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Active land policy[1]

“Public bodies make plans, regulate the use of land, purchase and assemble 
the land, provide the infrastructure and finally dispose the land to real estate 

developers who construct on the land and dispose the built property.”

6Defining the topic
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Passive land policy[1]

“Public bodies make plans, regulate the use of land, and allow private bodies 
to perform the remaining actions”

8Defining the topic
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Land policy recently

10Relevance



Land policy recently

• Situational land policy

• Passive, unless…

11Relevance



Land policy recently

12Relevance



Knowledge gap

• Policy

• Practice

• Something in between

13Relevance



“What are the considerations that lead 
municipalities to opt for active or passive land 

policies in urban area development?”

14Main question



Empirical research

What is the choice about?

Sub-question 1:

Characteristics

Sub-question 2:

Variants

How and why is this choice 
made?

Sub-question 3:

Consistency policy and practice

Sub-question 4:

Reasons for choice

15

Literature review

Research



Literature review
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Characteristics

17Literature review

Active land policy

Legal tools

Pre-emption right

Expropriation right

Purchase agreement



Characteristics

18Literature review

Passive land policy

Legal tools

Site development plan Structure vision

Anterior agreement Benefits tax

Land use plan Cost recovery beyond plan



Characteristics

19Literature review

Active land policy

Benefits Main criticism

Value capturing and 

financing public amenities

Financial risk

Enhancement of stable 

investment climate

Democratic legitimacy

Steering on public 

objectives

Stimulation of 

development

Passive land policy

Benefits Main criticism

Absence of financial risk Effectiveness of cost 

recovery

Counteracting speculation Legal complexity

Lack of capacity

Clear public role



Variants

20Literature review



Active land policy

Benefits Main criticism

Value capturing and 

financing public amenities

Financial risk

Enhancement of stable 

investment climate

Democratic legitimacy

Steering on public 

objectives

Stimulation of 

development

Passive land policy

Benefits Main criticism

Absence of financial risk Effectiveness of cost 

recovery

Counteracting speculation Legal complexity

Lack of capacity

Clear public role

Conclusion
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Conclusion
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Empirical research
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Case studies

• Studied municipalities

• Document study

• Semi-structured interviews

Empirical research 24
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Empirical research – Consistency of policy and practice 28
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Consequences

• Outdated policy

• Bad decision making

Empirical research – Consistency of policy and practice 30



Considerations on why

• Mainly arguments for active

• Lot of exceptions

• Ad hoc land policy

Empirical research – Why the choice is made 31



Reasons for active

Empirical research – Why the choice is made 32
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Amersfoort x x x

Zaanstad x x

Zwolle x x x

Leiden x x x x

Katwijk x x x

Stichtse Vecht x x x

Barneveld x x x x x x

Rotterdam x x x x

*empty spot only means the issue was not specifically addressed by the respondents, not that the issue plays no role
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http://www.rotterdamarchitectuurmaand.nl/
http://fotos.serc.nl/zuid-holland/rotterdam/


Reasons for passive

• Land ownership

• Program

• Aesthetic quality

• Market functioning

Empirical research – Why the choice is made 35



Movement

• New land policy

• Careful movement to active

• Housing shortage and climate change

Empirical research – General findings 36



Expert panel

• Confirmation of chaotic times

• Loss of expertise causing ‘passive, unless…’

• Disconnection is because lack of communication

Empirical research 37



Final conclusions
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Land policy timeline

Final conclusions 39
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Land policy

• Not so much politically motivated

• Changed role

• Projects didn’t change

Final conclusions 41
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43Final conclusions



44Recommendation for practice
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“What are the considerations that lead 
municipalities to opt for active or passive land 

policies in urban area development?”

46Main question



In conclusion

• Several levels in which considerations take place

• Crisis led to passive, challenges lead to active
(political level)

• Several context dependent considerations per project 
(process/physical level)

Final conclusions 47
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