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Executive Summary 

The Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park has achieved a major milestone: a shared 
regional vision for sustainable recreational mobility, endorsed through a declaration 
of intent in December 2025. The central challenge now shifts from defining goals to 
organising effective governance capable of translating shared ambitions into 
coordinated action across a fragmented institutional landscape of 11 municipalities, 
the Province of Utrecht, three land-management organisations, transport operators, 
and civil society actors. 

This policy brief analyses the governance challenges associated with this transition and 

proposes a practical governance approach grounded in regenerative principles — moving 

beyond sustainability as harm reduction toward an active restoration of ecological and social 

systems. It recommends a two-layer coordination architecture combining a strategic 

Governance Programme Table with thematic working groups, supported by structured co-

creation mechanisms and a differentiated stakeholder engagement plan. Drawing on 

collaborative network governance theory and international benchmarks including the UK 

National Trust and Rogaland County Council (Norway), the brief outlines how NPUH can build 

implementation capacity through relational governance rather than formal authority. A 

dedicated co-creation methodology based on Design Thinking principles is proposed to 

ensure that working group sessions produce actionable outputs rather than open-ended 

discussions. 

1. Introduction: From Shared Vision to Coordinated Action 

The Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park is entering an important new phase in its development. 

Formed around 150,000 years ago during the Ice Age, the area today consists of 

approximately 20,000 acres of connected forest and heathland in the centre of a highly 

urbanised region (National Park Utrechtse Heuvelrug, 2022). Strategically located near major 

Dutch urban centres such as Utrecht, Amersfoort, and Amsterdam, the park combines strong 

accessibility with high natural and recreational value. As a result, it has become one of the 

most visited landscapes in the region, attracting around four million visitors each year. This 

underlines its importance not only for recreation and tourism, but as a shared commons of a 

living landscape whose health is inseparable from the wellbeing of the communities 

surrounding it. 

At the same time, its popularity creates growing pressure. Around 61% of visitors currently 

arrive by car, contributing to traffic congestion, parking shortages, emissions, and disturbance 

to natural ecosystems. Car-dependent access can also reduce the quality of life for residents 

and the experience of visitors seeking a quieter, healthier environment. In addition, visitor 

behaviour is changing. People increasingly prefer shorter trips, flexible schedules, multimodal 

travel options, and experiences linked to health and nature. If managed well, these trends 

could support a shift toward public transport, cycling, and shared mobility, not merely reducing 

harm, but actively restoring the social and ecological fabric of the area. If unmanaged, they 

may intensify congestion and environmental pressure, and further disconnect communities 

from the natural landscape they depend on. 
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In response, regional stakeholders developed a shared vision for green recreational mobility, 

formalised in a declaration of intent signed in December 2025 that reflects a commitment to 

actively involving residents, visitors, community organisations, and local businesses as co-

stewards of the park's future to strengthening the social fabric that makes long-term collective 

action possible. The agreement reflects broad political and institutional support for closer 

cooperation and aligns with wider ambitions in Utrecht to improve accessibility, strengthen 

sustainability, and maintain the region’s attractiveness (Provincie Utrecht et al., 2019). 

However, shared ambitions do not automatically lead to results. Many regional strategies face 

difficulties during implementation because responsibilities are unclear, funding is fragmented, 

or coordination between organisations is limited. Without effective governance, strong policy 

goals can remain intentions rather than practical outcomes. 

This policy brief therefore explores how governance arrangements that is designed to be 

inclusive, adaptive and regenerative can help turn shared commitments into coordinated 

action. It focuses on practical ways to organise cooperation across institutions and 

communities, support decision-making, and ensure long-term implementation in the multi-

actor context of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park. 

2. Governance as the Main Implementation Challenge 

Support for regenerative mobility in the National Park is broad, but turning that support into 

concrete results remains difficult. No single authority can direct the entire region, and the 

shared vision for recreational mobility has political importance but limited legal force. Progress 

therefore depends largely on the willingness of multiple organisations to cooperate 

consistently over time (Nationaal Park Utrechtse Heuvelrug, n.d.). 

This creates a clear collective action challenge. Many actors would benefit from better 

accessibility, lower congestion, and a healthier environment, but the costs and responsibilities 

of implementation are not shared equally. Municipalities may hesitate to invest when benefits 

extend beyond their own borders. Private actors may wait for public leadership, while public 

authorities may expect innovation from the market. In this context, agreement on goals is not 

enough. What matters is the ability to coordinate action, align incentives, and maintain long-

term commitment (Fliervoet et al., 2016; Knox & Arshed, 2022). 

In practice, this is complicated by the fragmented governance landscape of the region. The 

area includes eleven municipalities, the Province of Utrecht, land management organisations, 

transport providers, tourism businesses, and civil society actors. Each works with different 

responsibilities, budgets, and political priorities, making joint decision-making complex and 

time-consuming. There is also an ongoing tension between flexibility and accountability. 

Voluntary cooperation allows room for experimentation, pilot projects, and adaptive solutions. 

At the same time, it can create uncertainty about leadership, financing responsibilities, and 

what happens when progress slows. Without clear mandates and follow-through, partnerships 

risk becoming discussion platforms rather than delivery mechanisms (Knox & Arshed, 2022). 

Another challenge is that the current coalition remains incomplete. While public authorities 

and land managers have played a leading role so far, successful implementation will also 

require mobility providers, tourism entrepreneurs, communication partners, and knowledge 

institutions. These actors bring operational capacity, public reach, and innovation that 

government alone cannot provide. Long-term continuity is equally important. Political 
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mandates often last four years, while the transition to regenerative mobility will take decades. 

Maintaining momentum across electoral cycles is therefore a structural governance challenge 

(Saito-Jensen, 2015). 

At the same time, the region has strong foundations to build on. The wider Utrecht region 

benefits from a well-developed public transport network of rail and bus connections, which can 

form the backbone of sustainable visitor access. The Netherlands also offers world-class 

cycling infrastructure and a strong culture of active mobility. In addition, shared mobility 

services such as bike-sharing, car-sharing, and flexible transport solutions are expanding and 

could improve first-mile and last-mile connections between stations, towns, and recreational 

destinations (Provincie Utrecht, 2019). 

Finally, policy support already exists at multiple levels. Municipal, provincial, national, and 

European strategies all promote climate action, healthy mobility, and sustainable tourism. This 

is embedded within broader regional strategies such as the Regionale Economische Agenda, 

which promotes “healthy urban living” and emphasises sustainable mobility, environmental 

quality, and cross-sector collaboration. However, as the agenda itself functions as a strategic 

framework rather than an implementation plan, coordination across actors remains a key 

challenge. If these strengths are effectively aligned through governance, the Utrechtse 

Heuvelrug National Park is well positioned to make rapid progress (Bulkeley et al., 2003; Saito-

Jensen, 2015). 

3. Governance Framework: Collaborative Network and 
Multi-Level Governance 

Traditional hierarchical governance models are not well suited to the National Park because 

no single actor controls the wider mobility, tourism, and ecological system. Instead, the region 

is better understood through a combination of collaborative network governance and multi-

level governance perspectives. Together, these approaches explain how autonomous but 

interdependent organisations coordinate across institutional boundaries and multiple levels of 

government through negotiation, trust, and shared objectives (Fliervoet et al., 2016; Knox & 

Arshed, 2022; Saito-Jensen, 2015). 

Collaborative network governance is particularly relevant in contexts where responsibilities, 

resources, and expertise are dispersed across many actors. Research shows that networks 

with strong cross-boundary cooperation can improve coordination, support integrated 

management, and create better conditions for collective action. Dense and well-connected 

networks often strengthen communication, trust-building, and conflict management, all of 

which are essential when actors depend on one another to achieve shared outcomes 

(Fliervoet et al., 2016). Similarly, regional governance studies emphasise that effective 

coordination depends not only on formal institutions, but also on the quality of relationships, 

communication channels, and a shared sense of purpose among stakeholders (Knox & 

Arshed, 2022). 

At the same time, the Utrechtse Heuvelrug is embedded in a wider multi-level governance 

landscape in which authority, resources, and decision-making are distributed across 

European, national, provincial, and municipal institutions. A polycentric interpretation is 

especially relevant. In polycentric systems, governance is organised through multiple centres 

of authority operating at different scales rather than through a single dominant institution 
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(Ostrom, 2010; Saito-Jensen, 2015). Formal hierarchies are less clear, and decision-making 

emerges through interaction, negotiation, and cooperation between governmental and non-

state actors. 

In such settings, leadership is usually exercised not through top-down control, but by a network 

orchestrator or bridging organisation. These actors connect stakeholders who might otherwise 

remain weakly linked, help align interests, broker information, and maintain momentum across 

institutional boundaries. In the Dutch river management case examined by Fliervoet et al. 

(2016), the removal of one central coordinating actor significantly weakened cooperation and 

disconnected several stakeholders, showing how dependent fragmented governance systems 

can be on effective coordination. For the Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park, NPUH is well 

positioned to fulfil this coordinating role. Its authority comes less from formal legal powers and 

more from legitimacy, neutrality, regional knowledge, and its ability to convene diverse actors 

around a shared agenda. 

The central challenge facing the Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park is therefore not a lack of 

ambition, funding opportunities, or policy support, but the persistence of fragmented 

responsibilities and siloed implementation across the many organisations involved. By 

establishing durable mechanisms for cooperation, the region could better connect transport 

planning, tourism management, ecological protection, and visitor communication within a 

coherent mobility transition. In polycentric systems, the ability to align actors and coordinate 

action is often more decisive than introducing additional policy instruments or funding alone 

(Bulkeley et al., 2003; Saito-Jensen, 2015). 

4. Proposed Governance Structure and Architecture 

The proposed governance structure for NPUH should recognise one central constraint: unlike 

organisations such as the UK National Trust, NPUH does not own most of the land it seeks to 

influence, nor does it possess statutory authority over municipalities, transport operators, or 

private land managers. Its effectiveness therefore cannot rely on command-and-control 

powers. Instead, NPUH should build a governance model based on coordination, convening 

power, shared accountability, and place-based collaboration. 

4.1 International Benchmarks 

A useful point of inspiration is the UK National Trust. The National Trust benefits from a unified 

governance system, legal authority over its own properties, and direct control over visitor 

access, parking, pricing, and land use. These conditions are very different from NPUH’s 

situation. However, several transferable principles remain relevant. First, the National Trust 

demonstrates the value of layered accountability: strategic priorities are set centrally, while 

regional and local bodies guide implementation. Second, it shows how legal or voluntary 

covenants can align actors around shared landscape protection goals. For NPUH, this could 

take the form of cooperative agreements with municipalities, landowners, mobility providers, 

and nature-management organisations. Third, the National Trust’s mission-driven identity 

illustrates how moral authority can compensate for limited formal authority. A clear shared 

vision can help create legitimacy and encourage partners to remain accountable. 

The Rogaland model provides a second, more practical inspiration. Rogaland County Council 

in Norway has statutory authority over roads, regional planning, and public transport, but it 
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often acts as a facilitator rather than imposing top-down decisions. This is especially relevant 

to NPUH. Since the national park cannot impose decisions on municipalities or transport 

operators, its role should be to broker collaboration, coordinate funding opportunities, and 

connect actors who would otherwise work separately. In this model, NPUH’s authority comes 

from its brand, ecological expertise, and ability to convene diverse stakeholders around a 

common agenda. 

4.2 Two-Layer Coordination Architecture 

Layer 1: Governance Programme Table (Strategic). This table should include aldermen 

(wethouders) from key municipalities, a representative from the Province, directors of land-

management organisations, and the NPUH director. Its function would be to set priorities, 

resolve conflicts, secure political commitments, and approve a multi-year programme. Meeting 

twice per year would be sufficient, especially if aligned with the 2026 planning cycle. NPUH 

should chair and facilitate this table, positioning itself as an independent convener rather than 

a controlling authority. 

Layer 2: Thematic Working Groups (Operational). Three initial tracks are recommended: 

Hubs and Last-Mile Mobility, Data and Monitoring, and Communication and Engagement. 

These groups should include civil servants, technical experts, relevant private-sector partners, 

transport providers, and local organisations. Their role would be to develop concrete plans, 

test pilot projects, monitor results, and report progress to the Governance Programme Table. 

Each working group should have a designated lead organisation, which does not always need 

to be NPUH. This would distribute responsibility and avoid over-centralising implementation 

capacity. 

A practical example is the creation of a “Green Gateway” at a specific hub location. NPUH 

could invite the municipality, local alderman, public and private transit providers, and nearby 

hospitality businesses to a matchmaking workshop. The aim would be to develop a joint 

proposal for improving access, parking management, and last-mile mobility, potentially 

supported through provincial or EU funding. NPUH’s role would be to connect the actors, 

frame the initiative under the official National Park Green Gateway brand, and ensure that 

ecological goals remain central. 

Overall, this governance architecture translates limited formal power into practical 

coordination capacity. By combining strategic alignment, operational working groups, 

voluntary agreements, and place-based pilots, NPUH can create a credible structure for 

innovation in regenerative mobility and visitor management without requiring direct statutory 

control. 

5. Proposed Mechanism: Co-creation and Collaboration 

The third key component for successful implementation, following the governance structure 

and coordination architecture, is a robust mechanism of co-creation and collaboration between 

stakeholders. Previous sections have identified and mapped existing and potential 

stakeholders in terms of their influence, interest, and role in the mobility plan. Here, we 

propose creating a co-creation mechanism by clustering stakeholders based on their activities 

and values, and their current or potential involvement with recreational mobility. 
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5.1 Collaboration Based on Common Values 

Stakeholders with aligned missions can be natural co-creation partners. For example, MTB 

Utrechtse Heuvelrug (a mountain biking organisation) and the Trail & Running Club Utrechtse 

Heuvelrug both focus on providing recreational activities for visitors through active outdoor 

pursuits. Encouraging their members to access the park through sustainable transportation—

train, bus, or bicycle—could strengthen their organisational identity as advocates for both 

healthy people and a healthy landscape. A joint social media campaign reaching both 

membership bases would expand their audience while promoting modal shift. Customers 

interested in mountain biking are also likely to be interested in trail running, creating mutual 

benefit beyond mobility alone. 

5.2 Collaboration Based on Complementary Interests 

More complex co-creation opportunities emerge when stakeholders with different core 

missions find synergies around recreational mobility. Consider the following cluster: Utrecht 

University (UU), which advocates for sustainability through education and has a green campus 

target for 2040; Voi Technology, an electric shared bicycle provider operating across the 

Province of Utrecht and multiple municipalities, with services launched in the northern part of 

the Utrechtse Heuvelrug area; and RTV Utrecht, a regional media outlet promoting local 

stories. UU already collaborates with NPUH through research and education activities, 

including a 2022 bachelor course where students proposed a visitor mobility plan. By 

connecting UU with Voi, the partnership could encourage students and staff to visit the park 

using electric bikes, while incorporating NPUH and Voi representatives as guest speakers in 

sustainability courses. RTV Utrecht could amplify this collaboration through news coverage, 

promoting awareness of sustainable access options to a broader regional audience. 

To further capitalise on this approach, we suggest that all potential clusters for collaboration 

are systematically explored through the stakeholder engagement plan detailed in the following 

section. 

6. Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

Translating the governance architecture and co-creation mechanisms into sustained action 

requires a structured approach to stakeholder engagement. This section maps the existing 

and new stakeholders, organises them into working groups, proposes differentiated 

engagement strategies, outlines a phased engagement approach, and recommends a co-

creation methodology to ensure productive collaboration. 

6.1 Stakeholder Landscape: Existing and New Actors 

The co-creation process that produced the regional recreation mobility vision brought together 

a core coalition of public and land-management actors. Moving into implementation, this 

coalition must be both maintained and expanded. We distinguish between existing 

stakeholders who participated in the vision process and new delivery partners who need to be 

scouted and engaged. 

Existing stakeholders fall into four clusters. In governance, all eleven municipalities 

(including Utrechtse Heuvelrug, Baarn, De Bilt, Zeist, Soest, Leusden, Rhenen, Woudenberg, 

Veenendaal, Bunnik, and Wijk bij Duurstede), the Province of Utrecht, and NPUH itself form 
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the institutional backbone. In nature and land management, Staatsbosbeheer, 

Natuurmonumenten, and Utrechts Landschap control most of the land within the park and 

determine access, path management, and visitor facilities. In transportation, NS (Dutch 

Railways), ProRail, and regional bus operators provide the existing public transport 

connections to the Heuvelrug. In civil society, organisations such as the Fietsersbond (cycling 

advocacy), Wandelnet (walking network), MTB Utrechtse Heuvelrug, the Trail & Running Club, 

and the Jongerenraad (youth council) represent user communities and recreational interests. 

New delivery partners are needed to operationalise the mobility vision. The transition from 

vision to implementation requires bringing in actors with operational capacity, technological 

capabilities, and commercial incentives that complement the public-sector coalition. In 

transportation and shared mobility, U-OV (regional transit operator), Lime, MobiGo, Tier/Dott, 

Voi Technology, and local bike rental shops can provide last-mile connectivity. In media and 

communication, RTV Utrecht and regional tourism platforms can amplify awareness of 

sustainable access options. In business and hospitality, local restaurants, accommodation 

providers, and recreation entrepreneurs can integrate mobility information into their visitor 

offerings and benefit commercially from improved access. In knowledge and health, Utrecht 

University, other MONA knowledge partners, and health-sector organisations can contribute 

research capacity, monitoring expertise, and evidence on the public health benefits of active 

mobility. 

These actors are organised into three thematic working groups, each with a defined mandate, 

a mix of existing and new members, and a clear deliverable: 

Working Group Core Members 
(Existing) 

New Members to 
Scout 

Key Deliverable 

Hubs & Last-
Mile 

Province, Baarn, Zeist, 
Soest, De Bilt, 
Woudenberg, NS, 
Staatsbosbeheer, 
NPUH 

U-OV, Lime, MobiGo, 
Tier/Dott, local bike 
shops 

Hub location plans, pilot 
designs 

Data & 
Monitoring 

Province, selected 
municipalities, ANWB, 
NS, nature 
organisations 

Tech firms, university 
partners, MONA 
knowledge partners 

Shared data dashboard, 
baseline measurement 

Communication 
& Engagement 

Routebureau Utrecht, 
nature organisations, 
NPUH, NS 

Tourism/hospitality 
sector, visitor panels, 
Jongerenraad 

Campaign strategy, 
visitor information 
system 

Each working group needs a clear mandate, a lead organisation, and a mix of public, private, and civil 
society actors. 

6.2 Differentiated Strategies for Stakeholder Engagement 

Based on the stakeholder matrix, not all actors require the same level of engagement. A 

differentiated strategy matches engagement intensity to each stakeholder’s influence, interest, 

and role in the mobility transition: 

Stakeholder Category Engagement Strategy Mechanism 

Key Figures 
(municipalities, 

Deep collaboration — co-
decision 

Programme Table + leadership in 
working groups 
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province, land 
managers) 

Influencers (Regio 
Amersfoort, ANWB, 
Routebureau) 

Strategic involvement — 
leverage their reach 

Advisory role, campaign partnerships 

Interested Parties 
(Fietsersbond, 
Wandelnet, MTB, 
Jongerenraad) 

Active participation — use 
their expertise 

Working group membership, pilot 
testing 

New Delivery Partners 
(U-OV, Lime, MobiGo, 
tech firms, hospitality) 

Targeted scouting — bring 
them in for specific tracks 

Innovation labs, public-private 
partnership arrangements 

Visitors & residents Informed and consulted Communication campaigns, feedback 
mechanisms 

 

This segmentation ensures that governance resources are not spread thin across all actors 

equally, but concentrated where they can generate the most traction—while still maintaining 

inclusivity through information channels and consultation opportunities for the broader public. 

6.3 Phased Engagement Approach 

Stakeholder engagement should evolve as the implementation programme matures. For the 

critical first year (2026), we propose a detailed five-step operational plan that translates the 

governance architecture into concrete engagement milestones. This is followed by broader 

strategic guidance for the medium and long term. 

Phase 1: Operational Engagement Plan for 2026 

The immediate priority is to operationalise the governance architecture through a structured 

sequence of five engagement sessions, each building on the outputs of the previous one: 

 SCOPE (Q2 
2026) April 

EXPLORE 
(Q2 2026) 
May 

REFINE (Q2 
2026) June 

FEEDBACK 
(Q3 2026) 
September 

CO-CREATE 
(Q4 2026) 
November 

Goal Agreement on 
development 
agenda 
content, focus 
tracks, and 
participants 

Present 
further 
elaborated 
tracks and 
gather 
feedback on 
the 2027–
2029 
programme 

Outline 
programme 
based on input 
from working 
sessions 

Feedback 
from 
governance 
table and 
further 
elaboration of 
tracks 

Finalise 
programme 
2027–2029, 
including 
tracks, 
ownership, and 
financing 

Agenda Map the full 
actor 
ecosystem per 
working group 
track; Identify 
policy gaps 
and leverage 
points; Define 

Working 
sessions with 
expanded 
stakeholder 
groups; 
Validate 
assumptions 
about visitor 
behaviour and 

Refine 
problem 
statements 
with lead 
organisations 
per track; 
Develop pilot 
concepts for 
2027; Test 

Consulting to 
gather 
feedback from 
stakeholders; 
Survey or 
participatory 
dialogue with 
end users 

Co-develop 
pilot 
implementation 
plans; Secure 
commitments 
(budget, staff, 
authority); 
Build 
roadmaps per 
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design criteria 
for each track 

infrastructure 
gaps; 
Benchmark 
with 
international 
cases 
(Rogaland, 
National Trust, 
Wadden, 
Veluwe) 

feasibility with 
municipal 
decision-
making cycles 

track for 2027–
2029 
programme 

Output Stakeholder 
map, scoping 
brief per track 

Draft problem 
statements 
per track, 
design criteria 

Refined pilot 
proposals, 
resource 
requirements 

Feedback 
from 
stakeholders 
and end users 
(park visitors) 

Implementation 
programme, 
co-created by 
all partners 

 

This five-step sequence follows the Policy Prototyping Lab methodology described in Section 

6.4. The Scope session corresponds to the scoping stage, the Explore and Refine sessions 

correspond to challenge identification and prototyping, the Feedback session brings in end-

user perspectives, and the Co-Create session produces the final implementation programme 

through solution development. Each session builds cumulatively, ensuring that the November 

co-creation session is grounded in evidence, stakeholder input, and political feasibility rather 

than starting from a blank page. 

Phase 2: Scaling and Experimentation (2027–2030) 

As pilot projects launch at specific hub locations and data collection systems are established, 

the engagement focus shifts toward operational collaboration. Working groups should by this 

point include a balanced mix of public, private, and civil society participants. The co-creation 

clusters described in Section 5—both value-based and interest-based—should be actively 

facilitated. Regular progress reporting to the Programme Table ensures strategic oversight, 

while an annual public stakeholder forum provides broader transparency and keeps the wider 

community informed. This phase should also include systematic monitoring of stakeholder 

satisfaction and engagement quality through brief surveys and feedback loops. 

Phase 3: Consolidation and Mainstreaming (2031–2035) 

By this stage, the governance system should be sufficiently mature that coordination costs are 

embedded in regular municipal and provincial budgets rather than dependent on project 

funding. Engagement mechanisms should become self-sustaining: working groups operate 

with established routines, private-sector partners have commercial incentives to participate, 

and the broader public associates the National Park brand with sustainable access. The 

Programme Table should commission an independent review of governance effectiveness, 

with findings informing the next cycle of the mobility vision beyond 2035. 

6.4 Co-creation Methodology: The Policy Prototyping Lab Approach 

Effective co-creation requires more than goodwill—it requires structured methodology. Based 

on experience with policy prototyping labs in multi-stakeholder settings, we recommend NPUH 

adopt a Design Thinking-based co-creation process organised in four stages: scoping, 

challenge identification, prototyping, and solution development. 
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In the scoping stage, working group participants map the mobility system relevant to their 

thematic track—identifying priority sectors and topics, relevant policies already in place, and 

the actors involved (agenda setters, resource providers, implementers, and beneficiaries). 

This produces a shared system map and reveals leverage points where coordinated action 

can have the greatest impact. 

The challenge identification stage shifts focus to the target group—in this case, visitors, 

residents, and mobility providers. Using structured canvases, participants articulate the “pains” 

these groups experience (congestion, poor last-mile connections, lack of real-time 

information) and the “gains” they would realise if the challenge were addressed. This stage 

also defines design criteria: the constraints and principles that any proposed solution must 

satisfy, and establishes a clear problem statement that the group will work to resolve. 

During the prototyping stage, participants generate solution ideas through rapid ideation 

exercises (such as the “Crazy 8” method, where eight ideas are sketched in eight minutes) 

and evaluate them using a prioritisation matrix that weighs user value against resources 

required. The most promising ideas are developed into policy prototype blueprints—structured 

one-page documents specifying the solution name, challenge addressed, objectives, target 

group, mechanism, key stakeholders, key features, policy linkages, implementation steps, and 

required resources. 

The solution development stage brings prototypes back to the full working group or 

Programme Table for feedback, refinement, and decisions on which pilots to advance. This 

stage closes the loop between operational innovation and strategic governance, ensuring that 

creative ideas are tested against political feasibility, resource availability, and alignment with 

the shared mobility vision. 

This methodology is particularly suited to the NPUH context because it can be applied within 

each thematic working group (Hubs & Last-Mile, Data & Monitoring, Communication & 

Engagement), producing concrete, actionable outputs rather than open-ended discussions. It 

also provides a repeatable process that new stakeholders can join at any stage, supporting 

the coalition-expansion goals outlined earlier in this section. 

6.5 Stakeholder Scouting: Expanding the Coalition 

A persistent challenge in network governance is that the initial coalition may not include all the 

actors needed for implementation. The vision was primarily developed by public authorities 

and land managers. Delivering on it requires bringing in “delivery partners”: organisations with 

operational capacity, technological capabilities, public reach, or commercial incentives to 

improve recreational mobility. 

NPUH should establish a lightweight but systematic scouting process. This would involve 

maintaining a living stakeholder map that is reviewed annually by the working groups, 

scanning for emerging actors in shared mobility, digital visitor management, and sustainable 

tourism, using pilot projects and Green Gateway workshops as entry points for new partners, 

and leveraging the MONA network and Interreg connections to identify and learn from 

comparable initiatives across Europe. 

The key principle is that scouting should be purpose-driven rather than exhaustive. New 

stakeholders are brought in when they can contribute to a specific working group objective or 
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pilot, not as a general networking exercise. This keeps the governance system focused and 

avoids the common pitfall of expanding consultation without expanding delivery capacity. 

6.6 Sustaining Long-Term Commitment 

The most critical risk to the implementation programme is not a lack of resources or ideas, but 

the erosion of stakeholder commitment over time. Political cycles, staff turnover, shifting 

priorities, and consultation fatigue can all undermine sustained collaboration. Four 

mechanisms are proposed to mitigate this risk: 

First, policy anchoring. Working with municipalities to reference the shared vision in their 

next mobility plan updates (several are due 2025–2027) creates institutional memory that 

outlasts individual administrators. The Province of Utrecht should integrate the agenda into its 

next Recreation & Tourism programme cycle. 

Second, visible quick wins. Delivering tangible early results—such as a functioning Green 

Gateway pilot, improved signage connecting a train station to a park entrance, or a shared 

mobility service at a popular trailhead—builds credibility and demonstrates that the 

governance system produces outcomes, not just meetings. 

Third, transparent progress monitoring. The Data and Monitoring working group should 

develop a simple dashboard tracking key indicators: modal split trends, visitor satisfaction, 

parking pressure at hotspots, and stakeholder engagement levels. Publishing these results 

annually creates accountability and makes the programme’s impact legible to both 

administrators and the public. 

Fourth, rotating leadership. Assigning lead organisation roles within working groups on a 

rotating basis (for example, every two years) prevents dependency on any single actor and 

distributes ownership across the network. This also builds implementation capacity more 

broadly across the region. 

7. Funding Sustainability and Policy Anchoring 

Short-term (2025–2027): MONA project funding, existing municipal budgets, and pro bono 

advisory support provide the initial resource base. These are sufficient to establish the 

governance architecture and launch first pilot projects. 

Medium-term (2027–2030): Pooled municipal contributions (inspired by the Rogaland 

model), provincial co-financing, EU structural and regional funds (next Interreg cycle), and 

potential visitor contributions should be explored. A modest coordination levy shared across 

participating municipalities could provide predictable funding for NPUH’s facilitation role. 

Long-term (2031–2035): Coordination costs should be embedded in regular municipal and 

provincial budgets as a standard line item. Public-private partnerships for mobility hubs may 

generate revenue that partially offsets operating costs. Positioning the Utrechtse Heuvelrug 

as an EU demonstration case for sustainable tourism governance could unlock additional 

funding and knowledge-exchange opportunities. 

At the national and European levels, the Utrechtse Heuvelrug initiative should be documented 

as an Interreg best practice for sustainable tourism governance and positioned as a 

demonstration case for Dutch National Environmental Vision (NOVI) implementation. This 
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strategic framing not only supports future funding applications but also increases the broader 

policy relevance of the governance model developed here. 

8. Conclusion 

The Utrechtse Heuvelrug National Park has built a strong foundation for regenerative 

recreational mobility through an inclusive co-creation process and a shared regional vision 

endorsed by public administrators. The challenge now is institutional: designing governance 

arrangements that translate voluntary commitments into coordinated, sustained action across 

a fragmented landscape of actors. 

This policy brief has proposed a governance approach organised around five interconnected 

elements: a two-layer coordination architecture combining strategic oversight with operational 

working groups; co-creation mechanisms that cluster stakeholders around shared values and 

complementary interests; a comprehensive stakeholder engagement plan that maps existing 

and new actors, matches engagement intensity to stakeholder profiles, and evolves across 

implementation phases; a Design Thinking-based co-creation methodology that ensures 

working group sessions produce actionable outputs; and funding and policy anchoring 

strategies that build long-term institutional resilience. 

The approach recognises that NPUH’s strength lies not in formal authority but in its convening 

power, ecological expertise, and regional legitimacy. By acting as a network orchestrator—

connecting actors, brokering collaboration, and maintaining momentum—NPUH can create 

the conditions for a governance system that is greater than the sum of its parts. Success will 

ultimately depend less on any single organisation and more on the collective capacity to 

sustain coordination, adapt to changing circumstances, and deliver visible results that justify 

continued investment in collaboration. 
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