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1 Aims of CH4LLENGE 
The EU co-funded project CH4LLENGE addresses significant barriers for the wider take-up of SUMPs 

in Europe. In a joint undertaking together with research and resource institutions, the project will 

support European cities at different stages of advancing the take-up of SUMPs. Building on previous 

experiences and lessons from earlier and on-going national and European SUMP initiatives, the 

consortium has identified common challenges which pose significant barriers in the wider take-up of 

SUMPs in Europe. The project will work on innovative and transferable solutions for four SUMP-

challenges. 

 

 

The following sections explain in detail why institutional cooperation is a challenge for the take-up of 

SUMPs in European cities. 

2 What is meant by “institutional cooperation”? 
Institutional cooperation comprises collaboration and joint working within and across organisations 

in order to develop and implement a Plan.  Such cooperation may require the sharing of objectives, 

knowledge, resources, powers or consent between several actors.   

Institutional cooperation might be: 

 Vertical - between organisations for which one is directed by, or accountable, to the other; or  

 Horizontal - between different organisations who are autonomous in relation to one another.  

To limit descriptions of accountability, however, to vertical and horizontal misses the complexity of 

cooperation and the differing types of accountability, influence, and direction which organisations 
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exert on one another, for example cooperation between public and private sector, government and 

private sector and non-governmental organisations and government.  

Institutional relationships are variously: statutory, collaborations between organisations with 

differing areas of expertise, relations based on public opinion or social responsibility, or commercial. 

Given this, it can be more useful to consider cooperation occurring within networks of organisations.  

Major areas on which organisations may need to cooperate are: 

 Objectives; 

 Strategy – development and consistency; 

 Resource sharing; 

 Data sharing; 

 Financing and budget; 

 Consistency between regulations under which each operates. 

3 Why is “institutional cooperation” important for SUMPs? 
Institutional cooperation in the context of Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans (SUMP) can be 

understood as the pragmatic cooperation with actors and the take up of ideas, principles and policies 

that help to deliver a SUMP that is accepted and effective in practical and financial terms. Without 

institutional cooperation on SUMP objectives and the means of achieving them, a SUMP will be 

partial and deliver fewer benefits.  

There are likely to be a multiplicity and diversity of actors involved in developing and implementing a 

SUMP. Institutional landscapes will vary across cities developing SUMPs but are likely to involve 

issues of vertical and horizontal cooperation and also “internal cooperation” (between disciplines 

within the authority) and "spatial cooperation” (at the agglomeration/ regional level).  

There will be cases where an overarching transport authority leads the SUMP planning, but with the 

consent and cooperation of local authorities which are accountable to their respective publics. In 

other places, there could be a number of authorities in a conurbation with each developing their own 

separate plan. In all cases the SUMP partners will need to work under the regulations and guidance 

set by law, and with the influence of other private and non-governmental actors who have interests 

in transport. And if a SUMP is to meet objectives of improving welfare, economic, social and 

environmental conditions for those within the city, then it should include organisations beyond those 

narrowly concerned with transport provision and planning e.g. health and medical organisations, 

education, employment, leisure.   

There are a number of barriers to successful SUMPs that are related to the different disciplines, 

departments and organisations involved and to the procedures and stages in the SUMP process.  

Understanding the barriers to institutional cooperation and taking action to improve cooperation can 

help SUMP partners with:   
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 Making the plan more efficient and effective, by making use of synergetic effects (e.g. measures 

that impact on several policy objectives);  

 Improving the acceptability of the plan by involving and answering to the needs of different 

societal sectors;  

 Attracting external funding by aligning to the objectives of funding bodies (e.g. national funding 

linked to specific objectives).  

 Improving cooperation with (private) operators and other service providers. 

4 What research and information is available on “institutional 

cooperation”? 
There is theoretical and empirical literature and practical information on institutional cooperation 

generally and as applied to transport planning. The research identifies some major barriers to 

institutional cooperation, with key themes in:   

 Conflicting objectives - Actors may bring differing, potentially conflicting objectives. It can be 
expected that different organisations, or even different parts of the same organisation will have 
different priorities, which will require a collaborative process of discussion and resolution. 
Identical objectives can also be a cause of conflict e.g. two urban areas may collaborate on a 
SUMP at one level, but each may have an objective of improving its own connectivity and 
competitiveness at the expense of the other.   

 Leadership - Lack of appropriate leadership can be a barrier to resolving conflicts and establishing 
cooperation, but there are also risks in reliance on a strong leader as there can be uncertainty 
over the plans that the leader will choose to support. 

 Alignment of responsibilities and clarity of roles - Actors can have differing remits in developing 
and implementing the SUMP and constituencies to whom they are accountable, wherein 
problems of uncertainty, blame shifting and gaps in responsibility can arise between actors.   

• Alignment of resources - The financial, human and other resources (e.g. land) that are vital in the 
implementation of a SUMP may be scarce and are unlikely to rest with just one actor. The pooling 
of resources can require discussion of input from different actors, and debate on benefits to the 
actors and their constituents. Further complexity can arise when actors use resources in a way 
that actually presents barriers to the implementation of the plan e.g. objectives on air quality may 
be damaged by an actor increasing availability of road space for motor traffic, even if at the same 
time they are contributing to other measures intended to reduce pollutants. 

 Incompatible timing - There may be different timescales for complementary plans e.g. the timing 

over which land use planning takes place may not be the same as that over which transport 

planning takes place. 

 Lack of expertise - There is a need to establish and take account of relevant experiential 
knowledge and appropriate competencies and capability within the cooperating organisations. 
Care must be taken to guard against attempting to shoehorn people into roles for which they are 
not qualified. We should also not underestimate the significance of matters of uncertainty, partial 
knowledge and differing technical approaches in different sectors.   
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 Lack of transparency - Reluctance  to share data or information due to claims of commercial 
confidentiality or organisational culture, or requirements to protect personal data can all act to 
complicate cooperative planning – placing requirements on formal or legal agreements to protect 
data, or consideration of the conditions under which it is collected. Problems can also be created 
by a reluctance to share information and data due to concerns about admitting mistakes.  

 
Theoretical and empirical research identifies that a collaborative process of discussion between 

actors can be effective in discovering approaches which can satisfy multiple objectives. Differing and 

conflicting interests might be, at least partly, reconciled. This can occur not only through zero-sum 

negotiations where each side gets something at the expense of the other, but through collaborative 

processes in which actors attempt to find overlapping objectives.  This latter possibility involves 

actors undergoing a learning process, in which each considers how their objectives might be met in a 

way that also benefits the interests of other relevant actors. This requires that actors should remain 

open to the possibility of refining or reframing their objectives and interests (Argyris and Schön 1978; 

Bertolini et al. 2010; de Schutter and Lenoble 2010). However this type of consensus is not 

guaranteed, and the challenge may become one of negotiating objectives which can be accepted by 

each actor.  

Marsden et al. 2013 describe where competitive approaches can act to the disadvantage of both 

actors.  Gilson et al. 2009 explore the conditions of uncertainty under which planning tends to be 

conducted and the partial knowledge available at any point, and to any single actor. Taking account 

of uncertainty and partial knowledge factors can require planning which allows future flexibility in 

order to take account of new or emerging information (Vincent-Jones 2006; Gilson et al. 2009). 

Problems of uncertainty, and risks of blame shifting and gaps in responsibility can be mitigated by 

collaborative approaches to determining responsibilities, in which each actor accepts a positive duty 

to act to meet objectives (Vincent-Jones 2006; Bertolini 2007; Faludi 2000; Friend and Hickling 2005). 

The advantage of a strong leader (such as a city mayor) in enabling programmes to succeed is 

discussed in Khayesi and Amekudzi 2011. 

Practice based literature offering discussion of institutional cooperation exists in: 

 DISTILLATE: Research on the delivery of UK Local Transport Plans, accessed at: 
http://www.distillate.ac.uk/ 

 ELTIS: ‘GUIDEMAPS’ guidance on procedures and tools to improve policy decision-making on 

SUMP, accessed at http://www.eltis.org/docs/studies/Guidemaps_Volume_1_colour.pdf 

 ELTISplus:  Guidelines on developing and implementing a Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan 
(SUMP), accessed at:  http://www.mobilityplans.eu/ 

 EPTA: Research on institutional settings for public transport sector governance, accessed at 
http://www.eptaproject.eu/ 

 KONSULT: Guidance for the optimal sustainable planning of European city transport systems,  
accessed at: http://www.konsult.leeds.ac.uk/ 

 

http://www.mobilityplans.eu/
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5 How does CH4LLENGE address institutional cooperation 
The CH4LLENGE cities emphasis is on working on public-public cooperation and within current 

institutional structures rather than redesigning them. 

The CH4LLENGE cities have been set the task of addressing organisational behaviours and barriers 

and developing methods for improved institutional cooperation and better SUMP decision making 

and delivery. CH4LLENGE cities will implement local pilot strategies and actions. The SUMP cities will 

outline in detail the: 

• Stages of SUMP development where improved institutional cooperation is required; 

• Identification of institutions key to SUMP development and the appropriate SUMP planning 
stages for their involvement; 

• Recommended methods for practical cooperation and creating continuity of cooperation;  

• Monitoring and evaluation of the cooperation process to learn the lessons. 

The CH4LLENGE cities have undertaken initial analysis of their institutional cooperation frameworks 
identify some common areas of concern:  

 Lack of clear hierarchy and roles for partners;  

 Uncertainty over how to bring in other sectors, and raise interest in the SUMP; 

 Uncertainty over how to establish a common knowledge base for SUMP development;  

 Practical issues in getting organized for SUMP development and delivery i.e. management of 
people, documentation, budgets;  

 Complexity of transport governance – and concerns that strengthening urban transport 

governance (e.g. creating integrated planning authorities) may add to the complexity and 

difficulties of coordination with other fields of urban policy.  

The CH4LLENGE cities have identified three particular topics as areas of interest in developing 
cooperation solutions for CH4LLENGE toolkit development: 

 Structuring and formalising institutional cooperation  

 Legal arrangements e.g. Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) or formal contracts;  

 Understanding organisational roles e.g. Mapping competence areas of institutions;  

 Rules of engagement’ and procedures. 

 Leadership  

 Understanding who is in charge, leadership styles and roles e.g. Role of the entrepreneur or 
facilitator;  

 Addressing how leadership can take shape in a multi-stakeholder planning process;  

 How do Transport Planners relate to this role of entrepreneur/facilitator. 

 Practical competencies e.g. skills needed for:     

 Funding and finance – including Budget management; 
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 Technical capacity - human resource needs and management; 

 Facilitating and servicing meetings for a number of institutions.  
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