the German State, the Free State of Bavaria an@itlieof Munich. The German state is
responsible for flight control, coordination of tagports and long-distance traffic access
to the airports. The Free State of Bavaria is nesipe for thePlangenehmigung
(planning approval), which originally had lain withe state, but in fact, it transferred the
competence to the federal states. In Germany thacipalities have a powerful role
within territorial development. In general the airp system of Germany is strongly
decentralized. However the City of Munich has nepmmsibility concerning Munich
airport.

In Munich Airport Region there are two institutiofminded by the airport operator, the
Airfolgsregionand theNeighbourhood ForumThe Airfolgsregion is a joint venture of
the administrative districts of Erding and Freisitite cities Erding and Freising and the
airport. Main task of the Airfolgsregion is regidmaarketing for the airport vicinity. The
Neighbourhood Forum was founded to accompany thanghg procedure for a third
runway (see next chapter). The board consists cdl lcommunities, action groups,
pressure groups, aviation businesses and the Mugggbnal planning association as well
as the owners of the airport enterprise (DroR andiashg 2007).
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Figure 8: Institutional framework of Munich Airport . Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Figure 9: Regional framework of Munich Airport. Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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3.3.2 Spatial economic framework

The double hub system, consisting of Frankfurt lslaghich, copes with 48 percent of the
174 million passengers in Germany (Arbeitsgemeiaiddeutscher Verkehrsflughafen
2007, own calculations). At MUC the intercontindrilights grew fast and the number of
transfer passengers increased in the last yearsC Mé&veloped its hub function and
extended its position as second hub in Germany.tiBaitcapacity of the fast growing
airport draws to an end. First bottlenecks haveeapgal in 2006. The estimated number
of passengers in 2020 is 58 million, 24 more thad72(Flughafen Minchen 2007). As a
consequence the shareholders of the airport ergergecided in 2005 to expand the
capacity of the airport with a third runway. Tharfal planning procedure started in
August 2006.

The MUC site belongs to the two administrative ritiss of Erding and Freising. The
latter is one of the administrative districts withe lowest unemployment rates in
Germany. With 27.400 employees in 2006, MUC is iy {&rge employer. From 2003 to
2006 four new jobs per day were provided by thpaaircompany (Flughafen Minchen
2006). On the site of the airport an airport citygrowing with shops, restaurants, medical
specialists, a discotheque, a first class hotel amdnference centre. The non-aviation
sector is highly important for the airport compdgcause it produces about 50 percent of
the turnover. Aviation firms and other companiedtlsein the airport vicinity.
Approximately 50 percent of the airport employee lin the vicinity of the airport
(Flughafen Miinchen 2006). This generates an enarhousing demand.
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3.3.3 Airport region

The corridor between the airport and the city ofnidh is very important for the
economic development of the Mega-City Region of Man(MCRM from now on).
Many global players, like the German division ofcktisoft and the European research
centre of General Electric are located there. Msthe municipalities located in the
corridor have an enormous job growth, relativelyd absolutely above the regional
average (Bayerisches Landesamt fir Statistik under¥ararbeitung 2007, own
calculations).

Hence, the airport region arises as a distinguisheation within the MCRM especially
for knowledge firms. A recent survey of the intdgma of knowledge firms demonstrates
that the functional urban area of Freising, in Whiee airport is located, has a very strong
position as location area for knowledge firms ie tMICRM (Thierstein, Goebel and
Luthi 2007). Together with the accessibility factbat the airport provides, companies
find other crucial location factors in the airpeegion such as the presence of two of the
three German excellence universities, which provalehigh-qualified workforce.
Consequently, we could say that the airport regddrMunich is a highly attractive
location. However it also causes hindrance. A istgikesult of a survey in the airport
vicinity was that people find traffic noise justasnoying as aircraft noise. An even more
striking result of the survey is that the populataf the airport vicinity fears a declining
quality of life because of rising air and road fiafFlughafen Miinchen 2004). So, these
are the first emerging signs of conflict becausgrofvth and development.

The regional plans lay down the airport expansiod want to control the economic
effects of the airport by directing these to certdistricts of the airport region. The
Munich regional plan contains one forthright objeetfor the airport region. It stipulates
that especially the rural part of the surroundimgaashould profit from the economic
effects of the airport. The plan suggests thatréugrowth should mainly take place in the
rural municipalities to the north and east of thpat (Regionaler Planungsverband
2002). The regional planning programme of the F8tate of Bavaria states that
improving the accessibility of the region is imgort for the development of the MCRM
(Bayerisches Staatsministerium fur Wirtschaft 20@@)rthermore, the capacity of the
airport should be enhanced and the position aspearo hub airport should be assured
(Bayerisches Staatsministerium fur Wirtschaft 20@0th plans focus on to economic
objectives when it comes to the airport region.

The municipalities develop their areas individuadlgd seem to dislike future growth
(Dro3 and Thierstein 2007: 9). In the airport regithere are two municipal
collaborations. The “North Alliance” is a collabtiocm of eight municipalities within the
corridor between the city of Munich and the airpémtthe past the alliance tried to block
further development of infrastructures. In the lesars the alliance changed its character
and got a marketing association (Drof3 and Thiers907). The other municipal
collaboration is the joint venture “Airfolgsregionthat links together the two
administrative districts of Freising and Erding, which the airport is situated, their
capitals and the airport company. The associati@s to integrate all relevant groups,
strengthen the regional identity, to set up a negtwmetween the regional actors and
existing projects and to start new projects. Thgauts of the joint venture mainly focus
on marketing issues (Airfolgsregion 2007).

The only tangible indication that public planningttzorities developed certain awareness
about the unfolding development problems in thgdararea around MUC is a report,
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which was mandated by the Free State of Bavar@atiministrative districts Freising

and Erding as well as the airport company. Theativje of the report was to develop a
concept for the spatial development of the airpegion. According the further settlement
developments, the report stipulates a higher grmivthe larger municipalities because of
their good equipment with public and private infrasture. The smaller municipalities

did not accept this objective and in the end theyenallowed to grow with the average of
the forecasted growth rate. Additionally, the midtities are not obliged to obey the
objectives in the report; the concept is based oluntary contribution (Bayerisches

Staatsministerium fur Wirtschaft 2004).

However, there is not much emphasis on the aimggipn of Munich so far. The airport

region concept hardly exists as description of ecsig region. Currently, the concept
only exists as reference area for analysing thectffof the airport (Flughafen Miinchen
2007) and as long term hypothesis at the Chaif &oritorial and Spatial Development of
Munich University of Technology ((Thierstein anddBr 2006). However, we think that
the mentioned growth poles, the airport and citiohich, form a new functional region

that should be called Airport Region of Munich (ARM

3.3.4 Gaps in traditional planning approaches

The heavy population and job growth in the ARM amet sustainable. The small
municipalities grow relatively more than the largees. Especially the growth of smaller
municipalities is not sustainable as they devetapdensities and have the largest growth
of settlement area consumption per person whictvekiin higher infrastructure costs.
Additionally, many of them do not have access ntain public transportation network
(Drof3 and Thierstein, 2007). Hence much of thditréf car based. Above we mentioned
that people suffer under traffic noise as much r@deu aircraft noise. For us it seems
obvious that low density developments, poor acdespublic transport, growing car
traffic, growing traffic noise and high expensesseftlement development are all part of
the same story. It is the story of urban sprawhviis low-density buildings and mono
functional, car oriented land-use patterns.

Within the planning procedure for a third runwayurfomain conflicts occur: a) the
requirement of a new runway. b) the location of gh@nned runway, c) the road and
railway traffic in the airport region, d) the expes of the growing population (Drof3 and
de Jong 2007). The first ones originally deal wifie planned runway; the second ones
(traffic and expenses) are partly effects of thersj airport growth. Traffic and expenses
of the growing population are additional conflictshich are connected with the
development of urban sprawl. The conclusion is tbaflicts within the planning
procedure for a third runway of Munich airport kttogether with development of sprawl
in the airport region. These conflicts are mostly an the agenda of the formal sectoral,
municipal or regional planning authorities. Evegiosal planning works sector oriented,
only focussing on economic objectives of the airpegion. Regional planning lacks in
focus on growth related conflicts, which emergehvitie strong growing traffic and the
expenses of the growing population and the chaaahrlise model.

With the enormous airport growth and its strongiorgl effects a gap opens between
traditional sectoral planning, municipal plannimglaegional planning. Currently, neither
regional planning has discovered the emerging #irpegion as a challenge nor has
sectoral planning, nor has municipal planning.
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4 Conclusion

Figure 11: Comparison between the three airport repns. Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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Figure 11 summarizes and compares the three cadeestpresented above. We can
identify some regularities in the three cases tioafirm that traditional planning is not

able to cope with the complexity described. Thesgap can identify after our analysis
are: a) There is an excessive number of plans, thoe® they are superposed, but
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however do not fit together. Plans of differentraifehy scale are not correctly interlaced
and regional plans presented as comprehensive tlacls legislating power or
comprehensiveness. b) Crucial spatial developmamiticts are not linked together. The
responsible institutions seem to deal with spat@iflicts in a really sectoral way. c)
There are many actors who influence and are infleerby the airport region which are
not involved in the planning and management proadsBound tables where actors meet
do not result in a common vision and strategy far airport and the region; however,
they become new conflict arenas. e) Airport opesasee local actors as a thread and vice
versa; however, both their success depends orboodidon and the search for synergies.
As Pujinda (2006: 5) highlights “the potential feronomic growth around an airport not
only depends on the capacity of the airside faedjtbut is also directly related to the
quality of landside accessibility of the airportnd\vice versa, the quality of access
depends on the monitoring and control of the groweftithe developments in airport
regions”. f) There is a lack of long-term strategand long-term agreements between
actors. What these identified gaps cause is sumaplex scenarios: a big puzzle of
different issues that are interrelated in differéimie and space scales and involving
different actors. These gaps make it very difficalface the current and future challenges
that may arise in airport regions.

We state that there is a need for new spatial dpwatnt policies for airport regions,
which should include strategies that incorporatemicial spatial development conflicts
and concerned actors. The core issues should besaedand linked together. Often there
are far more interrelations than could be seelirsttdlance. This development strategy
should be the result of a consulting process ofredlponsible and affected actors.
Deregulation, liberalization, the network societydaknowledge economy, footloose
activities and other effects of globalization festemplex dynamics and developments in
the airport region, which are formed by a densevadt of — sometimes paradoxical —
relationships. Effective strategies to deal withs tikomplex scenario are becoming
necessary. We believe that the perception and néomy of the airport region as a
functional region is a precondition for any effgetistrategy, since the airport becomes a
regional engine that participates and influencesde range of network relationships all
along the region.

To come back to our research questions, we statehh case studies demonstrate wide
gaps which traditional planning frameworks cannadde. We cannot declare and
describe a new (relational) planning approach. Hewveve have figured out that the
relational approach is a useful tool to analysedheent glocal environment in which
different times, places and actors appear intedlaBesides the potential of the relational
approach as an assessing tool, it does not pr@ndegh guidelines to solve the actual
complex scenario since a relational planning apgrohas not yet fully arisen.
Nevertheless the relational approach gives impeetudentify the gaps. We believe that
any planning approach and strategy for airportamgihas to take into account an
analysis comparable with the one we have workedaruhis paper.
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