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Abstract

The Municipality of Eindhoven faces growing strategic challenges due to rapid ur-
ban development, ambitious climate goals, and increasing demand for housing and
transport. Achieving these objectives simultaneously requires effective allocation of
limited resources. However, siloed departments, inconsistent coordination, and the
growing complexity of projects and stakeholders complicate this process.

This research explores how integrating the structured decision-making of Strategic
Portfolio Management (SPM) with the collaborative practices of Joined-Up
Governance, and the adaptive behaviors needed for emergent strategies to emerge,
can improve resource allocation in Eindhoven. Using a case study approach, the
research combines 14 semi-structured interviews and document analysis to examine
current decision-making processes and identify governance barriers.

The findings reveal a fundamental mismatch between Eindhoven’s existing gov-
ernance structure and the complexity of the challenges it faces. This mismatch
manifests in three underlying causes: (1) a lack of measurable, shared goals; (2)
fragmented, sector-driven prioritization; and (3) the absence of consistent portfolio
and capacity management.

Because traditional SPM models do not fit Eindhoven’s political and organizational
context, this study develops a tailored conceptual framework that combines
practices from SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and enabling conditions for emergent
strategies to form. This framework led to tailored recommendations of tools and
practices for Eindhoven inspired by these three theories: the implementation of
Objectives & Key Results (OKRs), a cross-sector Portfolio Steering Committee,
implementing linking pins, a weighted-shortest-job-first (WSJF) scoring method,
and a shared digital dashboard. These recommendations aim to improve strategic
direction while preserving municipal flexibility and political autonomy.

This research contributes to the limited literature on adapting SPM for municipal-
ities or, more broadly, the public sector. Additionally, it offers actionable guidance
for municipalities seeking to allocate resources more strategically in complex and
dynamic environments.

Keywords: Strategic Portfolio Management (SPM), Municipal Governance, Resource Allocation, Project
Prioritization, Decision-Making Processes, Joined-up Governance, Emergent Strategies, Case Study
Analysis.



Executive Summary for Senior Management

The following one-pager serves as an executive summary of this thesis, tailored specifically for senior
decision-makers within the Municipality of Eindhoven. It presents the core problem, the three key
organizational challenges (which are later discussed in the thesis as root causes), and five actionable
recommendations in a concise and accessible format. The aim is to communicate the main findings
and proposed solutions of this research in a way that is both compelling and relevant for political and
strategic leadership.

While the rest of the thesis provides in-depth analysis, this summary is intended to spark interest,
clarify that a problem exists today, and demonstrate how these recommendations can help address it.
The goal is to improve Eindhoven’s organizational readiness and governance capacity in light of its rapid
growth. This one-pager does not go into the technical details of how each recommendation works, but
instead highlights why they are relevant and briefly outlines what they entail.



From Siloes to Strategy: Building m
Eindhoven’s Organizational Readiness AN

Eindhoven is growing, and with that growth comes bigger and more complex societal challenges. The municipality’s
ability to prioritize, align, and allocate resources effectively is increasingly being stretched. To ensure Eindhoven is
future-ready, the organization must build up its internal alignment, agility, and coordination capacity. This research
identifies three organizational barriers that limit strategic responsiveness and contribute to misalignment, and
proposes five mutually reinforcing solutions that strengthen strategic governance without requiring major structural
reforms.

Three Core Challenges

Vision Without Clear Siloed Working Misaligned Priorities Across

Direction the Organization
The  Bestuursakkoord  outlines Portefeuilles work in parallel with limited No common framework exists for
strong ambitions, but goals are shared visibility ~—or coordination. comparing initiatives. Portfolio and
often too abstract to guide Projects with shared goals are often  capacity data are fragmented, making it
decisions and create alignment developed independently, and informal  difficult for leaders to make well-
throughout the organization collaboration is not enough to ensure informed trade-offs across portfolios.
alignment.
o
Recommendations

Translate Visions into Shared Direction and Organizational Alignment
The current high-level visions must be translated into measurable objectives that clarify everyone's role in the
long-term goals. Using OKRs (Objectives and Key Results) is a simple yet effective way to create alignment by
establishing a shared direction and showing how everyone contributes to broader ambitions. It creates cohesion,
sharpens focus, and fosters accountability. OKRs involve translating the Bestuursakkoord's visions into qualitative
objectives, each supported by 2-5 key results. S&O can help cascade these OKRs across the organization. It is
important to note that OKRs are not hard targets but guiding goals to give direction and can evolve or change
over time.

Strengthen Strategic Coordination and Cross-Sector Prioritization

To break through siloes and ensure the municipality acts as one organization, strategic coordination must improve
at the top. A Portfolio Steering Committee (PSC) can support this by reviewing and advising on key projects
across portefeuilles. The PSC (consisting of sector heads and S&O representatives) reviews progress, identifies
coordination gaps and resource constraints, and provides guidance on project prioritization. It ensures that the
municipality’s most strategic efforts are supported and contributes to more consistent, transparent, and strategic
decision-making. It also fosters collaboration and communication between sectors, which strengthens overall
strategic alignment.

Connect the Dots Between Portefeuilles and Improve Collaboration
Eindhoven's strategic goals often span multiple teams, yet coordination is informal or sometimes missing
altogether. To overcome fragmentation, strategic linking pins should be assigned to connect teams working
toward shared goals. These individuals do not manage delivery, but act as brokers of information and alignment.
They strengthen operational coordination and enable faster learning loops between silos.

o Focus on What Matters Most, When It Matters Most

Resources are limited, so prioritizing projects based on urgency, strategic impact, and effort required matters
more than ever. Applying a prioritization method like an adapted Weighted Shortest Job First (WSJF) brings
structure and transparency to difficult trade-offs. It helps each sector adjust its priorities in a structured way
when new projects are added or situations change. This enables portefeuilles to react quickly and make informed,
strategic re-prioritization decisions. As a result, decision-makers can allocate limited time and money more
effectively.

Visualize Project Contributions to Strategic Goals

Decision-makers need insight into how projects contribute to the long-term vision and where coordination may
be falling short. A strategic dashboard can provide this visibility by showing project alignment with goals,
highlighting bottlenecks, and tracking progress across portfolios. This shared view supports more informed
decision-making, improves accountability, and enables the municipality to continuously learn and adapt. Ensuring
that all levels of the organization actively use the dashboard further strengthens strategic decisions by grounding
them in shared, up-to-date insights.

Eindhoven does not need a new system. It needs better alignhment, coordination, and

collaboration—these recommendations help make that happen.




1 Introduction

1.1 Context and Problem Statement

Eindhoven is one of the fastest-growing municipalities in the Netherlands. It is facing rapid urban
and economic growth. The city has positioned itself as the leading innovation hub in the Netherlands.
Consequently, many companies are choosing to settle, and grow in Eindhoven. This has resulted in a
substantial increase in population in recent years, which is only expected to continue growing. This
growth has put a strain on the demand for municipal resources.

Since Eindhoven’s population is expected to continue growing, it is vital for the municipality to
allocate its resources effectively to manage this expansion. Efficient resource allocation and project
prioritization are now more critical than ever to ensure the sustainable growth of the city. However, cur-
rently there are no formal procedures on how to allocate resources in line with long-term strategic goals.
Similar to most multiplicities, Eindhoven’s current governance structure presents barriers to implement-
ing a structured strategic decision-making approach. Nevertheless, given the municipalities current rapid
growth, and their interest in becoming a more strategic organization, the need and benefits of this are
growing. Therefore, this research explores the possibility of how a more structured and strategic resource
allocation is possible.

Before exploring how strategic resource allocation in the municipality can be improved, it is impor-
tant to first understand the governance-related inefficiencies that currently hinder it. Eindhoven, like
many municipalities, faces increasing complexity in balancing competing priorities, coordinating across
portfolios, and responding to shifting political demands. Decision-making is often reactive rather than
strategic, collaboration remains informal, and prioritization differs widely between clusters. These inef-
ficiencies point to deeper structural issues. The findings of this research reveal a fundamental mismatch
between Eindhoven’s existing governance model and the complexity of the challenges it faces. This mis-
match is rooted in three underlying causes: a lack of measurable, shared goals; fragmented, sector-driven
prioritization; and the absence of consistent portfolio and capacity management.

In attempts to address these challenges to resource allocation, literature has begun to explore Strate-
gic Portfolio Management (hereafter SPM) as a way to structure resource allocation based on long-term
priorities, help balance trade-offs, and achieve strategic alignment. Nevertheless, SPM in its traditional
form assumes a stable top-down decision-making environment with clear long-term strategic objectives.
Therefore, while SPM offers a structured way to make decisions in line with long-term objectives, it
does not address or complement the inherent siloed nature of municipalities and their dynamic political
nature. This suggests that the traditional form of SPM is not perfectly suitable for the municipality of
Eindhoven, or other municipalities.

Eindhoven requires an adapted SPM model. One that incorporates flexibility, adaptability, and
stimulates cross-sector collaboration to function effectively, given the city’s governance constraints. This
research project explores the applicability of SPM-inspired practices for the municipality of Eindhoven,
which has been adapted using practices from joined-up governance and the conditions necessary for
emergent strategies to form. Joined-up governance is a framework for collaborative municipal governance
that can address Eindhoven’s soiled structure by fostering interdepartmental collaboration. Emergent
strategies, on the other hand describe the importance of institutions being adaptable and allowing a new
way of working to emerge based on practice. Using concepts from these theories, this research project
explores if and how SPM can be adapted to achieve strategic resource allocation.

1.2 Research Gap

SPM offers a potential solution to the resource allocation challenges faced by municipalities. It is a frame-
work often used in the private sector as it provides tools for aligning objectives, optimizing resource use,
and making informed trade-offs between competing priorities (Killen et al., 2012; Bozeman and Rogers,
2001; Maceta and Berssaneti, 2019). By introducing a structured decision-making approach, SPM could
help Eindhoven overcome its governance and prioritization challenges. However, research on adapting
SPM to the public sector is limited, particularly in municipal contexts (Baskarada and Hanlon, 2018a;
Roberts and Edwards, 2023). Its implementation in municipal governance remains underdeveloped due



to the challenge of overcoming the nature of municipalities facing political shifts and fragmented gover-
nance structures. Decisions in municipalities are not purely data-driven but are influenced by political
and social factors, making it hard to implement SPM effectively in this context.

A particular limitation of traditional SPM is its assumption of stable long-term goals, which contrasts
with the dynamic and politically volatile environment of municipalities. Priorities frequently shift based
on electoral outcomes, stakeholder demands, or emergent societal issues, creating a volatile decision-
making landscape. To address the need for a more dynamic and adaptive form of decision-making, this
thesis explores the possibility of incorporating the conditions necessary for emergent strategies to form,
with practices from SPM. Emergent strategies describe an adaptive way of strategy creation that is
formed through reacting to situations in real-time and incorporating a philosophy of iterative learning.
By allowing strategic goals to evolve in light of changing realities, as done in the forming of emergent
strategies, municipalities can retain the benefits of a disciplined portfolio-management process without
sacrificing responsiveness.

Furthermore, Eindhoven’s governance structure, like other municipalities, is characterized by frag-
mentation and vertical silos. This makes it difficult to implement a uniform strategic decision-making
process like in SPM. Incorporating practices from Joined-up Governance, a framework that proposes
cross-sector collaboration and shared decision-making, has the potential to strengthen and support the
implementation of SPM by embedding collaboration structures and behaviors into the municipality’s
overall management.

This research addresses the clear gap in literature regarding the implementation of SPM in munic-
ipal contexts. Despite the promising outcomes of SPM in certain public-sector contexts, there is no
well-established framework or recommendations that detail how to implement SPM practices in munici-
palities in a way that overcomes their challenges of political volatility and siloed structures. Furthermore,
there is no literature integrating SPM with Emergent Strategies and Joined-Up Governance to accom-
modate the complex realities of municipal environments.

This research aims to address this research gap by developing and evaluating the feasibility of an
adapted SPM framework that integrates the conditions necessary for Emergent Strategies to form and
practices from Joined-Up Governance to better fit municipal realities. By using Eindhoven as a case study,
this thesis explores whether an adapted SPM framework can be feasible municipal context. Eindhoven’s
political volatility and organizational silos are not unique in the public sector or municipalities. However,
the urgency of its situation, due to rapid growth and fragmented decision-making, makes it a timely and
valuable context for exploring whether an integrated, adaptive approach to SPM can enhance municipal
resource allocation and strategic alignment.

1.3 Research’s Link to COSEM

This thesis reflects both the CoSEM perspective and approach by tackling a complex socio-technical
challenge at the intersection of governance, strategy, and technology. It focuses not just on designing
tools, but on understanding how decisions are made in a system with many actors, siloed structures, and
different interests. This thesis combines systems thinking and process management to develop solutions
that are both technically feasible and practical within Eindhoven’s existing governance setup.

In line with COSEM’s methods, a conceptual model was developed to connect elements of SPM with
practices from Joined-Up Governance and the conditions needed for emergent strategies to form. This
model was used to create design criteria and shape a set of tailored recommendations that fit the specific
context of the municipality.

Additionally, the CoSEM perspective comes through in how the thesis brings together public and
private sector ideas, technical methods, and political realities, to form structured practices with an
element of flexibility. It also shows how engineering and management approaches can be applied together
in a way that works for complex, real-world problems. By involving different stakeholders and validating
findings along the way, the thesis stays close to CoSEM’s goal of designing solutions for multi-actor
socio-technical problems that work in practice, not just in theory.



2 Literature Review and Problem Conceptualization

In the following section, the challenges regarding resource allocation in municipalities explored in liter-
ature are presented. Additionally, the current approaches to improve resource allocation and their lim-
itations are discussed. These limitations highlight the need for a more adaptive governance framework
that supports strategic decision-making, while maintaining flexibility and improving standardization of
processes in municipalities.

In attempts to achieve an adaptive governance framework that provides structure, and promotes
unity and collaboration, three governance frameworks or concepts are introduced: SPM, Joined-Up
Governance, and Emergent Strategies. SPM is a structured decision-making tool that helps prioritize
projects according to long-term municipal goals. However, its applicability in municipal governance
is questioned due to the dynamic nature of municipalities and SPM’s inherently structured approach.
Emergent strategies are introduced as an approach to accommodate political shifts and uncertainty, en-
suring that long-term planning remains adaptable to changing governance priorities. Lastly, Joined-Up
Governance, on the other hand, is explored as a mechanism to break down silos and enhance cross-
departmental collaboration.

Finally, this section highlights a gap in literature. Literature lacks a cohesive framework that addresses
the resource allocation challenges for municipalities as well as the practical steps for its implementation.
Additionally, whilst SPM, emergent strategies, and Joined-Up Governance offer a potentially cohesive
and promising solution to overcome the political and siloed nature of municipalities, there is no literature
linking these governance theories. This knowledge gap gives rise to the research questions that guide this
study, ensuring a structured approach to investigating how the municipality of Eindhoven can improve
their resource allocation process.

2.1 The Challenge of Resource Allocation in Municipalities

One of the primary challenges in municipal governance is the effective allocation of resources. This
challenge is one that the municipality of Eindhoven in particular is facing. Due to their rapid population
growth, long-term strategic planning is essential. Unlike private sector organizations that prioritize fi-
nancial returns and efficiency, municipalities must manage their resource, and make decisions shaped by
political influences, social obligations, obligations set by the government, and long-term strategic goals.
Therefore, they must manage their resources carefully to deliver the broad range of services they provide
effectively.

However, resource allocation in a municipal context is inherently complex. Municipalities must bal-
ance the current needs and wants of their citizens with their long-term strategic goals, while also operating
on tight budgets, and having limited personnel (Seetha, 2023). The combination of these factors makes
it difficult for municipalities to allocate resources strategically in order to stimulate coordinated devel-
opment across all projects.

Three overarching challenges hinder a municipalities ability to allocate resources strategically: the
absence of a standardized and structured prioritization framework, the influence of political and stake-
holder dynamics on decision-making, and the fragmented governance structure and siloed municipal
operations. These challenges must be considered when designing a solution for a more structured and
strategic resource allocation process. The following sections elaborate on these challenges and their
implications.

2.1.1 Lack of Standardized Prioritization Methods

One of the core challenges municipalities face regarding resource allocation is the absence of a standard-
ized prioritization method. Having a clear prioritization framework can help municipal officials identify
which projects should receive funding based on factors such as strategic relevance, societal impact, or
urgency. This not only simplifies the decision-making process but also results in more strategic invest-
ments of resources.

In most municipalities, project prioritization occurs without a unified framework, leading to slower,
more reactive decision-making and inefficiencies in execution. This is reflected in literature as studies



state that ineffective prioritization can lead to reactive rather than proactive decision-making and re-
sponses, resulting in misalignment with long-term strategic goals. (Thesari et al., 2021; Alotaibi and
Abdelmegeed, 2023). The increase in reactive decision-making, can also be linked to the political nature
of municipalities. Without a structured prioritization procedure, resource allocation becomes dependent
on negotiations between political actors rather than on evidence-based evaluation of a project’s contri-
bution to society or long-term goals (Ferreira et al., 2020). This makes it difficult to ensure decisions are
optimized for the long-term sustainable growth of the municipality, rather than for short term political
gains.

Ultimately, the lack of a clear and standardized prioritization criteria means that decision are made
through political negotiation rather than being evidence-based. Therefore, trade-offs between projects
are not systematically assessed, but rather done in an ad hoc way, creating an inability to ensure that
decisions align with long-term strategic objectives. Decisions become largely reactive, resulting in ineffi-
ciencies and misalignment with long-term objectives.

2.1.2 Political Influence and Shifting Priorities

The political nature of municipalities complicates resource allocation by introducing reactive decision-
making that disrupts long-term strategic alignment. Although democratic processes and public input
are essential, frequent leadership changes and shifting political agendas often undermine continuity in
planning.

One of the primary reasons that the political nature of municipalities is a challenge for resource
allocation is the electoral cycle. In the Netherlands, every four years, there is a leadership change in
municipalities, which can trigger changes in policies and long-term visions. This can result in an altered
prioritization of goals, and therefore, different projects getting funding. Due to the four-year electoral
cycle, there is a focus on achieving goals in the short term, and it becomes more difficult to invest and
focus on a long-term strategy or vision. This occurs as elected officials are often not as concerned with
the long-term goals of the municipality, as they may not be in office then.

Additionally, political agendas and the pressure on elected officials to show quick, tangible results
often contribute to reactive governance. Leaders tend to prioritize short-term, highly visible projects
that appeal to their voter base, rather than long-term investments with broader strategic value. Differing
party priorities and the diversity of voter interests make it difficult to build a shared, long-term vision
for the municipality. As a result, resource allocation decisions frequently shift with each electoral cycle,
making it hard to maintain continuity and follow a structured path toward long-term goals.

Lastly, municipalities also have to cater to a diverse range of stakeholders. They must take into
account the needs of residents, local businesses, and other organizations who lobby for different, and
sometimes conflicting, interests. So while they must accommodate political opinions, they must also en-
sure that these political decisions reflect citizens’ views. As a result, resource allocation is rarely anchored
in long-term objectives alone. It must also respond to immediate citizen demands or emerging crises,
further complicating the pursuit of strategic alignment of resource allocation with long-term goals. The
need to satisfy multiple stakeholder groups makes it difficult to implement a structured and consistent
resource allocation strategy.

Ultimately, politics will always play a role in municipal decision-making. Therefore, regardless of
what strategy or method is developed to achieve a more structured and strategic allocation of resources
for municipalities, an element of flexibility and adaptability is vital to accommodate the political nature
of the institution.

2.1.3 Fragmented Decision-Making and Siloed Structures

The siloed governance structure in municipalities is another challenge to strategic resource allocation. In
municipalities, departments often operate largely independently. Each department has its own budgets,
priorities, and decision-making protocols. This siloed departmental structure allows for specialization
and, therefore, can result in an increase in efficiency within departments. However, it often leads to frag-
mented decision-making at a higher municipal level (Molen et al., 2023). This fragmentation is caused
by a lack of coordination between departments, creating barriers to effective resource allocation and
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strategic planning as it reduces opportunities for pooling of knowledge and resources ( Plant, 2009).

Due to the siloed governance structure, departments may overlook the broader implications of their
decisions, or fail to recognize synergies that a project may have with those of other departments. Further-
more, studies indicate that siloed governance hinders the development of a clear organizational strategy.
Departments operating independently often end up focusing on short-term, department-specific objec-
tives that may conflict with the overarching municipal goals (Baskarada and Hanlon, 2018b). This
highlights the challenge municipalities face of balancing their long-term goals and the short-term needs
of citizens (Alotaibi and Abdelmegeed, 2023).

Additionally, a lack of departmental coordination and a clear overview of projects across departments
may result in certain goals being addressed more thoroughly, while other objectives receive insufficient
resources. Limited information sharing, due to silos, prevents municipal leaders from having a compre-
hensive overview of the status of all projects, reducing their ability to make informed trade-offs. In other
words, limited cross-departmental coordination can lead to duplicated efforts and resource inefficiencies.

Ultimately, the fragmented structure creates a lack of coordination between departments, limiting a
municipality’s ability to allocate resources effectively. It hinders the department’s ability to align projects
with overarching city priorities, further complicating efforts to create a standardized prioritization frame-
work. Given the diverse and complex range of projects municipalities need to carry out, operating in
silos is the most effective way to govern the municipality. While stimulating better communication and
information flow between silos is beneficial, any intervention designed to improve strategic resource allo-
cation must acknowledge the vertical silos in the municipality and work with it, rather than assume the
governance structure can significantly change to accommodate the intervention.

2.1.4 Conclusion of Main Challenges of Resource Allocation in Municipalities

The combination of these three challenges to achieve strategic resource allocation in municipal gover-
nance creates an environment where resource allocation decisions are often reactive rather than strategic.
Without clear prioritization criteria, municipalities struggle to align investments with long-term goals.
At the same time, political pressures and siloed governance structures further complicate the ability to
implement a structured resource allocation process that enforces the consideration of long-term goals.

Addressing these challenges requires a governance model that balances structure with adaptability.
SPM can provide the necessary structure, while Joined-Up Governance can reduce fragmentation and
improve interdepartmental coordination. Finally, incorporating principles from Emergent Strategies al-
lows municipalities to remain responsive to changing political and social dynamics without losing sight
of long-term priorities.

The following sections will explore what these concepts and frameworks are, and how they might be
beneficial and adapted to improve resource allocation in the municipality of Eindhoven.

2.2 Current Practices and Attempts to Improve Resource Allocation

The challenge of how to improve the effectiveness of resource allocation or how to strategically allocate
resources is not new to municipalities. Municipalities have experimented with various approaches to try
and improve resource allocation. Similarly, researchers have also developed different frameworks, and
strategies on the topic. These strategies include digital governance tools, portfolio management tech-
niques, as well as monitoring and evaluation frameworks. Nevertheless, despite these efforts, challenges
in implementing these strategies still exist due to bureaucratic inertia and the nature of a politically run
institution being volatile. There is an inherent lack of stable goals and vertical silos. Hence, while these
strategies have been developed and researched, challenges remain with respect to their implementation.

In the following section, the main and most promising strategies reported in literature will be sum-
marized, and their common limitations highlighted.
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2.2.1 Common Themes Regarding Current Resource Allocation Practices

Literature reports that municipalities have attempted to improve resource allocation through digital gov-
ernance, project prioritization frameworks, and portfolio management techniques. While each of these
approaches provides valuable mechanisms for structuring decision-making, they face critical limitations
that hinder their widespread and effective adoption.

Literature indicates that digital governance tools, project prioritization frameworks, and portfolio
management techniques are techniques that improve municipal resource allocation. Digital tools sup-
port real-time monitoring and, in turn, evidence-based decision-making. While prioritization frameworks
provide structure for assessing competing projects, and portfolio management helps align investments
with long-term objectives. Each approach presents its own challenges, such as data security concerns
and methodological inconsistencies between departments. However, collectively they provide insights on
possible practices to improve the effectiveness of the municipal resource allocation process.

While these methods have benefits, they do not provide solutions for all of the previously discussed
challenges in municipal resource allocation. Additionally, each of them also presents limitations and
new challenges. A key shared limitation of these approaches is the difficulty of obtaining and utilizing
high-quality data in municipal contexts. All three approaches emphasize the importance of data-driven
decision-making, yet they also acknowledge that municipalities often struggle with data fragmentation
and privacy concerns, making it difficult to gather the necessary data in a standardized form and in real
time (Bektas et al., 2023; Fan et al., 2022). Meaning that real-time monitoring and predictive analytics
become difficult to implement. This links back to the fact that municipalities are inherently siloed, and
when designing solutions for municipalities, the solutions need to be compatible with the siloed nature.

Moreover, political volatility and bureaucratic inertia further complicate the implementation of these
tools. Decision-making in municipalities is often reactive and not strategic, so while these tools help
achieve long-term goals, they may not be used properly, or the outcomes of the tools may not be imple-
mented due to short-term political interests (Nagorsky et al., 2016; Ortega et al., 2014).

Ultimately, while digital tools, prioritization frameworks, and portfolio management provide valuable
tools for improving resource allocation, they are not standalone solutions. They have their own limita-
tions, such as requiring accurate real-time data and a united and enthusiastic workforce to be successful,
two factors that are hard to overcome in municipalities due to fragmentation. Moreover, due to the
political nature of municipalities and their bureaucratic inertia, these tools are often not implemented or
used to their fullest extent. Therefore, the effectiveness of these practices is constrained by structural,
political, and bureaucratic barriers that prevent municipalities from capitalizing on their benefits. A gap
in literature remains regarding how municipalities can more holistically improve resource allocation to
be in line with long-term strategic goals.

2.3 SPM’s Applicability to Municipalities

Given the challenges of fragmented decision-making, siloed departments, and political volatility, portfolio
management techniques have gained attention as a holistic method for allocating resources and guiding
project portfolios. However, SPM takes the portfolio management techniques to a new level by combin-
ing them with strategic objectives.

SPM is extensively researched in the private sector and has also been tested in specific municipal
departments, such as infrastructure and real estate management. Its structured approach provides a
clear criteria for project prioritization, investment alignment, and performance tracking, making it an
attractive governance tool. This section explores the role that SPM can take in addressing the municipal
challenges in resource allocation. First, the key principles of SPM and how it works is discussed, followed
by its benefits and limitations.

Following this section, emergent strategies and joined-up government are also discussed. This is be-
cause, while SPM offers a structured method for resource allocation, it does not account for political
dynamics, evolving strategic priorities, or the challenge of interdepartmental coordination, all of which
are critical in municipalities. Therefore, Emergent Strategies is explored as a potential theory to address
the need for adaptive decision-making in municipalities where political volatility and changing priorities
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require flexibility. While emergent strategies can’t be implemented or designed, their formation can be
enabled. While Joined-Up Governance is explored for potential practices to tackle siloed governance
structures, which hinder collaboration and reduce strategic alignment across municipal departments.

Therefore, SPM is explored first because it appears to offer a systematic, structured solution to
resource allocation challenges. However, due to limitations of SPM given the municipal environment,
emergent strategies and joined-up governance are discussed as complementary approaches to address the
aforementioned challenges to resource allocation that municipalities face.

2.3.1 Introduction and Key Principles of SPM

SPM involves the coordinated management of a collection of projects to achieve a specific strategic
objective. It is a systematic approach for managing a portfolio of projects to align investments with
strategic objectives, balancing competing demands and optimizing resource allocation (Martinsuo and
Killen, 2014). Therefore, it guides decision-making by managing trade-offs between competing objec-
tives, to improve resource allocation and, in turn, portfolio management and performance. Prioritizing
projects based on their potential contribution to organizational objectives, as well as continuously eval-
uating project outcomes, results in maintaining alignment with long-term goals.

The key principles of SPM include strategic alignment and portfolio balancing. Strategic alignment
ensures that all projects directly contribute to overarching municipal goals (Kester et al., 2011). Portfolio
balancing involves maintaining a mix of projects with varying risk levels and resource requirements to
optimize overall investment effectiveness (Baptestone and Rabechini, 2018). While these principles are
well-established in private-sector applications, municipal settings present distinct challenges that require
adaptation, as explored in the next section.

2.3.2 Process of SPM

The process of SPM involves several steps that facilitate effective decision-making and project selection.
This section outlines the various steps in the SPM process and their significance.

1. Establishing Strategic Objectives
At the core of SPM are clear and well-communicated strategic objectives. These objectives guide project
selection and prioritization. SPM assumes a strong top-down approach. Therefore, it assumes that goals
and decisions are solely made by higher-level management. Clear SMART goals can help translate the
vision that top-level managers have into project-level outcomes or actions. Having clear goals ensures
alignment throughout the organization by making it clear to all levels of the organization what part they
play in achieving these goals.

2. Identifying and Evaluating Projects
Once strategic objectives are established, organizations create their portfolio. The portfolio consists of
the projects they choose to carry out and fund. However, before creating the portfolio, first information
about the potential projects that align with the long-term goals of the organization need to be collected.
This involves gathering project proposals from across the organization. These projects are then evalu-
ated against a predefined criteria to assess their alignment with strategy, as well as performance against
certain metrics such as expected ROI, risk level, and resource requirements (Benaija and Kjiri, 2014).

3. Prioritizing Projects
After the initial identification of possible projects, the next step is to evaluate and grade the projects.
This creates a ranking of the projects based on their impact, urgency, and feasibility. By evaluating
the projects against a predetermined criteria it ensures projects are ranked so that the most critical
and valuable projects receive the necessary resources. Many different models can be used to score the
projects, such as, evaluation frameworks, scoring models, or decision matrices.

4. Portfolio Selection and Optimization
The projects that score the highest are at the top of the prioritization. The organization then evaluates
which projects from these it will execute. This involves considering not only the individual value of each
project but also the overall balance of the portfolio in terms of risk, resource allocation, and strategic fit.
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5. Implementation and Monitoring
Once the projects are selected and the portfolio is formed the organization must also monitor the progress
of these projects regarding their contribution to long-term goals. This ensures that the selected portfolio
does indeed lead to the achievement of long-term strategic objectives.

6. Adapting and Continuous Improvement
The final step in the SPM process is to regularly review the portfolio’s performance and make necessary
adjustments. This is an iterative process that allows organizations to respond to changing market
conditions and emerging opportunities.

2.3.3 SPM in the Private Sector vs Public Sector

SPM is a tool that helps organizations select the right projects, set priorities, and allocate resources to
achieve their goals. While this approach fits naturally in the private sector, it is more complicated to
apply in the public sector, mainly because they operate with very different objectives. In the private sec-
tor, projects can be prioritized based on their ability to generate financial returns, creating a clear metric
to evaluate trade-offs by (Maceta and Berssaneti, 2019). The public sector, on the other hand, values
social impact more than financial metrics (Ring and Perry, 1985). Municipalities also have to deal with
political influence, legal constraints, and input from many different stakeholders. Each of these factors
further complicate choosing and prioritize projects in a straightforward and strategic way (Knies et al.,
2014). Unlike in the private sector, where higher-level management can set long-term strategic directions
relatively independently, municipal decision-making is shaped by electoral cycles, policy changes, and
evolving public demands which makes long-term planning much less stable.

One of the biggest challenges for municipalities is the integration of public value into decision-making.
While SPM in the private sector focuses on maximizing economic returns, municipal governance must
balance financial sustainability with broader societal benefits such as improved services, social equity,
and citizen well-being (Huijbregts et al., 2021). This complexity requires a tailored approach to imple-
ment SPM for municipalities. Public value is a subjective metric, and therefore, cannot be integrated
in the same way as financial metrics (O’Flynn, 2007). For example, some projects may be financially
costly but essential for basic public services, such as low-income housing or infrastructure maintenance,
making their value difficult to quantify through traditional SPM metrics(Roberts and Edwards, 2023).
Therefore, it is difficult to integrate public value into the decision-making process, and give it sufficient
importance, due to the difficulty in defining the concept.

Public institutions also face more complexity in decision-making because they need to balance the
interests of many different groups (Elbanna et al., 2016). This can dilute the focus required for effective
portfolio management as it results in less focus on the long-term strategic direction. This difference
in objectives and nature of the organizations makes it challenging to apply SPM frameworks in public
sector organizations as SPM is designed for profit-oriented environments.

Lastly, the bureaucratic nature of public sector organizations can slow down the decision-making
processes, which hinders the effectiveness of SPM. Regulations and compliance requirements add extra
layers of complexity that private companies usually do not have to deal with. Although there have been
efforts to apply SPM in the public sector, most research and tools are still focused on private firms (Knies
et al., 2014). This highlights a gap in understanding how similar strategic frameworks can be effectively
implemented in the public domain.

2.3.4 Benefits and Potential of SPM in the Public Sector

Even though applying SPM in the public sector comes with challenges, it still has strong potential to
improve how municipalities make strategic decisions and allocate resources over the long term.

While the practical applicability of SPM in the public sector has received little attention in literature,
the structured and integrated approach that SPM provides is considered beneficial for municipalities with
diverse portfolios and long-term goals (Johnsen, 2017; Tria and Valotti, 2012). SPM can help improve
resource allocation in the municipality by providing a more structured framework for project evaluation
and selection. This helps create more consistency and direction in decision-making, because projects are
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chosen based on strategic goals rather than short-term needs or political pressure.

Some key benefits of using SPM in municipal governance include better resource allocation, stronger
alignment with long-term goals, increased transparency, and more consistent decision-making. SPM in-
troduces an evidence-based approach to project evaluation, ensuring that investments reflect strategic
importance rather than immediate political gains. Additionally, the structured nature of SPM helps mu-
nicipalities avoid fragmented decision-making and supports a more coherent and coordinated governance
approach.However, a major gap in literature is how to take the political nature of municipalities into
account when applying SPM.

Nevertheless, studies have begun to explore the potential of SPM in the public sector. Stentoft
Arlbjgrn et al., 2015 investigated the coordination and management of development projects aimed
at improving administrative processes in Danish municipalities. He highlights the potential of SPM
in streamlining decision-making and improving outcomes. Similarly, Baskarada and Hanlon, 2018a con-
ducted a study on the potential application of SPM in a government agency and reported positive results
in terms of aligning objectives and resource management. Lastly, Tjeerdsma and Veuger, 2016 explores
how municipalities in the Netherlands are professionalizing real estate management by aligning their
property portfolios with strategic and policy goals. While they are not implementing SPM fully, their
approach closely mirrors the core principles and steps of SPM.

These studies highlight the potential of SPM in the public sector, but they also reveal a gap: a lack
of research on how SPM can be adapted for municipal governance structures. As mentioned above, the
principles of SPM being used in individual departments in a municipality are studied, namely real estate
and infrastructure; however, literature lacks information on implementing SPM into other departments
or sectors in municipalities, it mainly focuses on the potential benefits.

2.3.5 Critiques and Limitations of SPM

Although the structured, top-down approach SPM offers has resulted in literature being positive about
its implementation into municipal contexts, SPM also rests on several key assumptions that may not
hold in municipal environments.

The first assumption that does not hold in municipal contexts is that SPM assumes that organi-
zational goals and strategies can be clearly defined and remain stable over the medium to long-term.
In municipalities, this is not the case. They often face rapidly changing societal needs, such as sud-
den infrastructure demands or new social issues. This can result in a change in focus or priorities in
the municipality, rendering the previous goals and the projects based on them obsolete (Mintzberg and
Waters, 1985). The duty of a municipality is to cater to its citizens needs. However, the volatility of
these needs undermines one of SPM’s core assumptions- that projects can be prioritized based on static,
well-communicated goals.

Another assumption of SPM is that strategic objectives can be SMART and have corresponding
KPIs, or quantitative metrics. However, municipalities handle a very wide range of objectives, including
economic growth, social equity, and environmental sustainability. These objectives are often more com-
plex to measure and less straightforward than ROI or profit margins. This complicates the process of
creating an evaluation framework based on the strategic goals of the organization, as well as the process
of scoring the projects to create a prioritization.

Another critique is SPM’s top-down orientation. SPM assumes that senior leadership decides on
a clear strategy, which cascades down the organization into project selection and execution. While in
principle this happens in municipalities, the siloed structure combined with the lack of clear SMART
goals means that different departments operate independently and make decisions in different ways.
They interpret the goals in different ways and have the autonomy to do so. This means that decisions
may not always be aligned throughout the municipality. Furthermore, Mintzberg indicates that many
effective strategies emerge from iterative, bottom-up processes,as frontline staff are better able to adapt
to on-the-ground realities (Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). This is often true in municipalities, as em-
ployees working on projects, or lower in the organizational structure, may be more aware of the current
environment and the changing needs of citizens. This means that new strategies, or an altered set of
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priorities, are likely to start due to bottom-up information streams. However, in traditional SPM, this is
not easily supported. Therefore, the top-down and inflexible assumption of SPM is a potential critique
for its suitability in municipal contexts.

Finally, SPM assumes that functional cross-departmental collaboration is already in place. However,
municipal structures are often siloed, and therefore, cross-departmental communication and collaboration
can be difficult (Plant, 2009). It can be difficult to implement portfolio-level management because each
department tends to operate independently. Without mechanisms to break down departmental silos, it
is difficult to have a fully aligned organization, as there is a lack of information sharing and coordination.

These critiques highlight the mismatch between SPM’s underlying assumptions and the challenges
faced by municipalities. They emphasize the barriers to, or potential unsuitability of, SPM in municipal
contexts. Additionally, it implies that to be implemented into a municipality, adaptations of SPM must
be made to account for both the instability of public-sector environments and the collaborative deficits
that many cities experience.

2.4 The Need for Adaptability in SPM: The Role of Emergent Strategies
2.4.1 What are Emergent Strategies

Emergent strategy is defined as a pattern of strategic behavior that unfolds over time in response to
real-world conditions, rather than a formal, rigid plan (Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). They arise from
day-to-day practices and social interactions that are often not labeled as "strategic" until patterns are
later recognized (Vaara and Whittington, 2012).

The development of emergent strategies is influenced by the cultural and behavioral processes that
are embedded in an organization. MacKay et al., 2020 describes how, in organizations, people often
follow unwritten rules and habits, which eventually create a sense of culture or new customs. These
routines influence how decisions are made and what actions are taken over time. While these actions
may not be identified as strategies at first, over time, if people consistently respond in the same way, a
strategy can emerge from these habits and shared behaviors. For example, if a municipality starts to
identify the needs of citizens, particularly students, by reading university news articles, this habit may
slowly become a strategic pattern for how they identify student concerns, even if it was never formally
decided to make this a strategy.

Another way strategies emerge, according to Guérard et al., 2013, is through repeated everyday ac-
tions. He explains that strategies are often things people do in their daily work, actions, interactions, and
decisions. The pattern of these actions is what forms a strategy. For example, if people from different
teams continually get together informally to share ideas on sustainability-related projects, the repeated
behavior of talking informally may eventually become a strategy of collaboration and shared concern.

Lastly, literature states that emergent strategies also develop through digital technology and knowl-
edge sharing (Dunn and Salazar, 2004). They point out that digital tools and IT systems help information
flow within an organization. This allows people to notice trends, respond to problems more quickly, and
coordinate actions more effectively. The ability to make decisions in real time supports the development
of emergent strategies.

Emergent strategies, therefore, offers a useful contrast to rigid strategic planning models. Rather
than following a fixed, top-down roadmap, they emphasize situational awareness, responsiveness, and
learning through iteration (Bodwell and Chermack, 2010). However, emergent strategies cannot simply
be implemented or designed in advance. They arise organically from real-world practice, often without
being labeled as strategy at all until patterns begin to emerge. This makes them particularly relevant
to municipal contexts like Eindhoven, which are characterized by political sensitivity, multi-stakeholder
demands, and continuous change. However, this is also a challenge, as while the way emergent strategies
evolve is beneficial for municipalities, they can’t simply be designed and implemented. Therefore, to
benefit from the formation and adoption of emergent strategies, municipalities must focus on creating
the right conditions for emergent strategies to take shape, such as enabling collaboration, decentralizing
decision-making, and learning from experience.
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In the following sections, the development, benefits, and limitations of emergent strategies will be
further explored, along with their relevance for adapting SPM to local realities.

2.4.2 Why SPM Should Allow for Emergent Strategies in Municipalities

Municipalities operate in a dynamic environment, therefore, decision-making needs to be responsive and
accommodate shifting priorities, stakeholder demands, and unexpected crises. Unlike private sector or-
ganizations, municipalities are unable to have such structured and stable decision-making. The adaptive
reality of decision making in municipalities contrasts with the assumption of SPM that organizations
have a fixed set of strategic objectives and a stable and consistent decision-making environment. The
rigidity in SPM is not suitable for municipalities, as it can hinder their ability to govern effectively.

Emergent strategies offer an alternative approach to traditional strategy development. It empha-
sizes the ability to learn from practice and adapt accordingly. Therefore, it allows processes to adapt
to real-time situations and for subsequent refining of objectives. Organizations that enable emergent
strategies and incorporate them into their decision-making frameworks tend to become more resilient,
responsive, and able to navigate the complex and dynamic world they operate in (Termeer et al., 2013).
This contrasts with the rigid, top-down process that relies on predefined objectives, which traditional
SPM says is necessary.

Therefore, the conditions necessary for emergent strategies to form allow for adaptability in decision-
making and support the evolution of strategic goals. Given the political nature of municipalities, an SPM
framework that not only provides structure but also allows for flexibility in decision-making and shifting
priorities is necessary. This can serve as inspiration for an adapted SPM suitable for the municipality of
Eindhoven.

2.4.3 How Emergent Strategies Develop

Emergent strategies evolve through feedback loops, iterative learning, and the process of understanding
and reacting to a situation (Leitner, 2019; Barasa et al., 2017). Unlike traditional strategies, they are
not formally planned from the start. Instead, they arise through repeated behaviors, informal practices,
and adjustments to the local context. These strategies often begin as isolated initiatives, pilot programs,
or small context-specific adaptations. Over time, they can grow into broader patterns that are later
recognized as strategic.

Emergent strategies cannot be designed or implemented in the way deliberate strategies are. In
fact, the idea of planning for them goes against what they are. They form through practice. How-
ever, organizations can still support their development by creating the right conditions for them to form
(Leitner, 2019). These conditions can be things such as, encouraging reflection, sharing practices, giving
teams room to act, and making space for ideas to surface and evolve. Strategic learning and open commu-
nication are especially important for the new behaviors to grow and be recognized as emergent strategies.

Emergent strategies usually tend to show up in environments where traditional planning falls short.
This includes situations with a lot of complexity, uncertainty, or fast change (Patel et al., 2019). Situ-
ations where the prescribed route of action no longer matches the current reality of the situation. For
municipalities, this might happen during political transitions, when there is rapid urban development,
or when a topic cuts across multiple portfolios.

These strategies usually do not emerge on their own. They are often shaped by people inside the
organization who notice patterns and help them grow (Kopmann et al., 2017). In municipalities, this
might be civil servants who learn from local projects, or Aldermen who support bottom-up ideas. These
people are important. They help connect informal practices to the bigger picture and can play a key role
in turning small experiments into shared approaches.

Emergent strategies do not come from top-down planning but develop through practice. However,
they can be encouraged by creating the right conditions. Municipalities that foster a collaborative
culture, support cross-team learning, and use tools for reflection and feedback are more likely to identify
and act on emerging strategic opportunities (Thomas and Ambrosini, 2015). For Eindhoven, this means
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that an adaptive SPM model should combine clear structure with the flexibility to allow new strategic
initiatives to take shape and be integrated over time.

2.4.4 Benefits of Facilitating Emergent Strategy in Municipal Governance

The adaptive nature of emergent strategy offers multiple benefits to municipalities facing complexity and
unpredictability. These benefits do not arise solely from the conditions that enable emergent strategies to
form, but also from the way strategies themselves emerge through interaction with the environment and
continuous adaptation. It is important to distinguish between benefits that come from creating the right
conditions for emergent strategies to arise, and those that stem from the nature of emergent strategies
as they form through iterative, responsive processes. This section discusses and clarifies both.

First, the conditions necessary to allow emergent strategies to form help municipalities stay flexible
by making it easier to adjust when political priorities shift, new stakeholder demands arise, or resources
become constrained. This kind of adaptability is especially valuable in complex environments. Perfor-
mance measurement systems can support this by offering real-time feedback and helping municipalities
learn and adjust as they go. While most research on this comes from the private sector,Teeratansirikool
et al., 2013 show that these systems can make organizations more responsive, which is a benefit that
likely also applies to public institutions. This benefit reflects both the enabling condition of having feed-
back mechanisms in place and the value that arises when municipalities actively adjust their behavior in
response to evolving circumstances.

Second, emergent strategies foster innovation by encouraging experimentation and bottom-up problem-
solving. For this to work, municipalities need to foster a culture that is open to new ideas and actively
involves stakeholders. Inclusive communication practices and participatory structures are critical for
fostering an innovation-friendly environment and facilitating emergent strategies to form. This suggests
that municipalities can benefit from emergent strategies by creating the right cultural conditions for col-
laboration and creativity. This benefit primarily reflects the conditions required for emergent strategies
to arise, as openness and participation enable new ideas and practices to surface and evolve over time..

Emergent strategies also promote collaborative governance by enabling institutions to work across
boundaries in response to evolving risks. Tavares et al., 2017 shows inter-municipal strategies that
emerged in response to local needs often led to better coordination, shared resources, and more learning
between municipalities. This illustrates how emergent strategies can form through real-time, bottom-up
responses to shared challenges, generating tangible improvements in governance outcomes. In this case,
the benefit lies in the nature of the strategy itself, which arises through interaction, experimentation,
and cooperation across different actors.

Lastly, emergent strategies improve strategic learning by embedding continuous feedback and stake-
holder engagement into the policy process. Public service effectiveness improves when decisions are
informed by real-time data and local knowledge. Therefore, iterative learning mechanisms are central to
emergent strategies and allow governments to refine and adapt their approaches over time. This benefit
reflects both the structural conditions that support emergent strategy, such as iterative learning mecha-
nisms, and the outcomes that result from ongoing adjustment and reflection in practice.

Ultimately, integrating emergent strategies into SPM enables a structured resource allocation to be
implemented that accommodates the political and dynamic nature of a municipality and maintains the
necessary flexibility to navigate the complexity of urban governance.

2.4.5 Challenges and Limitations of Emergent Strategies

Despite these benefits, emergent strategies present several implementation challenges. Firstly, they are
inherently difficult to plan, control, measure, and replicate, due to the fact that the strategy emerges
through practice rather than design(Leitner, 2019). Therefore, municipalities may struggle to coordinate
efforts, justify decisions, or demonstrate progress without formal benchmarks. Hence, while emergent
strategies can be useful in responding to short-term changes, they still need support and structure to
bring long-term value. At the same time, they need the flexibility to adapt if the environment changes.
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Another challenge is that the formation, identification, and adoption of emergent strategies depends
on a supportive organizational culture. If there is no shared mindset around learning, experimenting, or
trusting each other, people are more likely to resist change or fall back on routine or current protocol.
In the absence of a culture that encourages openness and collaboration, these strategies can lead to
scattered actions instead of a shared direction. Therefore, for emergent strategies to be effective, there
needs to be a culture of trust and collaboration in the municipality already.

In political environments like Eindhoven, emergent strategies may also raise questions about legit-
imacy. Leaders and elected officials might hesitate to support informal, bottom-up processes that are
harder to control or evaluate. Without some form of oversight and alignment, these initiatives can seem
disconnected from broader goals. Therefore, while being responsive to the municipality’s surroundings
and making decisions based on that is beneficial, without the structures and processes in place, munic-
ipalities may risk fragmentation, inconsistent decision-making, and a loss of political or public trust in
the legitimacy of emergent initiatives.

Finally, for emergent strategies to take shape and improve over time, municipalities must invest in
concrete mechanisms for reflection and feedback. This includes tools such as dashboards or monitoring
systems that track project performance and strategic alignment, as well as structured moments for
reflection. Without these practices in place, new approaches may remain isolated, uncoordinated, or
fail to inform future decisions. Iterative learning, and the identification of an emergent strategy and its
consequential widespread adoption does not happen automatically. It requires deliberate time, space,
and routines for recognizing patterns in behavior, reflecting, and adjusting accordingly.

2.5 Overcoming Fragmentation in Decision-Making: The Role of Joined-Up
Governance

2.5.1 Why SPM Needs to Address Fragmented Decision-Making

Traditional SPM assumes a centralized and cohesive governance structure. One that assumes that the
way in which projects are evaluated throughout an organization is the same and based on the same
criteria. While large private companies also have multiple departments, they typically operate under a
clear and unified mission, guided by a central leadership that can enforce alignment.

Municipalities, by contrast, are shaped by a more complex reality. Each department, or portefeuille,
may respond to different political goals, public mandates, or legal responsibilities. Rather than working
toward a single bottom line, municipalities often have to balance a range of public values, some of which
may conflict. This makes coordination and alignment across departments more difficult to achieve in
practice.

Vertical silos are a defining feature of modern municipalities, especially in cities like Eindhoven that
have grown rapidly. This growth has led to an inherently fragmented organizational structure, where
departments operate independently and manage their own projects and resources. While this siloed
setup supports specialization and can ensure operational efficiency within departments, it also makes
collaboration more difficult.

As the challenges faced by municipalities, like Eindhoven, increase in number and complexity, the
need to work across departmental boundaries becomes more urgent. Many urban issues, such as, housing,
sustainability, or infrastructure, can no longer be addressed in a single department. Therefore, methods
that encourage cross-sectoral collaboration are becoming increasingly necessary and beneficial. In terms
of resource allocation, this fragmentation creates inefficiencies, as it does not allow for the broader impli-
cations of a project in a sector to be considered. It also limits the ability for synergies between projects
to be identified, which may optimize resource allocation.

Ultimately, the following two key issues arise due to fragmentation. Firstly, the lack of coordination
and communication regarding what projects are being executed, may result in duplicate efforts. Multi-
ple departments may pursue similar initiatives without consulting one another or aligning, resulting in
wasted resources. Secondly, fragmentation results in limited cross-sector collaboration and information
sharing. Multi-sectoral input, in municipalities where projects and problems are often complex, can be
beneficial. However, without the structure in place to facilitate and encourage information flow and
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communication between departments, this may result in inefficiencies.

Therefore, to implement SPM in municipalities, improving the interdepartmental coordination and
information sharing can provide benefits as well as facilitate and support SPM’s implementation. The
practices from Joined-up Governance may be helpful in achieving improved coordination between depart-
ments. Moreover, because SPM relies on a cohesive and organization-wide decision-making structure,
applying it in a municipal setting, where such cohesion is often not present, requires complementary
practices to ensure effective implementation. Joined-up Governance not only addresses fragmentation
but also creates the collaborative conditions that make the structured approach of SPM viable within
municipal governance.

2.5.2 What is Joined-up Governance

Joined-up Governance is a governance approach and conceptual framework aimed at fostering collab-
oration and coherence across government sectors. It recognizes that the challenges governments face
often require cross-sector collaboration or a collective response. Therefore, Joined-up Governance aims
to create a coordinated approach to action to improve public service (Basanya et al., 2011; Pollitt, 2003;
Karré et al., 2013). It aims to align structures in public institutions through shared goals, strategic co-
ordination, and inter-organizational collaboration (Khan and Musarrat, 2016; Pollitt, 2003; Ling, 2002).
Literature indicates that Joined-up Governance is particularly beneficial when addressing problems such
as social inequality, climate change, and healthcare reform due to its emphasis on creating a collective
and coordinated response (Bianchi, 2015; Carey and Crammond, 2015).

To do this, the following elements need to be implemented according to Joined-up Governance prin-
ciples. Firstly, a formalized coordination mechanism between departments needs to be established. This
ensures that effective information sharing is possible and that decision-making processes are structured
to encourage collaboration. Facilitating horizontal collaboration is a key aspect of joined-up gover-
nance. Secondly, Joined-up governance believes it is important to have clear municipality wide strategic
priorities. Having shared strategic priorities helps coordinate the projects in different departments. Ad-
ditionally, it encourages collaboration and information sharing, as departments are aware of each other’s
role in achieving the municipality’s strategic goals. Lastly, integrated resource management is important
to avoid duplication of efforts and to ensure that resources are allocated optimally across departments.
Keeping track of resources and the progress of interrelated projects is important to ensuring optimal
resource allocation and improving collaboration across the municipality.

These principles of Joined-up Governance can support the implementation of SPM in municipalities
by helping decrease fragmentation and the inefficiencies that come with vertical silos, while still allowing
departments to operate within their own areas of specialization. In this thesis, Joined-up Governance
is not applied as a complete framework, but rather as a selection of principles and practices that com-
plement SPM. The combination of SPM and key elements of Joined-up Governance, such as formal
coordination mechanisms, shared strategic priorities, and integrated resource management, helps create
a more integrated and cooperative approach to municipal decision-making. In particular, these collabo-
rative practices support the successful implementation of SPM in municipalities, ensuring that strategic
prioritization can still take place even within a siloed structure.

2.5.3 Benefits of Joined-up Governance

Joined-up Governance is based on the idea that working in silos does not work when dealing with com-
plex and interconnected societal challenges. It aims to improve coordination, avoid overlap, and make
public services more integrated and effective (Pollitt, 2003). When Joined-up Governance is success-
fully implemented, it fosters efficiency through resource sharing, enabling cross-sector collaboration and
innovation, and incorporates multiple stakeholders in the decision-making process (Bryson et al., 2006;
Emerson and Gerlak, 2014).

Municipalities in particular can gain a lot from this approach. Many local governments are still
organized in vertical structures, with departments working separately from each other. But as the issues
municipalities face become more connected, this way of working leads to inefficiencies and miscommu-
nication. Joined-up Governance encourages more horizontal collaboration between departments, and
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better coordination with higher levels of government. This helps municipalities respond more effectively
to what citizens need and to design policies that are more coherent and consistent (Hyde, 2008).

2.5.4 Challenges and Limitations of Joined-up Governance

While Joined-up governance offers promising ideas on how to overcome fragmentation and improve in-
terdepartmental collaboration, there are also challenges in its implementation.

One of the core limitations of Joined-up Governance is its conceptual vagueness. The term "joined-up"
lacks a clear, operational definition and is often interpreted differently within and across organizations.
This ambiguity makes it difficult to translate Joined-up Governance into concrete structures, tools, or
practices (Carey et al., 2014; Carey et al., 2015). It is often presented as an ideal that organizations
should strive for, rather than as a clearly defined approach. This can create unrealistic expectations
about how easily cross-sector collaboration can be achieved, especially when the complexity and friction
of bureaucratic systems are not taken into account. Joined-up Governance also introduces institutional
and procedural complexity that is difficult to manage in the everyday reality of municipal organizations
(Pollitt, 2003). As a result, initiatives may fail when they are confronted with the practical constraints
of governance.

Another challenge is that it increases the number of people and departments involved in decision-
making. This can result in blurred lines of accountability and introduce new forms of complexity (Pollitt,
2003). Departments often have different goals, ways of working, and timelines, which makes it hard to
align planning. Coordinating across teams also takes more time and effort. Staff need to devote time
to joint working groups, alignment meetings, and shared reporting formats (Ling, 2002).In many mu-
nicipalities, IT systems, legal frameworks, and financial processes are not aligned across departments,
further complicating efforts to integrate governance practices (Klievink and Janssen, 2009). Therefore,
while the idea of Joiend-up governance is beneficial, implementing it in practice takes time and money,
as well as overcoming a substantial level of complexity.

Joined-up Governance can also meet resistance from departments or political actors who feel they
are losing control or visibility (Karré et al., 2013;Ling, 2002). In local governments, short-term political
priorities often take precedence over long-term coordination goals, which can make the implementation of
joined-up governance complicated. As Carey et al., 2014 argues, top-down Joined-up governance reforms
that lack stakeholder engagement is prone to superficial adoption or resistance. It can result in symbolic
compliance.

Even when structural reforms are implemented, cultural and behavioral obstacles often persist. De-
partments may operate within distinct professional cultures, leading to misunderstandings, competi-
tion, or misaligned values (Bryson et al., 2006). A lack of trust between teams or sectors can inhibit
information-sharing and coordinated action (Carey and Harris, 2015). In organizations where informal
norms and personal networks dominate, efforts to standardize procedures, such as, the introduction
of shared planning tools or performance targets, may be met with passive resistance or quiet non-
compliance.

Another challenge to the implementation of joined-up governance is that initiatives risk becom-
ing symbolic or superficially implemented. Committees or coordination roles may be created to show
progress, but without the power or resources to make a real impact (Carey et al., 2015). Without
meaningful follow-up, reflection, or adaptation, these structures often exist in name only. Furthermore,
when the same actors repeatedly see initiatives come and go without real impact, trust in future reforms
decreases, making subsequent change more difficult.

Lastly, joined-up governance assumes a context or initial conditions that are often absent in practice.
It assumes the existence of clear shared goals, high-level leadership, aligned incentives, and robust infor-
mation systems (Emerson and Gerlak, 2014). In environments where political influence is high, data is
fragmented, or leadership lacks collaborative capacity, joined-up governance can be difficult to implement
and sustain. It is therefore not a quick fix, but a long-term investment that requires sustained effort to
turn into reality.
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Therefore, although Joined-up governance provides a promising framework for addressing fragmenta-
tion in governance, it remains difficult to implement effectively. Its success depends not only on structural
innovation but also on the alignment of incentives, the reshaping of organizational cultures, and sustained
leadership over time. These limitations should be considered when assessing the feasibility of joined-up
governance reforms in the context of municipalities.

2.6 The Need for an Adapted SPM Model: Integrating Joined-up Gover-
nance and Emergent Strategies Practices into SPM

The findings from the literature review highlight that while SPM brings benefits to municipalities by
providing a structured approach to managing trade-offs and achieve long-term goals, it also highlights
the limitations of SPM in municipalities. It does not allow for the flexibility necessary in municipal
governance. Additionally, it assumes that there is cohesion in the decision-making process across the
municipality, and that silos do not exist. Therefore, an adapted SPM for municipal application is needed.

2.6.1 Conceptual Framework: The Adapted SPM Model

Given Eindhoven’s governance challenges, the municipality requires an SPM framework that retains the
structured decision-making benefits of traditional SPM while integrating mechanisms for flexibility and
interdepartmental collaboration. The adapted model must account for political volatility, stakeholder
dynamics, and vertical silos.

Incorporating Joined-Up Governance principles will help improve coordination between departments,
enhance cross-sectoral collaboration, and establish a shared framework for prioritization. Joined-up
Governance provides the foundation for a more integrated governance approach, ensuring that municipal
projects are selected based on municipality-wide priorities rather than department-specific interests.

Incorporating the enabling conditions of Emergent Strategies into SPM practices enhances its appli-
cability for municipalities by supporting continuous prioritization and adaptive decision-making. This
will enable Eindhoven to maintain strategic alignment while remaining flexible enough to navigate po-
litical shifts and evolving stakeholder demands.

By balancing structure (SPM), collaboration (Joined-Up Governance), and adaptability (Emergent
Strategies), the adapted SPM model explored in this research provides a promising solution for improving
Eindhoven’s resource allocation process to be both strategic and responsive.

2.7 Research Gap and Resultant Research Questions

Despite literature stating that municipalities require structured yet adaptable governance models, exist-
ing research has not adequately addressed how SPM can be modified for municipalities. Most studies on
SPM focus on private-sector settings, where governance structures are more stable and decision-making
processes are less politically influenced. While Joined-Up Governance and Emergent Strategies have
been discussed in the context of municipal governance, they have not been systematically integrated into
an adapted SPM framework.

This gap in the literature highlights the need for a governance model tailored specifically to mu-
nicipal contexts, like Eindhoven, where political volatility, fragmented decision-making, and dynamic
stakeholder relationships complicate resource allocation. Eindhoven serves as an ideal case study due
to its rapid urban growth, decentralized governance structure, and evolving strategic priorities. By de-
veloping an adapted model that integrates SPM, Joined-up governance, and Emergent Strategies, this
research contributes to literature by exploring a new framework that aligns with the realities of municipal
decision-making.

2.7.1 Research Questions

Building on the identified research gap, this study seeks to answer the following main research question:
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How can Strategic Portfolio Management (SPM) be adapted to integrate practices from
Joined-Up Governance and enable the formation of Emergent Strategies to improve re-
source allocation and project prioritization in the Municipality of Eindhoven?

To explore this question, the research will explore the following sub-questions:

What are the symptoms and causes of inefficient strategic resource allocation and prioritization in
the Municipality of Eindhoven?

What are the limitations of SPM in Eindhoven’s governance structure?

How can Joined-Up Governance improve the implementation of SPM by addressing Eindhoven’s
interdepartmental fragmentation and coordination challenges?

How can facilitating Emergent Strategies make SPM more adaptable to Eindhoven’s political and
operational constraints?

What practices can Eindhoven implement, inspired by SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and Emergent
Strategies, to improve its resource allocation process?

By answering these questions, this research bridges the gap between structured resource allocation
frameworks and the complex realities of municipal governance, proposing a flexible, integrated approach
to strategic decision-making in Eindhoven.
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3 Case Study: The Municipality of Eindhoven

Before exploring the current decision-making processes and challenges in the Municipality of Eindhoven,
or diving deeper into the potentially relevant practices of SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and Emergent
Strategies, a general understanding of the Municipality of Eindhoven is needed first. Therefore, this
chapter presents an overview of how the municipality is organized, its governance structure, current
resource allocation practices, and the relevance and current level of SPM practices.

3.1 Introduction to Eindhoven

The Municipality of Eindhoven, located in the Brainport region, is experiencing rapid population and
economic growth, creating increasing complexity in urban development and resource needs. The city
expects to grow to 300,000 residents by 2040, requiring an estimated 62,000 new homes (Bestuursakko-
ord 2022-2026). This expansion places significant pressure on municipal services, infrastructure, and
housing, and demands more strategic, long-term, and evidence-based resource allocation.

The rapid growth of the city is driven by several factors. Eindhoven’s economic expansion and growth
is a primary driving factor. Eindhoven is a core city in the Brainport region and, therefore, has become
a global hub for high-tech innovation. This has attracted many large companies to be based within the
city’s limits, leading to increased congestion and housing demand due to employees relocating to live in
Eindhoven. Additionally, the economic growth of the region attracts both domestic and international
residents due to the increasing employment opportunities. This further increases the demand for housing
and municipal services.

With the increasing number of residents, Eindhoven must ensure that it is preparing for these new
residents already. Therefore, long-term planning and strategic decision-making is essential when it comes
to choosing what projects to fund and how to allocate resources.

3.2 Municipal Bodies and Responsibilities

The governance structure of Eindhoven consists of multiple interrelated bodies, each with distinct roles
and responsibilities.

The highest governing body is the Gemeenteraad (Municipal Council). This is composed of elected
representatives who set the city’s long-term vision, overarching priorities, and strategic goals. They focus
on strategic decisions such as urban planning, sustainability goals, and major infrastructure projects.
The Gemeenteraad also oversees the work of the executive board to ensure accountability.

After each municipal election, the political parties negotiate a coalition agreement known as the
Bestuursakkoord. This agreement outlines the shared priorities and ambitions of the majority parties
for the coming council period. Once a majority is formed and the Bestuursakkoord is accepted by the
council, the coalition parties appoint their Aldermen. These aldermen receive the Bestuursakkoord as
their assignment and are politically responsible for its execution.

The Gemeenteraad is also responsible for approving overarching budgets. This includes the annual
municipal budget, which outlines expected revenues and expenditures across all sectors. It also includes
the long-term strategic budget, which covers multi-year investments in infrastructure and social services.
In addition, the Gemeenteraad approves special project budgets for large-scale, city-wide initiatives such
as the energy transition or housing development.

The next highest governing body is the College van B&W (Executive Board). This consists of the
burgemeester (mayor) and the wethouders (aldermen). The mayor is appointed by the national govern-
ment, while the aldermen are appointed by the municipal council after the coalition is formed. In the
current board there are seven aldermen.

The College van B&W is responsible for translating the policy goals and priorities outlined in the
Bestuursakkoord into operational plans and overseeing daily municipal operations. Each alderman has
their own portfolio (e.g., housing, sustainability, or mobility). The board also makes decisions about
tactical and operational aspects such as resource allocation, project prioritization, and departmental
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coordination. The mayor serves as chair and has specific duties related to public safety and emergency
management.

The College van B&W approves more tactical and operational budgets. These include sectoral bud-
gets, which detail the resources allocated to different municipal sectors such as social services or spatial
planning. They also include departmental budgets, which ensure that day-to-day operational costs are
aligned with strategic objectives. In addition, the College approves contingency and emergency budgets,
which provide financial flexibility for unforeseen events.

Lastly, there is the Directieraad (Municipal Organization’s Board of Directors). This is composed of
sector directors and led by the algemeen directeur (municipal secretary). This body ensures operational
alignment with strategic goals. It functions as the administrative link between the College van B&W
and the municipal departments, providing advice on policy implementation and monitoring progress.

The Directieraad primarily oversees operational budgets, which are used by teams for routine activi-
ties. It is also responsible for project-specific budgets within sectors, based on the guidance provided by
the executive board.

Ultimately, the relationship between the three bodies is as follows: the municipal council primarily
focuses on policy development, strategic vision, and budget approval, representing the interests of resi-
dents. In contrast, the executive board focuses on implementing these policies, managing resources, and
addressing day-to-day governance challenges. The Directieraad ensures these decisions translate into
practical actions.

3.3 Municipality Sector Structure

The municipality of Eindhoven is organized into 20 sectors, along with the Van Abbemuseum, and is
overseen by the Directieraad, which consists of five members. The Directieraad oversees all clusters and
ensures cohesion between the operational, tactical, and strategic levels.

These clusters are referred to as portefeuilles. Each portefeuille is led by a member of the Direc-
tieraad and groups together multiple sectors that work on related policy domains. For example, the
REO portefeuille (Ruimtelijk Economische Opgaven) includes sectors responsible for spatial planning,
mobility, energy transition, and urban development. Similarly, the SMO portefeuille (Sociaal Maatschap-
pelijke Opgaven) oversees sectors focused on social services, public health, and equal opportunity. The
portefeuille structure helps align strategic priorities across sectors and enables more integrated decision-
making and coordination within thematic domains.

Each portefeuille contains sectors that collaborate closely to achieve shared municipal objectives while

maintaining sector-specific expertise. In the figure below, you can see the structure of the municipality,
its different portefeuilles, and what sectors are in each cluster.
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Figure 1: Organizational Structure of the Municipality of Eindhoven (“Gemeentelijke organisatie |
Gemeente Eindhoven”, 2022)

Each sector within a portefeuille is overseen by a sector head and subdivided into departments. De-
partments are specialized units within sectors, and while many are focused on operational execution,
some also focus on policy development, strategy making, or other responsibilities. The last level of the
organizational structure is teams.

The decision-making in Eindhoven follows a hierarchical but collaborative structure. The level and
type of decisions made at each level are as follows:

e Strategic Level (College van B&W & Gemeenteraad): Sets long-term policies, allocates resources,
and evaluates municipal performance based on reports.

e Strategic and Tactical Level (Directieraad): Translates political strategy into organizational direc-
tion, monitors municipal performance, resolves inter-sector issues, and provides strategic guidance
to management.
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e Operational Level (Sector Heads and Department Managers): Handle day-to-day operations, ensure
compliance with performance targets, and participate in thematic working groups.

3.4 Current Understanding of SPM

In light of Eindhoven’s rapid growth and ambitious development goals, the need for a more integrated
and strategic approach to resource allocation is clear. However, SPM is still in its early stages of imple-
mentation, and there is no formalized process or agreed-upon methodology guiding its application across
municipal sectors.

Over the past two years, Eindhoven has begun laying the groundwork for portfolio-based decision-
making by introducing the role of portfolio managers in key portefeuilles(clusters of related sectors):
Sociaal Maatschappelijke Opgaven (SMO), Ruimtelijk Economische Opgaven (REQO), Chief Information
Office (CIO). These roles were established to initiate strategic thinking within portefeuilles and to facili-
tate structured decision-making regarding resource distribution. However, due to the lack of standardized
procedures, each portfolio manager currently operates independently, and there is no formalized SPM
framework or clear governance model guiding their activities.

In parallel, the department of Portfolio management within the S&O cluster has also been developing
SPM practices at the organizational level. Positioned under the portefeuille of the general director, this
department plays a key role in coordinating cross-cutting initiatives and supporting the development of
more coherent and centralized portfolio governance across the municipality.

Eindhoven has further initiated efforts to improve their portfolio management practices by encour-
aging collaboration and knowledge exchange between the different portefeuille-level portfolio managers,
as well as through the hiring of Intermedius, a consultancy specialized in portfolio management.

While SPM is seen as a potential solution for Eindhoven’s resource allocation challenges, it is evident
that additional capacity building and tracking, procedural formalization, and structure are necessary
before adoption can be realized.

3.5 Conclusion: Why Improving Resource Allocation Matters for Eindhoven

Eindhoven’s rapid development places significant pressure on its governance systems to make forward-
looking decisions. While the municipality has taken steps to strengthen strategic resource allocation,
such as appointing portfolio managers and implementing a strategic investment team, its current ap-
proach to resource allocation remains fragmented, reactive, and insufficiently standardized.

The analysis in this chapter reveals key barriers: a lack of shared prioritization criteria, limited
cross-departmental collaboration, and the absence of integrated tools for capacity tracking and project
monitoring. Furthermore, political cycles and siloed governance structures continue to hinder long-term
strategic alignment. Improving resource allocation in Eindhoven is not a matter of starting from scratch,
but of building on existing practices and informal coordination mechanisms. By formalizing and inte-
grating these efforts through a more structured yet flexible governance approach, the municipality can
better align its investments with long-term goals, adapt to changing demands, and make more efficient
use of its resources.

Although this thesis focuses only on the municipality of Eindhoven, the challenges described here are
not unique to this municipality. Many local governments struggle with similar issues, such as fragmented
decision-making, shifting political priorities, and a lack of consistent prioritization methods. What makes
Eindhoven a particularly interesting, and therefore the subject of this research, is the urgency and vis-
ibility of these problems due to its rapid growth and strategic ambitions. This creates a valuable and
interesting setting to explore whether more integrated and adaptive approaches to portfolio management
can improve resource allocation where traditional methods fall short. The inefficiencies in their current
process are becoming more visible due to their rapid growth.

The following chapters explore how Eindhoven can address these challenges by adapting SPM and
complementing it with principles from Joined-Up Governance and Emergent Strategies.
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4 Research Approach and Methods

This section outlines the research design chosen, the data collection and analysis methods, and the steps
taken to gather results and derive conclusions.

4.1 Research Approach

The aim of this study is to explore how SPM can be adapted and implemented to improve resource
allocation in the Municipality of Eindhoven. To do this, an adapted SPM framework is developed that
builds on traditional SPM principles and integrates elements of Joined-Up Governance and Emergent
Strategies, making it more suitable for the municipal context. The research follows an exploratory ap-
proach based on a single case study.

The study focuses on understanding the current decision-making processes in Eindhoven, identifying
their strengths and weaknesses, and evaluating what practices from SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and
Emergent Strategies could support better resource allocation. Insights were gathered through document
analysis and semi-structured interviews and were combined with findings from literature. This allowed
for a well-rounded analysis that forms the basis for developing tailored recommendations.

A case study approach allows for detailed, context-specific insights and ensures that the recommen-
dations are grounded in the reality of a rapidly growing municipality. While the use of a single case study
limits generalizability, this is appropriate given the goal of developing a deep and practice-oriented under-
standing of one municipality. Future research may explore how these findings apply to other municipal
contexts.

4.2 Research Phases

This research project was conducted using six interconnected phases:

e Initial Literature Review: This research began with a preliminary literature review to gain an
understanding of the current challenges regarding resource allocation in municipalities.

e Problem Investigation (Interviews and Document Analysis): Following the initial liter-
ature review, interviews were conducted with municipal officials to gain an understanding of the
current situation in Eindhoven and its challenges. Interviewees were selected to ensure a broad
understanding of the municipality’s governance, including those working at strategic, tactical, and
operational levels. The sample included portfolio managers (directly involved in prioritization
processes), sector heads (responsible for decision-making within departments), policy advisors,
members of the strategic investment team, and personal assistants to the Directieraad. This diver-
sity enabled a well-rounded view of internal decision-making from multiple perspectives. Internal
documents were also analyzed to gain insight into its structure, decision-making processes, and
challenges in resource allocation.

e Problem Analysis: Notes from the 14 interviews were synthesized into structured insight sheets.
These were analyzed to identify recurring patterns and themes such as political influence, siloed
structures, lack of strategic alignment, and challenges in cross-department collaboration that impact
the resource allocation process.

e Conceptual Framework Creation: Once the underlying challenges in Eindhoven were identified,
an additional literature review was done and a conceptual framework was made. It became clear
that SPM in its current form was not a suitable tool to target the current challenges the municipality
was facing, and was not compatible with the municipality’s current governance structure. Emergent
strategies were identified as a perspective of strategy forming that could foster beneficial behaviors
that can help SPM be successful. Additionally, Joined-up Governance was identified as a framework
that contains practices that can target one of the core issues of the municipality-fragmentation-
and in turn support the implementation of SPM. Once a deeper understanding of these three
concepts was attained, a conceptual framework on how to make SPM compatible and effective in
the Municipality of Eindhoven was created.
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e Practice and Compatibility Exploration: Following the conceptual framework, the specific
behaviors required for emergent strategies to develop, and the practices from Joined-Up Governance
that could benefit Eindhoven’s current situation, were identified. In addition, their compatibility
with SPM was explored. This formed a solid foundation for answering the final research question,
which focuses on recommendations for implementing an adapted version of SPM in the Municipality
of Eindhoven.

e Final Recommendations: Following the identification of possible practices that can be integrated
into traditional SPM to make it more successful in Eindhoven, a final design criteria was created
for the recommendations. The criteria is based on the key challenges that SPM needs to tackle
which the municipality is currently facing. Multiple practices for each criterion were explored until
the most realistic and cohesive solution was identified.

4.3 Data Collection Methods

The following sources of information were used to collect the data and insights for this research paper.

e Document Analysis:Foundational understanding was built through the review of internal and
public documents, including:

— The Organisatiehandboek (to understand the municipality’s organizational structure),

— The Bestuursakkoord (to identify political priorities and long-term goals),

Internal report Verkenning Stavaza PFM voorjaar 2024,

Workshop presentations related to portfolio management developed for the CIO domain.
— Prioritization framework from SMO and REO portefeuille’s

— Article 213a-report done by Auditors in the municipality on the realization of spatial projects

e Semi-Structured Interviews: 14 interviews were conducted with municipal officials, selected
to represent different domains (e.g., social and spatial sectors) and governance layers. The semi-
structured format provided consistency across topics while allowing flexibility to follow relevant
lines of inquiry based on each participant’s role.

e Observational Insights: The researcher attended two meetings of the Long-Term Strategic
Investment Team. These meetings offered additional, real-time insights into how prioritization
decisions are made, how political considerations influence resource choices, and how investment
trade-offs are debated.

4.4 Limitations of Approach

Like most qualitative case studies, this research has some limitations. First, it is based on a single case.
The findings are shaped by the specific structure, culture, and decision-making processes of the Munic-
ipality of Eindhoven. This means the insights may not apply to other municipalities in the same way.
However, this is in line with the goal of the research, which is to develop a focused and practice-oriented
understanding of one case. Future research could explore how these findings apply elsewhere.

Second, the conceptual framework developed in this study is exploratory. It was created in response
to specific challenges observed in Eindhoven and builds on ideas from SPM, Emergent Strategies, and
Joined-Up Governance. It has not yet been tested or applied in other contexts. Therefore, the framework
should be seen as a starting point for further thinking, not a fixed solution.

Third, the study is based on 14 semi-structured interviews. While interviewees were selected to reflect
different roles across strategic, tactical, and operational levels, the number of interviews was limited by
time. Some perspectives may be missing, and the results depend on how openly participants shared
their views. Interviews may also reflect personal biases, overstate successes, or understate difficulties.
To reduce this risk, the interviews were combined with document analysis and observations to include
multiple viewpoints.

Lastly, the nature of this research is exploratory. Rather than aiming for accuracy or hypothesis
testing, the goal of this research is to uncover governance challenges, identify potential principles from
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theory, and generate directions for improvement. Whilst this includes suggesting some practical imple-
mentations, the goals of this research is not to develop a holistic solution to the current resource allocation
challenges in Eindhoven. As such, the resulting recommendations are not definitive solutions but should
be viewed as a starting point for further discussion and experimentation within the municipality.

Despite these limitations, the approach fits the purpose of the research. It offers a solid foundation for

future work, including testing the framework, comparing municipalities, or applying the recommendations
in practice.
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5 Current Governance Practices and Barriers to Strategic Re-
source Allocation in Eindhoven

This chapter answers the first research sub-question of this paper: What are the symptoms and causes of
inefficient strategic resource allocation and prioritization in the Municipality of Eindhoven? It presents
findings from interviews and internal documents, structured in five parts. First, it explains how decision-
making flows through Eindhoven’s formal structures and informal practices. Second, it identifies five
recurring challenges that prevent strategic resource allocation. Third, it reveals three underlying gov-
ernance barriers that connect these challenges. Fourth, it reflects on the implications of these barriers.
Finally, it summarizes key inefliciencies and strengths to inform the rest of this research.

5.1 Decision-Making Flows in Eindhoven

Understanding the barriers to resource allocation first requires a clear view of how decisions are made
in Eindhoven- both formally through hierarchical processes and informally through relationships and
workarounds.

The governance of Eindhoven follows a hierarchical decision-making process in which decisions cascade
from the municipal council down to operational project execution. However, interviews indicate that
despite the formal structure, decision-making at times follows slightly different paths, skipping some
steps, due to political interventions. Moreover, interviews indicate a need and want for more horizontal
collaboration. However, the current decision-making process does not allow for this. This section explores
the different paths that decision-making takes and the resultant effects of these paths.

5.1.1 Overview of Decision-Making Hierarchy and Flow

Decision-making in the municipality follows a hierarchical structure. The formal decision-making struc-
ture involves the following actors:

e Gemeenteraad(Municipal Council) — Sets overarching strategic goals or direction and budget
allocations. Oversees the College van B&W, and approves projects over 1 million euro.

e College van B&W (Executive Board) — Responsible for executing the Bestuursakord. They
implement policy, approve project funding, and balance political and operational priorities. They
decide what projects will be carried out in each strategic category to achieve the Bestuursakkord
vision.

e Directieraad (Municipal Organization’s Board of Directors) — Ensures operational execu-
tion of decisions, and running of the municipality. Communicates the decisions from the College van
B&W | to the employees of the municipality and translates them into actions for the municipality’s
employees.

e Departmental Sector Heads — Manage resource distribution within their respective sectors, and
ensures the sector is contributing to the long-term goals of the executive board and council.

e Portfolio Managers — Creates and uses prioritization frameworks for sector heads, advising on
project selection. Gathers information on the status and needs of projects in the sector.

e Project Owners and Managers — Implements and executes approved projects.

In the following two sections, more details on the formal vertical and horizontal decision-making in
the municipality are given.

5.1.2 Hierarchical Decision-Making (Vertical Flow)

The Gemeenteraad is at the highest level in the organizational chart. It is responsible for defining the
city’s long-term strategic vision and approving projects that require over a certain amount of funding.
The Gemeenteraad also approves the general budget and how municipal funds are distributed across
sectors. Yet, it does not directly oversee which specific projects will be executed within that budget.
The decision for more detailed budget allocation is made by the College van B&W.
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The College van B&W is responsible for deciding which projects are carried out within each budget
category. They play a pivotal role in translating the strategic directions of the Gemeenteraad into con-
crete actions. Their decisions are guided by the Bestuursakkoord, which outlines the political goals and
priorities agreed upon by the majority coalition in the Gemeenteraad after municipal elections. Once
the coalition agreement is finalized and accepted by the Gemeenteraad, the coalition parties appoint
their Aldermen. The College van B&W receives the Bestuursakkoord as its assignment and is politically
responsible for its execution. Therefore, this level involves political decision-making. While some efforts
have been made to base decisions on evidence, such as establishing a strategic investment team, the
process remains influenced by politics.

Whilst there is a desire to act strategically at this level, achieving this is difficult due to the political
nature of the level and due to the lack of project performance available to measure a project’s contribu-
tion to goals. Therefore, having objective and evidence-based conversations about the long term progress
of the municipality is difficult. Providing Aldermen with clear evidence-based information on projects
and their contribution to goals can improve strategic resource allocation by allowing them to make more
informed decisions, rather than just politically motivated decisions.

Below the College van B&W is the Directieraad. This is the municipality’s board of directors. While
they are not political officials, they are responsible for ensuring that the municipality’s organization can
carry out the decisions made by the Aldermen. Therefore, the political goals of the municipality are
often at the center of their discussions, making it difficult to fully separate strategic management from
political influence. They serve as a bridge between the political directives and the technical implemen-
tation within the municipality. They are responsible for filtering and informing the sector heads of the
decisions made by the executive board. Therefore, it is difficult to filter out politics and adjust the men-
tality to be operational and strategic when they are involved and surrounded by political decision-making.

The S&O sector, while a department of its own, functions as a cross-cutting body that advises the Di-
rectieraad, Aldermen, and sector heads. This sector researches long-term trends and provides strategic
advice to help the municipality prepare for emerging challenges. It straddles both political and non-
political functions, aiming to maintain objectivity while supporting decision-making. Whilst the S&O
department doesn’t make decisions, it can help give information up and downstream that can influence
decisions. This level of the organization cannot make decisions, but can start initiatives to help in-
formation transfer to help the organization become more strategic or to help the organization improve
collaboration. Therefore, it functions mainly as an advising body to different levels of the organization.

Sector heads act as critical higher-management and decision makers. They are responsible for over-
seeing the implementation of approved projects and making resource allocation decisions within their
departments. To make informed decisions, they use information from their portfolio or program man-
agers regarding which projects need more funding, and which projects should be prioritized. Sector
heads also communicate upward when they identify the need for new initiatives. Being closer to citizens
and operational realities, they often see emerging needs before higher-level officials do. That said, any
new project proposals still require College van B&W approval, meaning strategic suggestions must flow
back up the hierarchy.

In theory, sector heads are expected to align departmental operations with the broader directives of
the College van B&W. However, as things stand now, this can be a bit difficult as these directives are
quite broad and therefore can’t offer practical guidance. This vagueness creates both a challenge and an
opportunity: sector heads have the autonomy to manage their departments and sectors flexibly, but also
struggle to make decisions in the absence of clear strategic priorities. However, interviews revealed that
sector heads often lack visibility of the status of projects, all of their projects, and the impact they have
on one another, as well as the availability of capacity and resources to execute new or updated projects.

To address these issues and enhance strategic alignment, some portefeuille’s have introduced portfolio
managers. Their role is to communicate with the project or product owners, and determine a priori-
tization of where resources should be allocated to best meet strategic objectives and based on needs.
However, no formalized process has been introduced on how to do this. Each portefeuille has allowed
portfolio managers to develop their own methods, leading to inconsistencies. For example, the REO
portefeuille uses a structured approach to prioritization, whereas the SMO portefeuille applies a more
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politically influenced and flexible method. Portfolio managers themselves acknowledged the need for
more uniform processes, though they also noted that department-specific differences make standardiza-
tion difficult. A clearly defined overarching strategic vision would help create more synergy between
departments and improve alignment across the organization.

At the most operational level are project managers or owners responsible for the day-to-day implemen-
tation of approved initiatives. However, the reporting practices regarding progress, capacity usage, and
resource needs vary significantly between departments. Tools like the product toolbox exist to support
this work, but they are used inconsistently. This inconsistency in data collection and reporting makes it
difficult for higher management to access the information they need to make informed, evidence-based
decisions. As a result, the flow of crucial information upward through the hierarchy is often fragmented.
This is a major weak point in the vertical decision-making structure of the municipality.

5.1.3 Formal Cross-Sector Decision-Making (Horizontal Flow)

Unlike hierarchical decision-making, horizontal decision-making involves cross-sector collaboration. Cur-
rently, the municipality lacks strong mechanisms for interdepartmental or intersectoral cooperation,
leading to inefficiencies when projects require collaboration across multiple sectors. When a project falls
under two departments or sectors, only one can be the budget holder and execute the project. This
structure prevents the goals and perspectives of the other relevant departments or sectors from being
adequately represented in project outcomes.

For major overarching initiatives, such as the energy transition, a dedicated program is often created
within the S&O department. These initiatives, classified as A-level programs, are long-term and operate
almost as independent departments. However, for smaller cross-sector projects, there is no formalized
structure to guide collaboration. Instead, temporary arrangements (B-level programs) are established.
The process of identifying how to set this up, making agreements regarding personnel availability, and
how to manage the temporary program is not standardized and established. This informal setup leads
to inefficiencies. Time and resources are spent negotiating roles and responsibilities without a standard
protocol in place. Departments or sectors temporarily lose staff to cross-sector projects without a clear
strategy for managing the impact on their regular operations. Given the municipality’s existing challenges
with information flow and continuity, this lack of structure further increases operational inefficiencies.

Although the need for cross-sector collaboration is widely recognized across the organization, it is not
yet embedded in the institutional behavior. Weekly meetings between sector heads, facilitated by the
Directieraad, serve primarily as update sessions to communicate decisions made at higher levels. These
meetings also include some sharing of best practices. However, they are not used as forums for joint
planning, coordination, or decision-making. A missed opportunity for meaningful collaboration emerged
during the recent initiative for the development of sector plans. Each sector independently created its
own plan, which was then shared with others. Upon review, the CIO department realized it was expected
to support many projects across other departments, yet it lacked the resources or planning capacity to do
so. This exemplifies that although there are horizontal meetings in the organization, where information
is shared, they are not effective. There is no behavioral tendency to collaborate. Having these weekly
meetings would have been a perfect place to first discuss the primary projects, priorities, and needs of
each department, identify if there are inter-dependencies, and collaborate and coordinate in the second
step of the creation of the plan.

Additionally, portfolio managers from different portefeuille’s have recently begun having meetings to
share best practices in hopes of improving the portfolio management process. Through these meetings,
they can get inspiration from one another regarding what is working and what is not. According to
interviews, these meetings have been positive. Although sectors and portefeuilles have different needs,
there are also ideas and concepts that they can share. However, changing their process to be more similar
is a slow and long process, as there is still no consensus on whether they should aim to have a similar
process, if they should prioritize in the same way, or if they should collaborate in some way regarding
the prioritization process.

Overall, while vertical communication channels in the municipality are well-established, horizontal
collaboration remains underdeveloped. The siloed nature of the organization continues to hinder strategic
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resource allocation. To address this, more structured cross-sector meetings and coordination mechanisms
are necessary. Encouraging dialogue around shared objectives, interdependencies, and common priorities
would help departments align their efforts and deliver more coherent and effective outcomes.

Additionally, although formal horizontal mechanisms are underdeveloped, informal collaboration does
occur. Many employees use their personal networks and mutual trust to align initiatives. This is a
strength, but it is not scalable. Given the projected growth of Eindhoven as a city, and in turn the
municipality, this is also not sustainable long term. Without formal institutional backing, these efforts
are inconsistent and rely heavily on individual initiative.

5.2 Governance Challenges in the Municipality of Eindhoven
5.2.1 Why Governance Structure Matters for Strategic Decision-Making

Eindhoven, like many municipalities, is facing increasingly complex and interconnected challenges rang-
ing from urban growth to sustainability transitions and mobility redesign. However, just like other
rapidly growing municipalities, its current governance structure has not evolved to match this complex-
ity. Changing the governance structure of a municipality requires a lot of time, and is a complex and
risky thing to do. Therefore, the current governance structure of Eindhoven remains built for a more
stable and vertically organized environment. This has resulted in the municipality relying heavily on
informal networks, siloed departments, and reactive political processes to tackle the increasingly complex
challenges it is facing.

This structural mismatch leads to visible governance challenges that are not isolated but rather symp-
toms of a deeper misalignment between the city’s governance model and the demands of its environment.
In the following sections, we first outline five recurring governance symptoms observed in practice. We
then identify the underlying root causes that explain why these symptoms persist and how they interact.

5.2.2 Symptoms of Structural Misalignment in Eindhoven’s Governance

Having explained how decision-making unfolds in Eindhoven, we now discuss the specific patterns that
signal misalignment between governance practices and the needs of a growing municipality. The following
section discusses five inefficiencies in the current resource allocation process of the municipality. These
inefficiencies can be characterized as symptoms of misalignment. These are not isolated issues; rather,
they are systemic effects that consistently hinder Eindhoven’s ability to plan effectively, align resources
with goals, and adapt to emerging priorities.

Symptom 1: Strategic Goals are too Vague to Guide Prioritization

One of the most recurrent themes across interviews is the absence of well-defined, actionable strate-
gic goals. While high-level political visions exist (such as Koers 2040 and the Bestuursakkoord), the
goals in these documents are often described as vague. They are not translated into clear objectives
for departments to work towards. For example, the Koers 2040 document contains goals relevant to
the social sector, such as, "Every Findhoven resident should have meaningful social connections”, or "A
solid institutional foundation should be present in every neighborhood, but the exact setup will differ per
neighborhood”. These statements, while aspirational, lack the specificity needed to develop a structured
prioritization framework. The current project grading criteria attempts to reflect these goals with the
following criteria: "Strengthening citizen networks” or "Institutional social base”. While the link to
the original goals can be seen as a project grading criteria, there is a lack of specificity, resulting in
an inability to provide critical assessment mechanisms for prioritizing projects effectively. Evaluating
projects is difficult with no clear scale or metrics.

As a result of the lack of clear long-term strategic goals, sector heads or portfolio managers struggle
to align their department’s priorities with overarching municipal objectives. While they try to create
prioritization criteria in line with the municipal goals, the vagueness of the goals results in a criteria that
is open to interpretation. This leads to a subjective project selection. The broad nature of the strategic
goals allows for multiple interpretations, and projects are not assessed consistently, even within the same
department, let alone across the municipality. This results in the absence of a standardized prioritization
mechanism and a lack of confidence in the prioritization process.
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Article 213a-report on the execution of spacial sector projects highlights how this misalignment con-
tributes to delays, unclear scopes, and politically driven last-minute changes. Without specific, shared
objectives, portfolio managers and department heads lack the tools to prioritize effectively, which erodes
confidence in the process and creates room for subjectivity.

Symptom 2: Political Input Overrides Structured Decision-Making

Political influence frequently overrides structured portfolio management processes. Interviewees men-
tioned the difficulty in sticking to the portfolio management procedures that have been created in in-
dividual departments, due to needing first to satisfy new or changing requests from Aldermen.Due to
the inherently political nature of a municipality, Aldermen can push projects forward regardless of long-
term strategic goals or prioritization criteria. As a result, projects that align with overarching municipal
objectives are often sidelined in favor of those driven by short-term visibility or citizen concerns. This
reactive approach makes it difficult to maintain strategic direction, leading to inconsistencies in project
selection and execution.

The Article 213a-report from the control sector on spatial project execution illustrates the impact of
this. The document highlights that one reason for 77% of spatial projects not being completed on time
and on budget is due to mid-project scope changes initiated politically. It also outlines how these inter-
ventions result in additional pressure, force overly optimistic planning, and ultimately cause execution
complications.

Symptom 3: Departments Work in Silos With Little Coordination
Eindhoven’s departmental structure promotes silos, with each sector operating largely independently.
Although these silos make sense for most projects, as they are unique for each department, currently
there is no established process for communication and information transfer between departments. This
means that departments are unable to know what projects other departments are working on, the status
of these projects, and whether they affect their own projects or not.

While this does not impact their performance directly, it does mean there is a lack of overall under-
standing of the synergies between projects being done throughout the organization. This can be seen
as an inefficiency, as resources could be allocated more strategically if the interrelation between projects
were better understood.

An example of how the siloed nature of municipalities inhibits effective resource allocation can be
seen between the CIO department and other departments. If other departments decide to carry out
a project that requires IT to create a dashboard or any sort of IT assistance, they need to request it
from the CIO department. However, the CIO department has its own goals and priorities. So while this
project may be very important to the REO portefeuille in contribution to the municipal goals, the CIO
department may not know that and therefore delay the project. The lack of communication and shared
understanding of goals and priorities due to the siloed nature of the department can therefore inhibit
effective resource allocation.

Symptom 4: Resource Availability and Capacity Are Not Systematically Tracked
Capacity constraints are a recurring symptom of misalignment in the municipality’s governance system.
While each sector tracks its own projects and resources to some degree, these practices are not stan-
dardized or formalized across the municipality. There is no single, reliable source of real-time data on
available capacity or ongoing project progress.

Interviewees explained that the extent to which capacity planning is practiced varies widely by project
and by project owner. This inconsistency severely limits evidence-based decision-making. Article 213a-
report confirms that the municipality underutilizes the Project Toolbox (PTB) and that its data quality
is poor. Given Eindhoven’s growth trajectory and increasing investment volume, effective capacity plan-
ning is essential, but it is currently underdeveloped.

Most resource allocation decisions focus primarily on budget availability, rather than whether there

are sufficient personnel to implement the projects. The lack of a municipality-wide capacity tracking sys-
tem means that projects may be approved without the ability to staff them, leading to delays and rework.
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Symptom 5: Portfolio Management Practices are Inconsistent
Several interviewees acknowledged that elements of SPM are already in place, but they are not used
consistently or effectively. Portfolio managers have been hired for three different departments. However,
how portfolio management is done in each department is different. The criteria used to assess projects
is based on different documents, and there is no consideration of what other departments are prioritizing.

The absence of a unified SPM approach results in poor coordination across departments. For ex-
ample, if REO prioritizes a project that requires CIO’s support, that project may still be delayed if it
does not align with CIO’s own internal priorities. A more standardized and organization-wide portfolio
management process could help departments align their plans and allocate resources based on shared
priorities.

Again, Article 213a-report reinforces this. It highlights that delays in the spatial sector stem not only
from capacity issues but also from inconsistent project management cultures and a lack of standardiza-
tion. The report emphasizes that a more uniform and accountable approach to project and portfolio
management is essential for Eindhoven to achieve its 2040 ambitions.

5.2.3 Root Causes of Structural Misalignment

While the five symptoms of structural misalignment above are highly visible, there are underlying root
causes. This section introduces three underlying root causes that explain why strategic resource alloca-
tion is so difficult to achieve in municipalities.

Root Cause 1: Lack of Strategic Clarity and Leadership Alignment
The first root cause is the difficulty of achieving strategic alignment, leadership clarity, and consis-
tency across the municipality. This issue stems directly from two symptoms discussed earlier: Symptom
1 (Strategic Goals are too Vague to Guide Prioritization) and Symptom 2 (Political Input Overrides
Structured Decision-Making).

Interviewees from various levels of the organization expressed a strong need for more concrete, action-
able strategic goals. These are essential to provide portfolio managers and sector heads with direction
and clarity on how to prioritize, as well as confidence that their work contributes to broader municipal
objectives. However, these goals must originate from a high level within the organization. Currently,
strategic decision-making relies on broad political visions, which are not translated into measurable ob-
jectives that departments can operationalize.

This gap leads to demotivation, uncertainty, and a reliance on reactive or politically driven decision-
making rather than evidence-based prioritization. The shifting nature of strategic focus also undermines
trust in the decision-making process and weakens the municipality’s ability to maintain long-term focus.

Ultimately, this root cause reflects a deeper need for a shared strategic agenda that can endure across
political cycles, foster a sense of ownership, and provide a collective direction. Without this, departments
and portfolios struggle to coordinate their efforts and align with the municipality’s long-term ambitions.

Root Cause 2: Fragmentation and Silos Undermine Collaboration
The second root cause is the difficulty of overcoming structural and cultural barriers to cross-departmental
collaboration. This is the underlying explanation for Symptom 3 (Departments Work in Silos With Little
Coordination).

While the municipality is divided into specialized sectors, this structure encourages departments to
operate in silos with limited coordination or transparency. As citizen needs become increasingly complex,
it is no longer feasible for projects to be executed within a single department. This fragmentation hinders
both strategic coherence and operational efficiency.

The siloed structure is reinforced by Eindhoven’s informal governance culture, which relies heavily
on tacit knowledge and interpersonal relationships for collaboration. While this fosters adaptability and
trust, it also makes it difficult to introduce shared tools, evaluation frameworks, or consistent practices
across the organization.
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Employees often value their autonomy and the informal ways of working. However, in the absence
of formal mechanisms for collaboration and alignment, this leads to duplicated efforts, friction between
departments, and missed opportunities for synergy.

Ultimately, this root cause reveals a need for shared systems and structures that support cross-
departmental coordination and mutual accountability. Without these, the municipality will struggle to
manage increasingly complex projects and deliver services in a coherent and integrated way.

Root Cause 3: Absence of Consistent Portfolio and Capacity Management
The third and last root cause is the difficulty of creating consistent, organization-wide approaches to
resource planning and portfolio management. This root cause underpins both Symptom 4 (Resource
Availability and Capacity Are Not Systematically Tracked) and Symptom 5 (Portfolio Management
Practices are Inconsistent).

On the operational level, the municipality lacks the integrated tools and processes needed to make
evidence-based decisions about projects, resource allocations, and performance metrics. Capacity is
tracked inconsistently, both between departments and within departments themselves. Tools such as
the product toolbox are available but not used consistently, and therefore are not beneficial and lead to
unreliable data and difficulty in tracking capacity.

Similarly, there is no clear standardized approach for project evaluations or prioritization. Each
department creates and applies its own criteria, and few mechanisms exist to regularly review these
criteria or align the criteria between departments. This undermines both transparency and efficiency.
However, this also reflects that there is an unmet need for structure. Interviews have mentioned the
need for a strategic and structured procedure for resource allocation and portfolio management, to help
effectively track progress and make decisions confidently, and most importantly, to understand how their
work fits into the larger picture.

5.2.4 How Symptoms and Causes Reinforce Each Other - A Vicious Cycle

While these root causes each reveal unmet needs from members of the municipality, they do not exist in
isolation. They exist in a negative reinforcing cycle that increases as the municipality grows and more
projects are needed, and more people are needed in the municipality. A lack of strategic clarity (root
cause 1) leads to departments defining their own sector plans and priorities in isolation, which reinforces
the fragmentation and further reduces the incentives to collaborate (root cause 2). In turn, this frag-
mented structure makes it difficult to implement shared operations tools or processes (root cause 3).
Additionally, without reliable planning and data on projects, it becomes harder to align projects with
long-term goals, further increasing the need for clear strategic goals to help guide decision-making (root
cause 1). Similarly, the informal governance culture, while offering flexibility, undermines attempts to
professionalize planning and evaluation, weakening cross-sectoral coordination(root cause 2).

Ultimately, these root causes point not only to operational inefficiencies and complexity in the or-
ganization but a deeper cultural and structural misalignment. There is an absence of an integrated
governance approach that connects vision to execution across the municipality.

5.2.5 Connection Between Symptoms and Root Causes

How these root causes link to the aforementioned symptoms is summarized in the table below. The table
distinguishes between root causes that are the main driver behind a symptom, and those that reinforce
the symptom indirectly. A “main” link indicates that the root cause is the primary explanation for why
that symptom occurs. If addressed, it is likely to significantly reduce the issue. A “reinforces” link reflects
that the root cause amplifies or sustains the symptom, but is not the core driver. These reinforcing causes
typically interact with the main drivers, making the symptoms more persistent or complex to resolve.

By differentiating between these two types of relationships, the matrix helps clarify where inter-

ventions should be prioritized. Tackling the main causes offers the highest leverage, while addressing
reinforcing causes in parallel can prevent issues from re-emerging or escalating. Establishing these causal

37



connections between symptoms and root causes lays the foundation for realistic and targeted recom-
mendations. It also increases the likelihood of success, as it accounts for the interlinked nature of the
identified problems.

Table 1: Matrix of Symptom—Root Cause Relationships

Symptom Cause 1: | Cause 2: Frag- | Cause 3: Port-
Strategic mentation and | folio and Ca-
Clarity and | Silos pacity Manage-
Leadership ment
Alignment

1- Strategic goals are too vague to guide | Main

prioritization

2- Political input overrides structured | Main Reinforces

decision-making

3- Departments work in silos with little Main
coordination
4- Resource availability and capacity Reinforces Main

are not systematically tracked

5- Portfolio management practices are | Reinforces Main
inconsistent

5.2.6 The Deeper Problem: A Governance Model Unsuited to a Increasingly Complex
Environment

While the previous section outlined three root causes that help explain Eindhoven’s persistent gover-
nance challenges, these causes themselves are not the most fundamental issue. They are, in turn, driven
by a deeper structural problem: Eindhoven’s current governance model has not evolved in line with the
increasing complexity, scale, and interconnectedness of the challenges it faces.

While in the past, this governance structure has been successful, as the municipality grows, and the
environment in which it operates becomes more complex, the current governance style leads to inefficien-
cies. With projects and programs the municipality is executing becoming bigger, and requiring input
and expertise from multiple departments, the need for an adapted governance structure is clear. Today’s
challenges, such as urban growth, climate transitions, mobility systems, and social equity, cannot be
allocated to a department alone. They require a governance model that connects people, processes, and
purpose in a more systematic and scalable way.

The mismatch between Eindhoven’s governance structure and its strategic challenges is not unique.
Municipalities rarely have the time, space, or stability to redesign their operating models to be in line
with their current environment. By the time a more appropriate structure has been designed. let alone
implemented, political and societal conditions may already have shifted again. As a result, we begin to
see the symptoms discussed earlier, strategic misalignment, fragmentation, lack of capacity insight, not
as isolated problems, but as signs of an outdated operating model struggling to keep up.

Yet, despite this misfit, the municipality has continued to run, grow, and deliver services. This is
largely due to the strong informal governance that has grown in the municipality. In Eindhoven, people
always follow formal procedures and guidelines. New paths or processes have been developed informally
that are seen to be more effective and efficient. This informal structure has grown in parallel to the
city itself and has become a critical enabler for getting things done in Eindhoven. Employees rely on
networks of trust, mutual understanding, and a shared drive to get things done, to overcome formal
bottlenecks or bureaucracy and move initiatives forward. While this enables a flexible and responsive
municipality, it means that the municipality is often executing projects not following guidelines, and
established processes so certain things can be overlooked and lead to problems or inefficiencies.
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To address the deeper governance misfit, what is needed is not simply a new set of tools or rigid
frameworks. Instead, Eindhoven requires mechanisms that align with its existing informal culture. These
should enhance coordination, support shared decision-making, and help scale what already works well.
The goal is not to replace informality with formal procedures, but to strengthen it by introducing struc-
tures that promote collective direction, mutual accountability, and greater operational clarity. People in
the municipality want to understand what they are working toward, how their efforts connect to others,
and whether the organization is learning and improving over time. Any improvement strategy must
support this need for autonomy, adaptability, and a shared sense of purpose.

However, changing the governance style to accommodate these needs, and to be able to withstand
large, cross-departmental projects in a collaborative and structured way, will take multiple years and
is an extremely large challenge. It is not realistic. Therefore, the remainder of this thesis explores in
more detail the current decision-making process in the municipality, identifies some inefficiencies, and
discusses the current portfolio management techniques used. Additionally, towards the end of this thesis,
how Eindhoven can begin to address these root causes by building on its existing strengths such as,
its informal networks and in turn flexible work culture, while introducing elements of SPM, as well as
Joined-Up Governance, and Emergent Strategies. While these frameworks and concepts are not solutions
to the underlying problem, they can help the municipality move toward a governance system that is more
cohesive, responsive, and capable of steering complex transitions over time.

5.2.7 Why is Eindhoven’s Informal Culture both a Strength and a Limitation

One of the most important contextual factors that shapes both the symptoms and the deeper governance
problem is Eindhoven’s informal governance culture. This cultural dynamic acts as both an enabler and
a constraint for change, especially when introducing a structured approach like SPM.

The way things get done in Eindhoven often depends on personal relationships, informal agreements,
and ad-hoc conversations, rather than formal processes. This helps the municipality stay flexible and
adapt quickly to political changes. However, it also makes it harder to introduce a structured, data-based
approach like SPM.

Several interviewees pointed out that staff value their independence and are often skeptical of strict
frameworks or top-down systems that limits their autonomy. However, SPM by nature requires clear
strategic goals, formal decision-making processes, and a consistent way to evaluate and prioritize projects.
This can clash with Eindhoven’s preference for decentralized and flexible ways of working. Furthermore,
the popularity of terms like “strategy” and “innovation” within the municipality has led to many de-
partments informally engaging in strategic discussions without a structured governance framework, or
a structured uniform procedure applied to the whole municipality. As a result, introducing a more sys-
tematic approach to prioritization could be met with skepticism or reluctance.

This shows that implementing SPM in Eindhoven cannot just be about adding new tools or pro-
cesses. It will also require strong leadership and a focus on guiding cultural change. People will need to
understand how SPM can support, rather than limit, the way they already work.

Ultimately, Eindhoven’s informal culture is not only a barrier. It is also an opportunity. Instead
of trying to impose a rigid system, SPM should be adapted to work with the municipality’s existing
strengths. This includes its collaborative mindset, ability to respond quickly, and trust-based decision-
making. If introduced in the right way, SPM can support these qualities rather than disrupt them. That
would make the system easier to adopt and more useful over time.

Before exploring the case-specific details, we first consider the practical implications of these barriers
for strategic resource allocation.

5.3 Implications of Governance Misalignment and its Affects on Strategic
Resource Allocation

The previous sections identified a series of recurring governance inefficiencies in Eindhoven and catego-
rized them as symptoms of governance misalignment. The section also explained how these symptoms
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are the result of three deeper root causes. These challenges, such as unclear strategic goals, fragmented
coordination, and inconsistent capacity management, are not just theoretical. They have practical conse-
quences for how the municipality allocates its resources. This section illustrates the practical implications
of the governance misalignment described earlier.

e Decisions are reactive rather than planned due to political pressures
Political shifts often drive budgeting decisions, especially when Aldermen do not have access to
clear or up-to-date information on project progress. Without solid data, it is difficult to make
choices based on long-term goals, so decisions often end up being reactive.

e Fragmented project oversight
Because vertical information flows dominate, departments have limited visibility into each other’s
projects and capacity needs. This leads to overlooked interdependencies, potential duplicate efforts,
and department-centric prioritization. Without shared metrics or real-time capacity tracking, it is
difficult to allocate resources on a municipality-wide basis.

e Missed opportunities for cross-department collaboration
While horizontal collaboration is widely acknowledged as valuable, it mostly occurs through ad
hoc working groups or temporary programs. If more than one department is involved in a project,
usually only one controls the budget. That makes it harder for the others to influence the work or
invest in shared solutions.

e Lack of data to guide decisions
Both vertical and horizontal communication often rely on informal channels rather than consistent
performance metrics or standardized reporting. Consequently, broader strategic visions are not
always translated into quantifiable targets or tracked effectively, reducing the likelihood of evidence-
based allocation decisions.

These issues illustrate that Eindhoven’s governance model is not yet equipped to support integrated,
strategic resource allocation. The next section (Table 2) provides a detailed breakdown of these gover-
nance breakdowns, outlining the specific causes, effects, and actors involved.

5.4 Inefficiencies in the Current State of the Municipality

The analysis of the decision-making process in the municipality of Eindhoven, as well as the analysis of
the interviews, revealed a number of inefficiencies. The following table collects all of the inefficiencies
into a table to create a clear picture of the points that need improvement.

It is important to note that the presence of these inefficiencies does not imply that the municipality
is under performing. Eindhoven continues to grow at an impressive rate and delivers a wide range
of projects. However, to further improve operational efficiency and to determine how SPM can best
be tailored to Eindhoven’s governance context, these areas of improvement must be acknowledged and
understood. Identifying them helps pinpoint key leverage points for intervention.

Table 2: Governance Inefficiencies in Eindhoven, Organized by Category, Cause, Effect, and Actor Level

Category Inefficiency Cause Effect Where /
Between
Who
Strategic No shared criteria for eval- | Departments interpret | Departments apply dif- | Departments,
Alignment uating project alignment | strategic  goals  inde- | ferent interpretations of | Portfolio
with goals. pendently due to the | strategic goals, making | Managers,
absence of a centralized | project selection frag- | Strategy
translation into criteria. mented and reducing | Advisors
alignment  across the
municipality.

Continued on next page
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Table 2 — continued from previous page

Category Inefficiency Cause Effect Where /
Between
Who
Strategic Long-term planning is un- | Political agendas shift | Departments are forced to | Executive
Alignment dermined by shifting po- | with new leadership or | reprioritize frequently, un- | Board, Di-
litical priorities. electoral cycles, creating | dermining long-term focus | rectieraad,
uncertainty in execution. and strategic continuity. Sector Heads
Structural Departments create sec- | There is no mechanism | Overlapping demands | All Depart-
Fragmenta- tor plans without coordi- | or requirement for joint | and interdependencies | ments, Sec-
tion nation as there no shared | plan development or inter- | between departments are | tor Heads
behavioral norm or formal | departmental review. identified too late, causing
expectation to align prior- delays and coordination
ities or coordinate project problems.
dependencies in the pro-
cess.
Structural There are no clear gov- | The current organi- | Only one department | Sector
Fragmenta- ernance structures for | zational  structure is | formally carries out the | Heads, CIO,
tion shared project owner- | vertically siloed, mak- | project, which means | Supporting
ship between multiple | ing it difficult to assign | that other relevant de- | Departments
departments. shared accountability | partments may not be
or co-ownership across | consulted or included in
departments. key decision-making.
Portfolio Each department uses dif- | No common evaluation | It is impossible to com- | Portfolio
Management | ferent methods for project | model has been agreed | pare or coordinate prior- | Managers
prioritization. upon; departments define | ities across departments | Across De-
criteria in isolation. as prioritization remains | partments
siloed, making it diffi-
cult to align project selec-
tion across departments or
with citywide strategy.
Data & In- | Sector heads do not have | Project, workload, and | Sector heads and portfolio | Sector
formation real-time visibility into | capacity data are scat- | managers make resource | Heads,
Flows project status and re- | tered across systems or re- | allocation decisions with | Portfolio
source availability. main siloed within depart- | incomplete or outdated in- | Managers
ments, with no integrated | formation, leading to in-
view. efficiencies and misalign-
ment.
Data & In- | Progress and  capac- | Departments use different | Decision-makers work | Sector
formation ity  tracking  systems | tools (or Excel) with no | with incomplete or in- | Heads, Inter-
Flows are inconsistent across | shared standard or inte- | consistent  information, | nal Project
departments. gration, making data frag- | reducing trust in the | Teams
mented and incomparable. | data and slowing down
evidence-based decisions.
Organizational A strong preference for in- | The organization cultur- | Efforts to standardize or | Entire Orga-
Culture formal coordination limits | ally favors autonomy and | professionalize practices | nization, Se-

the uptake of structured
processes.

flexibility over standard-
ization and uniformity.

face internal resistance.

nior Leader-
ship

5.5 Summary of Challenges in Eindhovens Current Structure

This chapter showed that while Eindhoven has a clear structure, it still struggles with working across
departments. Five recurring issues were identified, and they all point back to three main causes: unclear
direction, limited coordination, and an inconsistent way of managing projects and resources.
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These problems exist within a culture that values flexibility and informal ways of working. That
culture helps Eindhoven respond quickly, but it also makes it harder to introduce more structured and
data-driven approaches like SPM.

Regardless of these inefficiencies, Eindhoven has real strengths to build on. Its informal networks
and proactive staff show that there is a strong willingness to improve. With the right approach that fits
the local way of working, SPM can help the municipality become more focused, better coordinated, and
more deliberate in how it uses its resources.

5.6 Strengths in Eindhovens Current Governance

While inefficiencies and potential areas for improvement have been outlined in the previous sections, it
is important to emphasize that the municipality of Eindhoven also demonstrates considerable strengths.
These strengths have enabled the municipality to grow, innovate, and respond effectively to its rapidly
changing environment. Recognizing and leveraging these existing strengths is crucial when designing
new processes or improvement strategies, so that proposed changes build on what is already working,
rather than work against it.

One of the most valuable strengths of the municipality of Eindhoven is its informal network. While
this network can be difficult to navigate for new employees, it plays a key role in enabling the municipal-
ity to get things done quickly and flexibly in response to changes. Decision-making in Eindhoven is often
relational and adaptive, supported by informal interactions that cut across departmental boundaries.
Although such informality can limit transparency and standardization, it enables a highly responsive
organization. At the end of the day, the majority of decisions made in the municipality are driven
by immediate needs, political developments, or shifting community priorities. Long-term planning and
strategy make up only a small portion of the municipality’s day-to-day decision-making. Therefore, Eind-
hoven’s strong informal network allows the organization to move quickly and flexibly, something many
other municipalities struggle with due to rigid bureaucracy and formal procedures. Any new processes
or improvement strategies should therefore not ignore this informal strength, but instead build on it. It
is likely to be a critical enabler for the successful implementation of change.

Another related strength is the pro-activeness of employees. The informality of Eindhoven’s gover-
nance culture contributes to a sense of autonomy, where employees often feel empowered to act when
they see opportunities for improvement. This results in a highly motivated workforce and a wide range
of innovative ideas being explored. A good example of this is the formation of the Strategic Investment
Team, which now evaluates and prioritizes long-term strategic investments each year using a grading
criterion. It shows that employees are not just willing to take initiative, but also that the organization
is open to change when it adds value.

This openness to improvement is a strength in and of itself. Although implementing change in
any large organization takes time, interviews suggest that most employees within the municipality are
generally welcoming of change, so long as they understand the added value. Despite its bureaucratic
constraints, Eindhoven has shown signs of being open to innovation. This can also be seen in the recent
introduction of portfolio managers in three departments, with each department taking its own initiative
to develop a portfolio management approach that fits its needs. This decentralized drive to improve,
even in the absence of a formal, organization-wide mandate, demonstrates a strong internal motivation
to become more strategic and collaborative.

All of this points to a clear message: Eindhoven does not need to start from scratch. The mindset,
the drive, and the informal systems already exist. The challenge now is to support these strengths with
better tools, clearer direction, and a more consistent way to make decisions across the organization.

5.7 Chapter 5 Takeaways

This chapter directly addressed Sub-Question 1: “What are the symptoms and causes of inefficient
strategic resource allocation and prioritization in the Municipality of Findhoven?” The following points
are the main takeaways from this chapter.
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e Decision-Making Flows: Eindhoven’s hierarchical (vertical) governance structure is accompa-
nied by weak horizontal mechanisms, leading to siloed decision-making and limited cross-sector
collaboration.

e Five symptoms of structural misalignment, Three root causes: The interviews revealed
five specific symptoms of governance mismatch: lack of clear goals, politically driven prioritization,
siloed behavior, capacity constraints and uneven portfolio management. These are results of three
deeper root causes: strategic ambiguity, fragmentation, and inconsistent processes.

e Informal Culture is both a strength and limitation : While it fosters flexibility and auton-
omy, Eindhoven’s informal governance style also undermines data-driven planning and consistent
adoption of SPM practices.

e Opportunities for Improvement: Despite structural weaknesses, Eindhoven’s strong informal
networks and proactive workforce can serve as powerful enablers if new approaches are designed to
build on existing strengths.

Following this chapter, Chapter 6 delves more deeply into how these challenges manifest in two key
departments (REO and SMO) and explores how portfolio management is currently being practiced there,
highlighting the difficulties of creating a standardized SPM process for the whole municipality. Chapter
7 then circles back to the research question regarding how might SPM be adapted for Eindhoven’s
situation.
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Differences in Portfolio Management Across REO and

SMO

This chapter is in a box as it gives additional context and depth to this research, but is

not necessary for the results, findings, or understanding of the situation in Eindhoven. It
simply highlights the complexity of implementing a uniform procedure for decision making
and resource allocation across the municipality.

This chapter highlights how Eindhoven’s REO portefeuille and SMO portefeuille each approach
project portfolio management. While both portefeuille aim to allocate resources in line with
municipality wide goals, their methods differ, exemplifying the aforementioned issues of siloed
approaches and methods in the municipality. This analysis, therefore, serves as an example of
how two portefeuilles have tried to implement portfolio management without collaboration and
have established very different procedures. It highlights how Eindhoven’s governance structure
obstructs consistency, complicates municipal-wide prioritization, and sometimes leads to dupli-
cated efforts. Moreover, this chapter exemplifies the challenge of implementing a standardized
portfolio management practice due to the varying nature of projects the municipality addresses
and executes.

6.1 REO’s Approach to Portfolio Management

REO executes a wide variety of projects in the spatial and economic development field. They
are responsible for housing construction, infrastructure upgrades, and urban redevelopment, as
well as the environmental sustainability of these projects. Therefore, these projects involve major
capital investments, close collaboration with external stakeholders such as regional government
or contractors, and they operate under strict deadlines and external policy mandates. What is
different about the REO portefeuille is that it receives mandates both from the municipality and
the national government, which can make its policies particularly ambitious.

6.1.1 How REO Manages its Portfolio

The REO portefeuille has been developing a more formalized approach to portfolio management.
In this portfolio management process, REO aims to link each major project, such as housing or
infrastructure updates, to a higher-level strategic objective or program line (A or B programs).
Additionally, they use an evaluation framework to rank or assess initiatives based on feasibility,
alignment with overarching REO goals, resource demands, and expected benefits. They are trying
to create a structured portfolio management process by collecting data on each initiative, such
as timelines, budget needs, and risk levels, and linking the projects to strategic goals or programs.

REO also runs iterative portfolio sessions throughout the year, where sector heads and the
portfolio manager meet to decide which projects need to be accelerated, or delayed based on
changing current situations. They try to do this objectively, using the fact that each project
can be linked to an overarching sector goal, which is also linked to an overarching municipal or
national goal. The awareness of a project’s contributions to larger goals helps them determine
how to compensate for projects that are achieving less than expected, or more than expected, to
still achieve the necessary goals.

Therefore, it can be said that the process being developed by REO for portfolio management
is characterized by being structured, quantifiable, and involves a centralized dashboard and
periodic reviews.

However, while this process may sound concrete and well thought-out not all of the elements are
in place yet, it is still in the development phase. REO is still working on how to ensure projects
are tracked and their contribution is recorded accurately and in one collective space. Moreover,
they are trying to build this into a dashboard, via the project tool box. However, they are still in
the process of designing how that should be structured, what metrics to use to evaluate projects,
and conceptualizing how to scale this method for large complex problems that affect multiple
strategic goals, or require cross-departmental collaboration or input.
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6.1.2 Why REO Favors a Structured, Data-Driven Methods

In the REO portefeuille, the projects involve high financial stakes. They are dealing with
large-scale infrastructure or urban development projects, so they need to be able to justify their
project ranking and make informed decisions. A structured approach helps explain why certain
projects are chosen over others.

Additionally, REO also collaborates with regional governments, private developers, and other
external parties. These partnerships require clear planning, predictable timelines, and trans-
parency around who is responsible for what. Without that, it becomes difficult to coordinate.
This ensures stakeholders are aware of their roles, contributions, and deadlines.

Since REO portefeuille is responsible for long-term initiatives, having a systematic procedure and
clear oversight across all projects is critical. It helps prevent duplicated efforts or overlapping
budgets aimed at similar goals, which is especially important given the size of the investments
involved. Finally, REO also has to deliver on national goals, such as housing and sustainability
targets. Keeping track of progress and timelines is essential to make sure these goals are actually
met.

6.1.3 Challenges for the REO Portefeuille

Despite the structured and formal approach that is being developed in this portefeuille, the
REO portfolio managers and other employees mention a few challenges. Firstly, even within
REO, political interests can shape which projects are preferred as well as slight changes to
the project’s scope. For instance, if a Alderman supports a housing development in a specific
area, it may receive priority over other similarly worthy initiatives. Politics is still able to
reroute the well-structured prioritization methods, and this may come at the cost of achieving
national objectives efficiently. Nonetheless, REO aims to have objective, data-based discussions
in portfolio meetings, providing a clearer rationale for how resources get allocated.

Additionally, the limited uniformity with the processes in other portefeuilles means that cross-
cluster projects are difficult to manage, given REQO’s structured and quantifiable prioritization
method. However, as mentioned, for REO this structured process is important as it interacts
with developers, regional partners, and national policy frameworks. These external pressures
reinforce the need for a more standardized set of evaluation criteria so REO can communicate
clearly about project status, trade-offs, and timing.

Lastly, the biggest challenge is making the process they have designed come to fruition. At the
moment they are still developing the dashboard on how to link projects to goals and developing
the metrics to compare and determine projects’ contributions to goals. However, collecting the
necessary data and building the dashboard requires time and expertise.

6.2 SMO’s Approach to Portfolio Management

The SMO portefeuille is responsible for a wide range of people-centric initiatives such as youth
care, community development, social welfare, and neighborhood programming. Unlike REQO’s
focus on tangible deliverables and major capital investments, SMO projects often aim to improve
social well-being or foster inclusion and equity, producing outcomes that are difficult to measure
in purely quantitative terms. Because these challenges are more fluid and context-dependent,
SMO tends to have fewer rigid performance metrics (e.g., ROI, exact timelines) than REO, and
more emphasis on policy aims and flexible responsiveness to urgent social needs.

Therefore, they have developed a more policy-oriented and politically sensitive approach. Docu-
ments such as Koers 2040 outline broad ambitions (e.g., “inclusive communities,” “social cohesion,”
“reduced inequalities”) rather than concrete, KPI-linked targets. While these overarching goals
give a sense of direction, they often lack a step-by-step mechanism to prioritize or rank specific
initiatives, which makes portfolio management particularly difficult in this portefeuille.
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6.2.1 How SMO Manages its Portfolio

Due to the high-level goals, portfolio management in the SMO portefeuille uses less formalized
criteria. They use policy documents such as Koers 2040 and Bestuursakkoord to understand the
broad visions, but don’t break them down into numerical targets or standardized KPIs to create
an evaluation framework. The nature of these high-level goals makes it hard to translate into
measurable criteria, so the evaluation process stays mostly qualitative.

To help coordinate different social initiatives and avoid duplication, SMO has introduced a more
structured portfolio process. Firstly, there is the identification of a need and the creation of a
project proposal. Then the portfolio manager gathers all new proposals and information on the
current status of ongoing projects. Using an assessment framework, the prioritization of projects
is determined. This framework assesses the strategic alignment of a project, the social impact,
feasibility, resource use, and synergy within the portefeuille. Projects are graded in each criterion
on a scale of 0-10, based on how well they contribute to the criterion’s goal.

However, due to the subjective and vague nature of the goals, it is hard to determine what score
to give a project in an objective way. If different people are to grade the same project, it will
result in different scores. Nevertheless, following the assessment of the projects in each category,
the portfolio manager determines which projects are high priority and which can be deferred till
later. This is then provided to the sector head, who makes the final decision based on the advice
from the portfolio managers.

In addition to being responsive to social needs, the SMO portefeuille also faces significant
financial pressure. Due to limited funding from the national government, especially in areas such
as youth care and social assistance, SMO must also pay close attention to controlling costs and
managing growing social expenditures. As a result, the portefeuille is not only focused on social
value but also on financial sustainability. There is a growing recognition that prioritization will
need to consider not only short-term needs, but also the structural changes required to safeguard
future service delivery within financial limits.

Therefore, it can be said that SMO uses high-level goals and less formalized criteria to manage its
portfolio. This is primarily due to a lack of measurable and clear strategic goals, but it also allows
them to be responsive and reactive to changes in citizens’ needs. Nevertheless, they acknowledge
the need for a more structured process and have expressed the need for clearer goals to improve
the prioritization process.

6.2.2 Why the Social Sector is More Flexible and Less Standardized

Due to this more subjective evaluation criteria and process, it means that many initiatives can
be implemented and prioritized quickly in response to immediate or new challenges. Due to the
nature of this portefeuille, it is essential that SMO is able to respond quickly to new challenges
and needs, so rigid criteria can inhibit that. This also aligns with the political nature of the
municipality.

At the same time, the portefeuille is increasingly influenced by the financial pressure to make
the social domain more sustainable. There is an understanding that transformation is needed,
but concrete strategies are still developing. This creates a tension within portfolio management,
which must remain flexible enough to respond to immediate needs, while also keeping longer-term
goals in mind.

Additionally, even if subjective at times, the evaluation criteria help managers compare projects
side-by-side, rather than relying purely on ad hoc political or staff preferences. Moreover, it
also fosters transparency, as there is documentation justifying why decisions were made. This is
important, as the projects in this portefeuille address complex social indicators, so it is difficult
to provide evidence on what is best. Therefore, having criteria justifying why projects were given
funding is beneficial for improving transparency in the municipality.
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Nevertheless, having subjective criteria also means that there is not a lot of confidence or evidence
on how the current projects are contributing to municipal goals.

6.2.3 Challenges for the SMO Portefeuille

Even though SMO has taken steps to make portfolio management more structured, some
challenges remain. One of the main issues is that social outcomes are often difficult to measure.
They are not always concrete or easy to compare, which makes it hard to assess projects
consistently. There is an evaluation framework in place, but it is still too general. It loosely
connects to high-level municipal goals like Koers 2040 but does not provide enough specificity. As
a result, teams often interpret the scoring differently, which makes the process less transparent
and weakens how priorities are set.

Another challenge is the difficulty of responding to urgent or unexpected issues. The social
domain often needs to act quickly when policies change or new needs emerge. In theory, the
process is meant to be flexible. But in practice, it still relies on one-on-one conversations between
project leads and the portfolio manager. This takes time and capacity. Because there is no
formal fast-track option, some teams skip the process altogether to stay responsive. That makes
it harder to keep an overview of what is happening and to coordinate efforts.

A final challenge is the lack of coordination with other portefeuilles. Many SMO projects are
connected to other clusters, but each one has its own timeline and way of working. Without
shared tools or common planning routines, it is hard to align efforts. This makes it difficult to
manage capacity and set priorities across the organization.

6.3 Why SMO and REOs Methods Differ and Can They Align

The contrasting portfolio practices of REO and SMO stem largely from the inherent differences
in the types of projects that they manage. REO projects are typically infrastructure-based, with
tangible deliverables, enabling a more structured portfolio management. SMO, on the other
hand, is a portefeuille that does not exactly produce any tangible outcomes. The portefeuille is
very people-focused and often aims to achieve social cohesion, inclusion, or well-being of citizens,
making it difficult to have a data-driven approach to portfolio management. Moreover, given the
nature of the SMO portefeuille, unlike the REO portefeuille, it also needs to be extremely flexible
and aware of citizens’ needs. The process of making decisions needs to be flexible enough to
react quickly to unforeseen issues raised by citizens. Given that the REO portefeuille is mainly
concerned with long-term, capital-intensive projects that require substantial investment, it does
not need to be extremely adaptable or reactive to new and unforeseen needs from citizens.

Therefore, the foundational differences in the projects and natures of these two portefeuilles
exemplify the difficulty of achieving a uniform and structured SPM in the municipality. The
complexity and diverse nature of the different issues they address imply that a one-size-fits-all
approach to allocating resources and making decisions is not beneficial or possible. The analysis
of the REO and SMO portefeuilles shows that full convergence is likely not possible or beneficial
in the municipality. Nevertheless, given the respective weaknesses of each portefeuille, adapting
the approaches to be a bit more similar may benefit each one respectively.

Given the political nature of the municipality, and portefeuilles needing to account for changing
political opinions and requests, adopting a slightly more SMO fluid-like process can be beneficial
to REO. While still bringing structure to the decision-making process of SMO, the long-term
initiatives and projects in the SMO portefeuille can be evaluated against a more detailed and
structured evaluation criteria to assess their progress and contribution to goals throughout time.

6.4 Needs of Portfolio Managers Across Both Sectors

Even though REO and SMO have different types of portfolios and work in different ways,
portfolio managers in both portefeuilles mention similar challenges. This shows there is potential
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for a more aligned approach to how portfolios are managed across the municipality.

One shared need is a clearer structure for portfolio governance. Managers from both portefeuilles
said they would benefit from stronger city-wide goals to help them evaluate trade-offs more
consistently. A possible option to achieve this could be a centralized portfolio board, or a team
or person that oversees this process and provides portfolio managers with the desired structure
and support for decision-making. These portfolio boards would help ensure that portfolio-specific
goals and decisions are in line with municipality-wide priorities.

Another shared need is better access to data and more consistent metrics.Both portfolio managers
acknowledge the benefits of having shared performance metrics, reporting styles, and systems,
especially when collaborating, and for the sake of consistency. While they acknowledge the
difficulty in achieving this, and that it takes time, having reliable and comparable performance
metrics helps portfolio managers explain the trade-offs, particularly when a new prioritization
must occur due to a political change or request. Having evidence of the trade-offs and need for
reprioritization can help the decision-making process.

6.5 Cross-Sector Implications and Conclusion

REO and SMO have different ways of managing their portfolios, and that makes sense given the
differences in their work. But these differences also show a bigger challenge: the municipality still
lacks a consistent and clear way to manage resources across the organization. Both portefeuilles
want more structure, more transparency, and better alignment. At the same time, the wide
range of responsibilities across the municipality means that one single portfolio system will not
work for everyone.

However, there is a lot of benefits from introducing shared practices. Having a common way to
track and report on projects would make it easier to compare investments, monitor progress, and
see how everything connects to the broader goals of the city. It would also help weigh decisions
that affect more than one portefeuille.

Moreover, introducing a centralized portfolio governance mechanism, such as a cross-sector
portfolio board, could provide a structured way to oversee prioritization, mitigate duplication of
efforts, and aligning portefeuille activities with overarching municipal objectives. Such a body
would not replace portfolio-specific flexibility but rather create a shared space for negotiation,
and strategic decision-making across the entire organization.

Each portfolio needs to keep some freedom to manage its work in a way that fits its own
needs. But the current lack of coordination makes it harder for Eindhoven to manage resources
strategically. Fixing this will take more than new systems. It will require shared routines,
leadership support, and a way of working that balances structure with the ability to adapt. The
differences between REO and SMO highlight a wider issue: decisions are still being made in
silos, trade-offs are unclear, and there is no full picture of what the municipality is doing as a
whole. This makes it harder to plan for the future, manage capacity, and respond to both long
term ambitions and local needs.

The next chapters look at how joined up governance and adaptive portfolio management can help
Eindhoven move forward. These approaches offer a way to improve coordination without losing
the flexibility that is already working well.
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7 Towards an Adapted SPM

Traditional SPM assumes a level of clarity, cohesion, and control in an organization. This can be seen by
the emphasis on stable goals, standardized evaluation criteria, and reliable data flows. Nevertheless, the
analysis of the current state of decision-making and resource allocation in the municipality reveals that
the organization may not have these features. Eindhoven governance is characterized by a fragmented
structure, informal culture, and political fluidity. Additionally, they are also facing the challenge of in-
consistent data flows. Therefore, the analysis of Eindhoven’s situation, and the literature review of SPM
reveals that traditional SPM may not be applicable for Eindhoven.

In the following section, the assumption of SPM, and how they contrast with the realities in Eindhoven
will be discussed, addressing the second research sub-question of this paper- What are the limitations of
SPM in Eindhoven’s governance structure.

7.1 Core Assumptions of Traditional SPM Compared to Eindhoven

In this section, the core assumptions of SPM are compared to the current situation in Eindhoven to
clearly outline what needs to change in the traditional SPM structure for it to be effective in Eindhoven,
or what needs to be improved in Eindhoven so that SPM can be effective.

7.1.1 Assumption 1: Clear and Measurable Strategic Goals

Traditional SPM requires a clear strategic vision that can be translated to operational objectives. This
is important as it helps provide a direction for the organization, and in turn guides the project priori-
tization process. Most importantly, SPM assumes that goals are measurable, so that when projects are
being considered, the contribution a project makes towards a goal can be calculated.

However, in Eindhoven, currently, the goals are more aspirational targets, rather than operational
goals. No one in the organization is responsible for translating the goals into measurable and operational
goals. Department head, and portfolio managers are left to interpret them on their own and make
decisions accordingly. However, this leads to subjective and inconsistent prioritization throughout the
organization. Additionally, without measurable targets, it is difficult to track whether portfolios are
contributing to long-term outcomes and how.

7.1.2 Assumption 2: Standardized Criteria for Project Evaluation

Projects in SPM tend to be evaluated using a common framework, often with quantified criteria such
as cost-benefit ratios, contribution to strategic goals, risk level, and ROI. This enables comparison on
selection of projects in an objective, organization-wide manner.

However, in Eindhoven, there is no standardized or centralized method for evaluating projects. Each
portefeuille has developed its own approach based on its interpretation of municipal goals. The REO
portefeuille uses a more structured system, in which the contribution a project makes to a goal is tracked.
However, in the SMO portefeuille, the grading is often a lot more flexible and subjective, fitting the
nature of their portefeuille. Nevertheless, the absence of a shared criteria leads to siloed prioritization.
It further increases the strength of the silos in the municipality, as ensuring a project that is related to
multiple portefeuilles is executed effectively and efficiently is harder when each portefeuille is grading
and prioritizing projects differently.

7.1.3 Assumption 3: Centralized Portfolio Governance

Traditional SPM assumes there is a centralized authority or function, such as a portfolio board, that
governs project selection, ensures alignment with strategic goals, and coordinates resource allocation
across departments.

While this role is partially fulfilled by the College van B&W, which approves large projects and

allocates them to departments for execution, the municipality lacks a dedicated body within the organi-
zational structure focused on portfolio governance.
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Portfolio managers have been introduced within some portefeuilles (REO, SMO), but they operate
much lower in the hierarchy, don’t have decision-making power, and do not need to coordinate with each
other. As a result, decision-making remains fragmented across multiple actors and levels, and strategic
alignment and resource coordination are not actively managed across portfolios. The absence of a central
governance layer or body creates slower, more reactive decision processes.

This structure contrasts with the SPM model, which requires an empowered function to steer, mon-
itor, and align portfolio-level decisions across the organization.

7.1.4 Assumption 4: Stable Strategic Priorities Over Time

SPM assumes that the strategic goals set by the organization are long-term, and the focus can solely be
set on that. It assumes there are no short-term changes in needs and priorities, so decision-making can
always be made based on the long-term strategic goals.

However, the political nature of a municipality means that in Eindhoven, the strategic direction, or
more importantly, what is prioritized in decision-making, can change substantially. Every election cycle
can result in a different coalition balance, and therefore different priorities on the political agenda. This
means that in Eindhoven, SPM is difficult to implement as long-term goals and priorities can change.
Moreover, the nature of the municipality catering to the needs of the citizens means there are often new
and urgent needs that need to be attended to, which alter the prioritization of projects. This undermines
long-term portfolio consistency and results in frequent re-prioritization, planning inefficiencies, and a lack
of confidence in strategic direction.

7.1.5 Assumption 5: Reliable Data and Information Flows

Accurate, real-time data on project performance, capacity, and strategic alignment to guide decision-
making is a clear assumption in SPM. However, information transfer and capacity tracking are currently
not established processes in the municipality. This means that real-time and measurable data on a
project’s status and contribution to long-term goals is difficult to attain. This limits the ability of the
Directieraad and Aldermen to make evidence-based decisions and contributes to unrealistic planning.

7.1.6 Assumption 6: Formalized Cross-Department Collaboration

Traditional SPM assumes interdepartmental governance processes to coordinate shared initiatives, iden-
tify dependencies, and align resources. However, in Eindhoven, cross-portefeuille collaboration is mostly
informal and reactive. There are no formal procedures in place to facilitate cross-portefeuille collabora-
tion or regular communication. Therefore, the lack of collaboration structures in the municipality means
that traditional SPM is limited in the context of Eindhoven.

7.1.7 Assumption 7: Culture of Accountability and Standardization

Lastly, SPM expects that there is a culture that supports clear roles, standardized processes, and col-
lective accountability for goal achievement. However, the informal culture in Eindhoven is not suitable
to this. There is a clear favor of working outside the organizational process, and fixing problems with
informal agreements. Employees favor autonomy over formalized structure. This means that employees
tend to resist rigid structures when they are implemented, as it can threaten their current way of work-
ing and the flexibility of their roles. This is one reasons that portfolio management is currently seen
as something internal to each department and not as a proactive strategic tool. Therefore, the cultural
context in Eindhoven makes the implementation of SPM difficult without significant adaptations and
change management.

7.2 Summary: Eindhoven Is Structurally Incompatible with Traditional SPM

Together, these assumptions highlight how traditional SPM which is originally designed for profit-
oriented, stable organizations clashes with the political and governance context of the municipality
of Eindhoven. Rather than having a clear, universally accepted set of strategic goals, the municipality
faces fluctuating political agendas rather than consistent, high-quality data streams to support objective
project evaluation.
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The table below illustrates this misalignment by contrasting the foundational assumptions of tra-
ditional SPM with the on-the-ground reality in Eindhoven. It reveals the specific areas of structural

misalignment.

Table 3: Structural misalignment between traditional SPM assumptions and Eindhoven’s reality

Traditional SPM Assumption

Eindhoven’s Reality

Measurable strategic goals guide prioritization

Strategic goals are vague and not operationalized

Project evaluation uses standardized criteria

Portefeuilles use different and subjective prioriti-
zation methods

A central portfolio office aligns priorities

Portfolio managers operate in isolated silos

Strategic priorities remain stable over time

Political agendas frequently shift

Reliable data supports performance tracking

Project and capacity data are fragmented and in-
consistent

Departments coordinate through formal struc-

Collaboration is informal and often improvised

tures

Staff embrace accountability and standardization | Culture values autonomy and achieving standard-

ization is hard

The table highlights a fundamental misfit between Eindhoven’s current governance structure and the
conditions required for SPM to be effective. It shows that applying traditional SPM would likely fail
due to the structural incompatibility between SPM and Eindhoven. There are two ways to address this
incompatibility, firstly, SPM can be adapted and changed, or secondly, elements of Eindhovens current
governance can be adjusted. In the following sections both options will be explored.

7.2.1 SPM Is Not a Fixed Model, It Can Be Adapted

Traditional SPM is not a one-size-fits-all solution. Many of the features of SPM can be adjusted to
be compatible with the organization’s environment, while still providing the structural trade-off and
prioritization process desired. The table below shows which core aspects of SPM can be modified and
how, laying the groundwork for a more flexible and context-sensitive model.

Table 4: Which Elements of Traditional SPM Can Be Adapted

Traditional SPM Feature | Adaptable? | How It Can Be Modified

Top-down strategy formula- | Yes Incorporate bottom-up input and emergent learning

tion loops

Stable long-term goals Partly Use flexible goal-setting tools like OKRs that can be

revised periodically

Standardized,  quantitative | Yes Combine with qualitative, stakeholder-driven criteria

evaluation criteria in hybrid models

Centralized portfolio gover- | Yes Replace with distributed or networked governance

nance (PMO) models

Uniform process across all de- | Yes SPM can be designed with modular, department-

partments specific workflows

Periodic portfolio reviews | Yes Can be adapted to include faster feedback loops and

(e.g., quarterly) iterative decision-making

Data-driven decision-making | Yes (with | Combine quantitative tracking with expert interpre-
support) tation and contextual framing

This table highlights that it is not impossible to implement SPM into the municipality of Eindhoven,
it simply needs to be adapted and redesigned to reflect the realities of the municipality.
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7.2.2 What Can Realistically Change in Eindhoven?

While SPM can be adapted, another avenue for the successful implementation of SPM into the municipal-
ity is changing processes or structures in the municipality itself. However, not all aspects of Eindhoven’s
governance are equally flexible. Some challenges, like political volatility, must be worked around rather
than overcome. The table below assesses which structural features of Eindhoven are modifiable, and
what this means for adapting SPM.

Table 5: Which Elements of Eindhoven’s Governance Can Be Addressed

Governance Challenge in | Changeable? Implication for SPM Implementation
Eindhoven

Vague strategic goals Yes While setting SMART goals is difficult for a political
institution, goals can be clarifies and operationalized
using KPIs or OKRs

Subjective evaluation criteria | Yes A shared prioritization framework can be introduced
however it may be difficult to create

Siloed portfolio management | Partly Cross-sector coordination mechanisms (e.g., steering
groups) can improve alignment and collaboration,
but vertical silos are inherent to municipalities and
will remain

Frequent political shifts No SPM must be designed to absorb and adapt to po-
litical volatility
Fragmented data flows Yes (with ef- | Requires investment in integrated dashboards and
fort) capacity tracking, but it is horrible to improve

Informal collaboration cul- | Partly Can be complemented by formal linking roles or
ture structured deliberation methods

Need for a single standardized | No It is important to accept and support differentiated
process across departments approaches due to the wide variety of projects mu-

nicipalities need to execute

Resistance to standardization | Partly Long-term cultural change and leadership alignment
required

This analysis shows that there is a need for a dual approach to implement SPM in the municipality-
elements of SPM need to be adapted, and certain changes need to be made in the municipality to enable
the implementation of SPM. Not every challenge and misalignment can be resolved, however, many can
be addressed.

7.2.3 Conclusion

The misalignment described above is not a reason to give up on SPM. Instead, it shows why the approach
needs to be adapted, and why elements in Eindhoven might need to be adapted. For SPM to work in
Eindhoven, it needs to become more flexible and collaborative. It should still offer structure and support
strategic decisions, but it must also reflect the political and operational realities of how the municipality
actually works.

7.3 Why Eindhoven Requires an Adapted SPM Model

While Eindhoven’s current governance reality does not align with some of the critical assumptions of
traditional SPM. The structured approach that SPM has can still provide benefits to the municipality to
achieve a more strategic and evidence-based resource allocation and decision-making. However, certain
adjustments need to be made to the SPM framework to be compatible with Eindhoven, and leverage
its strengths, rather than highlight its points of inefficiency. This section delves into the dilemmas and
highlights what elements of the municipality’s current structure need to be carefully considered when
designing an adapted SPM for its context.
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7.3.1 Strategic Dilemmas in Decision Making in Eindhoven

The earlier analysis revealed both structural and cultural challenges that shape how decisions are made.
These challenges create three strategic dilemmas that show why a rigid, one-size-fits-all SPM approach
will not work in Eindhoven. Instead, the city needs a flexible model that fits its unique context.

Dilemma 1: Stability VS Adaptability in Strategic Planning
Eindhoven needs clear long-term goals to prepare for a growing population and to help departments plan
effectively. At the same time, the political environment is dynamic, and the organization often works
informally, which calls for flexibility. A possible solution is to set high-level strategic goals that remain
stable, while allowing departments to adjust implementation based on changing political and economic
conditions.

Dilemma 2: Centralized Oversight vs Decentralized Decision-Making
Eindhoven could benefit from stronger central coordination to improve alignment and reduce fragmented
decisions. But at the same time, its informal governance style already helps departments work around
silos. A more decentralized model allows teams to stay flexible and take ownership of their work. The
challenge is finding the right balance. One way forward is a coordinated model, where joined-up gov-
ernance structures support collaboration and information sharing, without needing to fully centralize
control.

Dilemma 3: Political Influence vs Evidence-Based Decision-Making
Political input in a democracy is necessary and cannot be removed from a municipality’s decision-making
process. However, an over-reliance on political preferences undermines consistency, continuity, and long-
term planning. The enabling conditions of Emergent strategies can offer potential solutions that can be
implemented into the SPM framework by enabling adaptability and autonomy to change processes. This
can help absorb political shifts while preserving strategic integrity.

7.3.2 Connecting Challenges to the Need for an Adapted SPM Model

The findings from the interviews align with the critiques of SPM discussed in the literature. Traditional
SPM assumes a decision-making environment that is characterized by clear strategic goals, stable gov-
ernance, and formalized procedures, all of which are currently not established in the municipality of
Eindhoven. As a result, SPM in its current form is not implementable within this municipal context.

Nevertheless, SPM still remains a powerful tool to bring structure to project evaluation, enabling
evidence-based decision-making and prioritization. However, changes need to be made to be imple-
mented in the municipality of Eindhoven. SPM cannot deal with the informal and political governance
in Eindhoven, the fragmentation of departmental structures, and the absence of formalized strategic
direction. To address these issues, concepts from two complementary governance frameworks can be
integrated: Joined-up governance and Emergent strategies.

SPM provides structure and a prioritization tool. But the municipality needs a more flexible decision-
making model to account for changes in citizens’ needs and political agendas due to Eindhoven’s highly
dynamic and political environment. SPM alone cannot allow for adapting the prioritization procedures to
changing environments, but the enabling conditions of emergent strategies do. By facilitating emergent
strategies, Eindhoven could create an SPM model that remains adaptable to changing political priorities
and citizens’ needs, without sacrificing long-term strategic visions.

Additionally, the lack of cross-sector collaboration in the municipality is a key bottleneck preventing
effective resource allocation. Applying practices from joined-up governance can help align departments
and establish clear accountability mechanisms, and promote knowledge sharing across the sectors. This
would reduce inefficiencies and allow SPM principles to be applied in a way that fits Eindhovens’ decen-
tralized governance structure.

In the following section of this research project a conceptual framework on how to combine these

concepts is proposed. Following this, the principles and concepts from emergent strategies and joined-up
governance that Eindhoven can benefit from will be explored.
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8 Conceptual Framework

This chapter presents a conceptual framework that integrates SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and the
enabling conditions for Emergent Strategies. It is developed based on the findings from the case analysis
of Eindhoven and the theoretical insights from the literature review. The framework is used to explore
how SPM can be adapted to better fit the municipality’s governance context and improve its resource
allocation process. It outlines how these three approaches interact and why their integration is necessary,
given Eindhoven’s current challenges and the structure of SPM.

The core idea behind this conceptual framework is the following:

e SPM provides the structured backbone for prioritization and resource allocation

e Emergent Strategies transform SPM’s behavioral element, embedding adaptability, learning, and
responsiveness into decision-making processes.

e Joined-Up Governance provides the collaborative practices that enables both structure and adap-
tation to function across silos.

Given the analysis of Eindhoven’s current situation, as well as the literature review of these three theories,
together these three theories form the foundation of what an adapted SPM for the municipality of
Eindhoven should entail and incorporate.

8.1 Rationale for Integrating SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and Emergent
Strategies

As discussed in the literature review, SPM provides a structured, top-down approach to prioritizing
projects and allocating resources (Killen et al., 2012;). It provides a way to balance trade-offs and make
informed and strategic decisions regarding resource allocation. However, as highlighted in chapter 7, SPM
has a number of assumptions, which can be characterized as limitations, particularly for the context of
a municipality. It assumes stable goals, a centralized top-down structure, it ignores or underestimates
fragmentation and silos, as well as assumes stable and efficient capacity tracking. Given Eindhoven’s
political nature, its frequent goal changes, and its siloed organizational structure, these assumptions limit
the applicability of traditional SPM.

The literature on Joined-Up Governance and Emergent Strategies offers practices and concepts that
together may address these limitations. Joined-up governance counters siloed structures and fosters
horizontal collaboration (Pollitt, 2003; Carey and Harris, 2015). While facilitating emergent strategies
leads to the possibility of accommodating uncertain or changing priorities by implementing a culture
of learning and bottom-up initiatives (Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). On their own, SPM, emergent
strategies, and Joined-up governance cannot effectively resolve the inefficiencies observed in the munic-
ipality of Eindhoven. But together, they offer a more realistic and operational governance model for
municipalities.

8.2 Core Roles of Each Theory
8.2.1 SPM: The Structural Backbone

SPM provides a structured approach to managing portfolios and projects based on long-term objec-
tives. SPM offers a clear set of tools and processes for evaluating, prioritizing, and allocating resources
to projects. However, some of the assumptions of SPM are not compatible with the realities of mu-
nicipal governance. The difference between the assumptions and the current situation in Eindhoven,
highlight barriers to the straightforward application of SPM in municipal settings, resulting in the need
for adaptations that address volatility, silos, and complexity of municipalities.

8.2.2 Emergent strategies: Behavioral Adaptation and Learning

Emergent Strategies propose that strategies can evolve from the ground up in response to real-time
conditions and situations, rather than being pre-planned and pre-defined. They occur due to a pattern
in behavior that emerges. Therefore, for Emergent strategies to emerge, there needs to be adaptability
and iterative learning. In politically dynamic environments, this way of thinking allows organizations
to adapt without losing coherence. This aligns well with the current situation in the municipality
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of Eindhoven. Common elements that enable emergent strategies are feedback loops, reflection, and
autonomy to act. Integrating these elements with a structured decision-making process of SPM, can
improve the municipality’s ability to navigate shifting goals and unpredictable developments.

8.2.3 Joined-up Governance: Collaborative Enablement

Joined-Up Governance complements SPM by addressing structural fragmentation and cultural silos. It
emphasizes the importance of cross-departmental coordination and aims to reduce fragmentation by
fostering horizontal collaboration, transparency, and mutual accountability through mechanisms like
cross-departmental committees, shared information systems, and a culture of trust. These practices
allow both SPM and emergent strategies to operate across structural boundaries. One of the key issues
of the municipality of Eindhoven is that practices are isolated in sectors or departments, rather than
standardized and shared across the municipality. This has lead to further fragmentation and inefficien-
cies. Therefore, without additional collaborative practices, the structured prioritization from SPM and
adaptive behavior from emergent strategies would remain confined within individual departments, rather
than improving the municipality as a whole operation. In this framework, joined-up governance acts as
the connective tissue that allows structure and adaptability to scale across the municipality.

8.2.4 How Emergent Strategies and Joined-up Governance Help Address SPM’s Limita-
tions

Although SPM provides a structured approach for selecting and prioritizing projects, it contains assump-
tions that may not hold municipalities. Table 6 below summarizes these SPM critiques, highlights the
key assumption behind each, and shows how Joined-Up Governance and Emergent Strategy can address
them. This integrated perspective underpins the adapted SPM model explored in this thesis.
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Table 6: Comparison of SPM’s Limitations with Elements from Emergent Strategy and Joined-Up

Governance
SPM Underlying How Emergent How Joined-Up
Limitations in Assumption Strategy Addresses It Governance Addresses
Eindhoven It

Requires Clear,
Stable Strategic
Goals

Assumes long-term
strategic objectives remain
consistent, enabling
top-down planning

Introduces iterative
feedback loops for
re-evaluating objectives if
political or social demands
shift

Encourages ongoing
conversations across
departments to make sure
new or updated goals are
understood and supported

Focuses on
Centralized,
Top-Down
Decision-Making

Assumes a stable
governance structure where
senior leadership defines
portfolios and ranks
projects

Gives more room for
bottom-up input, so people
closer to the work can
influence strategic
direction

Sets up shared boards or
committees so that
departments make
decisions together, rather
than waiting on a central
authority

Ignores or
Underestimates
Fragmentation
and Silos

Assumes teams share data
and coordinate easily
across departments

Actively addresses siloed
ways of working by
formalizing collaboration
and improving how
information flows between
departments

Assumes Stable
Resource

Availability and
Central Control

Expects stable funding,
capacity tracking, and
minimal political
disruption over time

Acknowledges that
resource allocation may
need rapid reconfiguration;
emergent practices let
teams adapt swiftly

Makes it easier for teams
to adjust together by
setting up shared budgets
or planning spaces that
allow reallocation when
priorities or conditions
change

Lacks Built-In
Ways to Adjust
Strategy
Continuously

Assumes occasional
portfolio reviews are
enough to stay aligned,
rather than continual,
real-time learning

Uses ongoing feedback
from stakeholders to make
small adjustments during
implementation

Builds in regular
cross-sector check-ins and
short planning cycles to
create a culture of learning
and re-evaluating decisions

8.3 Proposed Conceptual Framework

Therefore, the conceptual framework explores in this thesis combines elements from SPM, Joined-up
governance, and emergent strategies in attempts to develop a SPM suitable and beneficial for the mu-
nicipality of Eindhoven. How these theories fit together is visualized in the figure below.
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Figure 2: Conceptual Framework Visualization

8.3.1 Mechanisms and Interactions Between the Theories

Cross-Department Prioritization (SPM x Joined-up governance)

Through joint planning committees or a central portfolio office, SPM can be operationalized using prac-
tices from Joined-up governance, ensuring each department’s projects are evaluated against the whole
municipality for overlaps, synergies, or conflicts.

Adaptive Re-Prioritization (SPM x Emergent Strategies)
Conditions for Emergent Strategies to form, such as adapting to your environment allow the portfolio
to pivot and for resources to be allocated quicker, rather than remaining locked in a static, top-down,
mandated process.

Collaborative Learning and Real-Time Coordination (Joined-up governance x Emergent
Strategies)
Routine cross-department teams or communities of practice let employees exchange new findings, thus
letting emergent knowledge feed organizational adaptation facilitating strategies to emerge.

8.4 Conclusion

This conceptual framework presented in this paper synthesizes SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and Emer-
gent Strategy into an "adapted SPM” model tailored to the context of municipal governance. By inte-
grating structure (SPM), collaboration (Joined-up Governance), and flexibility (Emergent Strategies),
this framework addresses key challenges in Eindhoven’s resource allocation as well as other challenges
such as silos, political shifts, and diverse stakeholder needs. This framework provides the foundation
for recommendations that will allow Eindhoven to remain strategically focused, organizationally coordi-
nated, and politically responsive.

The next chapters operationalize this framework by identifying specific practices and governance
mechanisms that Eindhoven can adopt to translate this integrated model into practice.
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9 Joined-up Governance Practices That Can Improve SPM for
the Municipality of Eindhoven

The current governance structure of the Municipality of Eindhoven is based on vertical silos. This makes
collaboration difficult, impacting the resource allocation process in the municipality, and, in turn, its abil-
ity to implement SPM. Joined-up Governance is a theory that emphasizes the importance of collaboration
across government. The concept of Joined-up Governance has developed over time to include principles
that enhance policy coherence, improve the delivery of services, and increase cross-sector collaboration.
Given these goals and principles of Joined-up Governance, adopting some of its practices may improve
the functioning and decision-making process in the municipality, facilitating the implementation of SPM.

In the following sections, the practices of Joined-up Governance will be discussed. These practices
will then be linked back to Eindhoven’s current situation to identify which are most promising, answering
the third sub-question of this research paper.

9.1 Joined-up Governance Practices

Given that the Municipality of Eindhoven is facing silos that limit its ability to collaborate, implementing
some of the principles and practices of Joined-up Governance may result in improved process efficiency.
Joined-up Governance is not a singular practice, but rather a portfolio of practices. Structurally, it in-
volves cross-departmental collaboration and implementing people or groups to be "linking pins" (Karré
et al., 2013; Hyde, 2008). Strategically, it involves creating shared performance targets, pooled budgets,
and formalized accountability mechanisms (Pollitt, 2003). Lastly, at an operational level, Joined-up
Governance involves using tools such as digital portals and integrated information systems to improve
collaboration through better communication (Klievink and Janssen, 2009).

Joined-up Governance also involves fostering a change in culture and behavior in an organization.
It includes building trust, developing collaborative skills, aligning professional norms, and supporting
adaptive learning systems (Bryson et al., 2006; Carey and Harris, 2015).

In the following section, the different practices that Joined-up Governance involves to achieve a more
coordinated and collaborative governance style in municipalities and government entities are further
elaborated on.

9.1.1 Strategic and Structural Practices

Joined-up Governance often begins with political or executive mandates to coordinate policy across
siloed institutions. These mandates are typically operationalized through new or reformed governance
structures or frameworks.

At the strategic level, Joined-up Governance encourages reforms that align the goals and actions of
different departments. One of the key mechanisms is the development of shared strategic frameworks.
This entails a set of municipality-wide goals, with outcome indicators or KPIs that provide a common
reference for all departments (Pollitt, 2003). These frameworks help ensure that project proposals and de-
partmental actions are aligned with long-term objectives and can be compared or prioritized consistently.

Another practice in Joined-up Governance that fosters structural and strategic collaboration is the
implementation of formal structures such as joint planning committees. These are formal interdepart-
mental governance bodies that often involve program managers, strategists, policymakers, and financial
officers who meet to align planning processes, resolve cross-cutting tensions, and co-own decisions (Carey
et al., 2015; Hyde, 2008). These committees can be given the responsibility to align departmental goals,
prioritize investment, or make certain decisions. Eindhoven could build on its existing governance struc-
tures by introducing or strengthening such cross-departmental planning forums.

Cross-departmental teams are another common mechanism. These teams are composed of staff from
different departments working jointly on integrated initiatives. They are often formed around thematic
portfolios, such as neighborhood-based projects. These teams encourage shared ownership, faster learn-
ing, and more responsive planning (Bryson et al., 2006).
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Joined-up Governance also recommends assigning the role of linking pins or liaison officers to foster
collaboration and coordinated responses to issues. These are individuals embedded in multiple teams
who ensure that emerging projects are coordinated across departments from the beginning (Karré et al.,
2013). These actors play a bridging role and are particularly important in siloed environments where
dependencies or overlaps are otherwise discovered too late.

While these practices stimulate collaboration structurally, they often rely on shared performance
targets or pooled budgets to be effective (Ling, 2002). Without shared performance targets, it is difficult
to motivate collaboration with other sectors. Structural collaboration risks becoming symbolic rather
than real. Nevertheless, these structures enable joint policy planning and monitoring and help reduce
duplication of efforts across the municipality (Pollitt, 2003).

9.1.2 Operational Integration and Shared Tools

While implementing structural procedures is important, Joined-up Governance recognizes the importance
of operational-level integration as well. Collaboration must occur through daily routines and operational
tools, not only through high-level structures.

One key practice is the use of integrated information systems, such as dashboards that visualize
project interdependencies, progress, and capacity across departments. These systems help surface collab-
oration opportunities and reduce duplication of effort. For instance, a shared digital portfolio dashboard
in Eindhoven could support SPM by giving sector heads and strategists a real-time overview of strategic
alignment and capacity.

Operational integration is further supported by implementing standardized procedures. For example,
implementing standardized planning templates, shared project evaluation methods, and shared project
intake processes ensures that when departments collaborate, their processes and systems are compatible,
making cross-department collaboration more predictable and systematic.

However, to make this effort successful, there must be an understanding of shared outcomes and
targets across domains to help align incentives and create accountability for collaboration (Bianchi,
2015; Pollitt, 2003). Therefore, these practices alone may not be sufficient, cultural and behavioral
initiatives are also needed.

9.1.3 Cultural and Relational Practices

Structural changes alone are not enough. Long-term collaboration also requires cultural and behavioral
change. Studies on Joined-up Governance emphasize the need for trust, shared learning, and open com-
munication (Bryson et al., 2006; Carey and Harris, 2015).

Literature on Joined-up Governance describes multiple mechanisms to achieve this. Firstly, inter-
agency training and co-creation workshops help bring departments closer together (Hyde, 2008). For
example, organizing a workshop between spatial planning and mobility teams to scope a project together
not only improves the project itself but also builds long-term relationships and mutual understanding.

Another practice is fostering communities of practice. These are voluntary cross-sectoral groups that
meet regularly to exchange experiences, share lessons, and develop solutions for recurring challenges
(Emerson and Gerlak, 2014). In Eindhoven, communities of practice could be organized around themes
like climate resilience, digitalization, or inclusive mobility, enabling informal knowledge-sharing and im-
proving reflexivity across departments.

Consensus-based decision-making is also a valuable tool in collaborative settings. It focuses on making
decisions through open conversations where everyone involved can support or at least accept the outcome
(Segrensen and Torfing, 2021). This helps avoid situations where more powerful actors dominate, and it
improves trust in the process. In Eindhoven, where informal influence sometimes overrides formal steps,
this could help create more shared and stable decisions.
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Lastly, effective leadership is essential in Joined-up Governance. It is about stepping outside the
structure or boundaries of the organization and collaborating in new ways. To do this, leaders are
needed. Therefore, training programs that focus on skills like negotiation, emotional intelligence, and
cross-departmental collaboration can help(Carey and Harris, 2015). These programs also help overcome
siloed thinking or past tensions that can block collaboration.

9.1.4 Adaptive Management and Learning Infrastructure

While the core aspect of Joined-up Governance is to encourage cross-sector collaboration through creat-
ing more cross-sector formal structures, there is also an emphasis on an adaptive approach to governance.
It acknowledges the complexity of modern public problems. To achieve this, Joined-up Governance in-
cludes designing feedback loops between planning, implementation, and policy refinement (Emerson and
Gerlak, 2014).

A prominent practice is the use of quarterly portfolio reviews, where decision-makers pause to assess
progress across strategic portfolios, reflect on what is or isn’t working, and recalibrate plans as needed.
Data-sharing infrastructure and real-time monitoring enable these loops to function effectively. Func-
tional performance targets, such as equity, accessibility, or system responsiveness, shift the focus from
outputs to outcomes, encouraging teams to think systemically (Carey and Harris, 2015). These prac-
tices support collective learning, which in turn, strengthens collaborative capacity by surfacing hidden
interdependencies and generating new solutions (Emerson and Gerlak, 2014).

9.1.5 Facilitating Collaboration: How It Works

Together, these practices enable Joined-up Governance by embedding collaboration into both structure
and culture. They create formal and informal infrastructures, such as liaison roles, shared dashboards,
and governance boards, that support interdependence, trust, and joint action. Specifically, they con-
tribute in the following ways:

e Breaking down silos by requiring shared tasks, budgets, and goals.

e Creating relational infrastructure (liaison roles, shared IT systems, governance boards) that for-
malize inter-organizational ties.

e Aligning incentives through performance management and financial arrangements.
e Building mutual understanding and trust via social learning and face-to-face interaction.
e Legitimizing joint action through inclusive participation and co-produced policy goals.

By combining these practices, municipalities can build lasting collaborative capacity. In Eindhoven’s

case, such capacity is needed to overcome its current governance inefficiencies and unlock the full potential
of SPM.

9.2 Joined-up Governance Principles Applicable to Eindhoven

Based on the reviewed literature on Joined-up Governance and the practices it entails to achieve collab-
oration across sectors in government, links can be made between the benefits of these practices and the
inefficiencies in the Municipality of Eindhoven.

In the following table, the observed points of inefficiencies in the Municipality of Eindhoven are linked
to the practices and benefits of practices from Joined-up Governance.

60



Table 7: Joined-up Governance Practices Matched to Eindhoven Inefficiencies (Grouped Thematically)

Eindhoven Inefficiency

Recommended Joined-
up Governance Prac-
tice

Practice Description

S

trategic Alignment and Prioritization

Different methods for project
prioritization across departments

Shared Strategic Frame-
works

Aligns departments with common outcome
targets and priorities

Long-term planning is under-
mined by shifting political prior-
ities

Quarterly Portfolio Re-

views

While this does not directly improve the re-
action and process of adapting to political
changes, it introduces iterative feedback loops
for adjustment

Collaboration and Governance Structures

Departments create sector plans
without formal coordination

Joint Planning Commit-
tees

Formal governance bodies to harmonize plans
and co-own decisions

No governance structures
for shared project ownership
across departments and cross-
department  collaboration is
based on informal arrangements

Cross-Department Teams
or Joint Planning Com-
mittees

Formal governance bodies of mixed practices
to harmonize plans and co-own decisions

Portfolio management is
fragmented and lacks cross-
organizational governance

Joint Planning Commit-
tees

Formal governance bodies to harmonize plans
and co-own decisions

Sector head meetings do not pro-
mote cross-departmental collab-
oration

Co-Creation Workshops

Joint working sessions to align goals and build
trust

Operational Visibility and Data Infrastructure
Cross-sector project dependen- | Integrated  Information | Dashboards or IT platforms to consolidate
cies are not identified early Systems project/resource data
Strategic leaders lack insight into | Integrated  Information | Dashboards or IT platforms to consolidate
operational project status Systems project/resource data

Coordination Across Departments

Support departments are not in-
volved early in planning

Linking Pins / Liaison Of-
ficers

Boundary-spanning roles to facilitate coordi-
nation across departments

Preference for informal coordina-
tion limits uptake of structured
processes

Leadership Development
for Collaboration

Training to build systems thinking and rela-
tional skills

Knowledge Sharing and Standardization

Portfolio management practices
are not standardized

Communities of Practice

Cross-sectoral peer networks for knowledge
exchange

As shown in the table above, Joined-up Governance offers specific, actionable practices that directly
target the interdepartmental fragmentation and siloed decision-making processes currently undermining
SPM in Eindhoven. By adopting these practices, Eindhoven can create the structural, cultural, and
operational conditions necessary to implement SPM successfully. This enables both strategic coherence
and cross-sector collaboration.

9.3 Linking Joined-up Governance Practices to Strategic Portfolio Manage-

ment

To explicitly show how Joined-up Governance can improve the implementation of SPM, it is useful to

examine how specific practices enable key features of SPM.
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SPM depends on the municipality’s ability to assess, prioritize, and balance investments across mul-
tiple domains according to strategic objectives. This requires integrated information, coherent decision-
making, shared ownership, and iterative learning. The table below illustrates how core Joined-up Gov-
ernance practices directly support these SPM enablers.

Table 8: How Joined-up Governance Practices Support SPM

SPM Requirement Supporting Joined-up | Contribution to SPM Imple-
Governance Practice mentation

Strategic alignment across | Shared strategic frameworks | Provide a unified set of criteria
departments to evaluate and prioritize projects
across domains

Integrated project selec- | Joint planning committees Allow departments to collectively
tion and prioritization assess interdependencies and jointly
decide on portfolio composition

Cross-departmental coor- | Liaison officers and cross- | Ensure early communication, shared
dination departmental teams ownership, and synchronized plan-
ning across portfolios

Reliable and comparable | Integrated information sys- | Create visibility across departments
data tems on capacity, status, and dependen-
cies for informed portfolio steering

Institutional trust and col- | Co-creation workshops and | Build mutual understanding and re-
laboration consensus-based decision- | duce informal or unilateral decision-
making making

As shown above, Joined-up Governance offers both structural and cultural mechanisms that di-
rectly enable the design and implementation of core SPM processes. It not only addresses the root
causes of interdepartmental fragmentation but also strengthens the municipality’s capacity for strategic
decision-making, adaptation, and collaborative delivery, all of which are essential for effective portfolio
management.

9.4 Synergies Between Joined-up Governance and Emergent Strategies

While Joined-up Governance focuses on improving coordination between departments, it also helps create
a more collaborative environment where bottom-up ideas and adaptive ways of working can develop. By
improving communication and creating shared goals, it becomes easier for teams to respond to change.
This connection is explored further in Chapter 10, which looks at how Emergent Strategies support
responsiveness in a political and fast-changing environment.
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10 How Enabling Emergent Strategies can Improve SPM for the
Municipality of Eindhoven

The Municipality of Eindhoven traditionally relies on top-down planning methods to guide strategic
decision-making and resource allocation. However, as the challenges that the municipality addresses
become increasingly complex and interconnected, rigid long-term plans often fail to remain relevant. Ad-
ditionally, SPM, or portfolio management in Eindhoven, is frequently constrained by changing political
priorities, fragmented information, and siloed governance structures. This dynamic environment calls
for a more adaptive and learning-oriented approach to strategy-making.

Emergent strategy offers a different way of approaching this complexity. Rather than being developed
through a centralized plan, emergent strategies form over time in response to new insights, contextual
changes, and patterns in behavior. Strategies emerge through repeated actions, small decisions, and
reflection, often outside of formal planning cycles (Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). In this way, emergent
strategies do not aim to replace planning but complement it with greater responsiveness. In Eindhoven,
where political priorities shift and implementation realities are often different from the initial plan, emer-
gent strategies can provide a valuable addition to SPM.

In the previous chapter, Joined-up Governance was explored as a set of practices that promote struc-
tural and cultural collaboration across departments. This chapter takes a different perspective. In light of
the potential benefits of both the enabling conditions of emergent strategies, and the nature of emergent
strategies being adaptive and responsive, this chapter explores how municipalities can enable emergent
strategies. It focuses on how they can create the right conditions for strategies to form organically
in response to ongoing learning and adaptation. It first outlines the conditions that enable emergent
strategies, followed by an explanation of how these can support the functioning of SPM in Eindhoven,
answering the fourth research sub-question of this paper.

10.1 Conditions That Enable Emergent Strategy in Municipalities

While emergent strategies cannot be planned or implemented in a traditional sense, municipalities can
enable their development by shaping the environment in which they form. This involves creating the right
conditions for learning, flexibility, and participation. The following five areas reflect the most relevant
enabling conditions for municipalities.

Real-time Reflection and Short-Cycle Reviews

Emergent strategies often begin when teams notice that something is not going as expected. Regular
opportunities to reflect on progress help identify issues early and make timely adjustments. Practices
such as quarterly reviews, learning sessions, or informal feedback loops help teams understand what is
happening and adjust accordingly. Research shows that these reflective practices support learning and
increase responsiveness (Govender and Reddy, 2020). In Eindhoven, these short-cycle learning routines
are not consistently present. Introducing more structured but lightweight reflection moments across
projects would help identify misalignments and support a more adaptive way of working.

Cross-Sector Experimentation and Pilot Projects

Testing new ideas on a small scale allows for learning without the risk of large-scale failure. Pilot
projects are often used to try out new approaches in a limited setting. In Eindhoven, various pilots have
been carried out, especially in the domains of mobility and energy. However, these are rarely evaluated
systematically, and learning are not shared across departments. When different clusters work together to
test new ideas, they create space for innovation. These pilots can be used to generate insights, challenge
assumptions, and inform future decision-making.

Decentralized Decision-Making in Early Phases

Allowing teams to take initiative in the early stages of a project increases the chance that strategies
reflect what is happening in practice. This does not mean a loss of strategic control, but rather giving
operational staff more space to be adaptive.
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Stakeholder Co-Creation in Goal Setting

Another enabling condition for emergent strategies is the involvement of stakeholders. Emergent strate-
gies are more likely to remain relevant when external stakeholders are involved early in the planning
process (Jekabsone et al., 2019 ). When municipalities include residents, community groups, or partners
in defining goals, they make space for new insights to shape direction.

Learning Infrastructure and Peer Networks

Emergent strategies become more powerful when lessons from one part of the organization are shared
more broadly. Creating spaces for departments to share experiences, discuss outcomes, and reflect
together helps identify patterns and avoid repeating mistakes. In Eindhoven, informal peer learning hap-
pens, but it is not systematically supported. Strengthening communities of practice or setting up regular
knowledge-sharing sessions would improve the organization’s learning capacity and support adaptation
across teams.

These five areas do not create strategies on their own. However, they create the right conditions for
emergent strategies to develop over time in response to changing needs and experience.

10.2 How Emergent Strategy Supports SPM in Eindhoven

The previous section described how municipalities can enable the development of emergent strategies
by creating the right conditions. Encouraging reflection, allowing for experimentation, and involving
stakeholders early all support a more flexible way of working. These practices are especially relevant in
a context like Eindhoven, where priorities shift, information is fragmented, and formal planning often
struggles to keep pace with reality.

Several of the inefficiencies described earlier in this thesis, including unclear prioritization criteria,
reactive portfolio adjustments, and limited coordination between policy and execution, make it difficult
to implement SPM consistently. Emergent strategies do not directly solve these issues, but they offer a
way of working that can strengthen SPM by making it more adaptive, responsive, and grounded.

Portfolio management in Eindhoven currently relies heavily on formal plans, political decisions, and
structured proposals. While these are important, they often leave little space to adapt based on experi-
ence. By supporting the conditions outlined above, the municipality can better identify what is working,
surface new opportunities, and recalibrate priorities based on what is actually happening. This leads to
a more resilient and realistic version of portfolio management.

The following table shows how each enabling condition contributes to both the development of emer-
gent strategy and the improvement of SPM in Eindhoven.
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Table 9: Conditions That Enable Emergent Strategy and Strengthen SPM in Eindhoven

Enabling Condition

How It Supports Emer-
gent Strategy

How It Improves SPM in
Eindhoven

Real-time reflection and
feedback loops

Allows teams to adjust ac-
tions based on what is work-
ing or not

Makes the portfolio more respon-
sive to political shifts and imple-
mentation realities

Cross-sector collaboration

Encourages shared learning
and coordinated adaptation

Reduces fragmentation and sup-
ports integrated prioritization
across clusters

such as short cycles and
peer sharing

come part of shared knowl-
edge

Decentralised decision- | Gives room for operational | Helps SPM align better with prac-

making space insights to shape direction tical constraints and new develop-
ments

Stakeholder participation | Brings in diverse and evolving | Improves project selection and

in early planning perspectives strengthens legitimacy of strategic
choices

Learning infrastructure | Helps insights spread and be- | Avoids repeating mistakes and en-

ables more adaptive steering over
time

These improvements are particularly relevant when viewed in light of the inefficiencies described in
Chapter 5. For example, early stakeholder involvement can help align fragmented priorities across clus-
ters. Short-cycle feedback loops allow the municipality to adjust when political shifts or capacity issues
arise. In this way, enabling emergent strategy improves the municipality’s ability to steer adaptively,
without relying solely on rigid procedures or long-term forecasts.

10.3 Limitations and Considerations

While emergent strategies offer valuable flexibility, they also come with limitations. Because they arise
through practice, they can be difficult to observe, evaluate, or justify. Without structures for visibility
and learning, useful adaptations may go unnoticed. Additionally, there is a risk that emergent actions
will drift away from strategic priorities, especially if there are no feedback loops to guide alignment.

In Eindhoven, where political visibility and accountability matter, strategies that form through in-
formal adaptation may be harder to communicate or justify. Therefore, the municipality must pair its
enabling practices with structured review mechanisms. This will help connect emergent behaviors to
broader goals, so that the benefits of flexibility do not come at the cost of coherence.

10.4 Conclusion

Enabling emergent strategies allows municipalities to better adapt to change, uncertainty, and complex-
ity. These strategies do not develop through formal planning, but through repeated actions, reflection,
and shared learning. When the right conditions are in place, they can complement structured approaches
to decision-making and improve the overall functioning of SPM.

In Eindhoven, creating these conditions means embedding practices such as reflection, experimenta-
tion, and participation into the daily reality of governance. The next chapter builds on this by translating
the insights from both Joined-up Governance and Emergent Strategies into a set of design principles and
recommendations for an adapted SPM model tailored to Eindhoven’s needs.
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11 Developing Final Recommendations

This chapter explains how the final recommendations were developed and how an adapted version of
SPM could be introduced in a way that actually fits Eindhoven’s needs. Therefore, this chapter sets up
the criteria on how to answer the fifth sub-question of this research paper. First, the critical points of
improvement that were identified are summarized, and the strengths of Eindhoven’s current governance
style that the solution should build on are reintroduced. Using these factors, a design criterion is created
that is used to develop a cohesive recommendation for Eindhoven.

11.1 Recap of Core Governance Challenges

The analysis of Eindhoven’s municipal governance revealed three root causes:

e Strategic Ambiguity: While the Bestuursakkoord outlines general ambitions, these are not
consistently translated into measurable objectives for portfolio decision-making. This disconnect
limits the ability to guide, prioritize, or evaluate projects based on strategic fit.

e Fragmentation: Strategic initiatives are often developed and executed in silos. This makes
it difficult to collaborate as there are no shared practices or clear procedures for establishing
collaboration.

e Inconsistent Portfolio Practices: Project intake, prioritization, and capacity tracking differ
across departments, making trade-offs between initiatives difficult and reactive.

This research project determined that the underlying problem in the municipality is that the formal
governance structure has not evolved in complexity in line with the increased complexity of problems
the municipality faces as it grows. This results in several inefficiencies being seen and felt throughout
the organization. As it is impossible to change the governance structure easily, it is important to adapt
SPM in a way that targets some of these inefficiencies across the organization for its implementation
to be effective. Therefore, the recommendations in this paper should address the root causes of the
inefficiencies identified.

11.2 Strengths and Enablers

Despite these challenges and inefficiencies, the municipality of Eindhoven exhibits several internal strengths
that can support adaptive change:

e Strong Informal Networks: As Eindhoven grew, teams found ways to work around the slow or
unclear formal procedures by relying on informal agreements and personal networks. This informal
network is established and seen as more efficient than the current formal guidelines and processes
in the municipality. Instead of replacing them, the recommendations aim to formalize and scale up
what is already working well, while making sure key compliance and coordination needs are still
met.

e A Proactive, Improvement-Oriented Mindset: Many employees take initiative and are open
to trying something new in order to improve processes. There is a strong “just fix it” attitude.
Previous examples like the creation of the Strategic Investment Team show a willingness to exper-
iment with new tools and methods. This shows that change is possible when people believe in the
value it brings.

e Openness to Pilot-Based Learning: Eindhoven has a culture willing to experiment and try
new things. It may take some time to approve a new way of working, team, or idea. However,
employees would like Eindhoven to be seen as effective and innovative, just like the region, and
therefore are willing to change processes if the benefit is clear.

These factors suggest that a collaborative, iterative, and data-informed approach to governance re-
design is possible and desirable. Moreover, these strengths of the municipality of Eindhoven should be
considered in the recommendations. The recommendations on how to implement an adapted version of
SPM should work with these strengths and capitalize on them.
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11.3 Design Criteria for the Recommendations

To translate the analytical findings of this research into actionable solutions, a set of eight design cri-
teria was developed to guide the design of an adapted SPM model for the Municipality of Eindhoven.
These criteria do not aim to solve every inefficiency observed, but instead focus on the systemic dys-
functions that are both urgent and realistically addressable within the existing organizational constraints.

Each criterion responds to one or more of the following: the root causes identified in Chapter 5
(strategic ambiguity, fragmentation, and inconsistent portfolio practices), the governance symptoms and
inefficiencies identified in Chapter 5, the strengths and enablers described in Chapter 5, and relevant
concepts from SPM, Joined-up Governance, and Emergent Strategies.

This criterion serves as a way to filter and guide the development of an effective and feasible recom-
mendation for the context of Eindhoven.

1. Translate Political Goals into Operational Portfolio Themes

One of the main issues in Eindhoven is that long-term political goals are not broken down into clear
priorities that departments can use in practice. This makes it hard to link projects to strategy or evaluate
them consistently. This criterion is about making those goals more concrete and measurable, so they
can guide decisions across portfolios and over time. The political goals and visions need to be expressed
in a way that are more meaningful to departments and measurable over time.

2. Enable Prioritization that Reflects Both Strategic Value and Urgency

Currently, projects are often prioritized in an inconsistent way, depending on who is involved or what is
urgent at the time. This leads to reactive decisions and makes it hard to compare trade-offs across the
municipality. This criterion focuses on creating a process that helps teams weigh both the strategic value
and the urgency of a project. It should be flexible enough to work across departments but structured
enough to support clear and fair prioritization.

3. Preserve Political Decision-Making Power, but Improve Its Evidentiary Basis

This criterion targets ad-hoc political decision-making and a lack of structured feedback to political
actors. Political discretion is an essential and legitimate part of municipal governance. Therefore,
while introducing a prioritization criteria, it is important that Aldermen can still deviate from these
prioritizations and remain able to make autonomous decisions. This criterion allows political power to
remain, but strives to ensure that the recommendations given to the municipality lead to politicians
getting more data and evidence to guide their decision-making. This criterion ensures political choices
are better informed, better explained, and better embedded in strategic logic, which in turn can improve
legitimacy without limiting autonomy.

4. Encourage Cross-Sector Collaboration Without Collapsing Silos

This criterion is aimed at solving issues such as fragmentation between departments, lack of joint own-
ership, and coordination bottlenecks. Rather than trying to restructure the organization (as this is not
realistically feasible), this criterion ensures the recommendations include mechanisms that support col-
laboration. This criterion links Joined-up Governance practices into the solution. Additionally, as the
underlying cause of the inefficiencies in the municipality is a governance structure that has too many
vertical silos that do not match the complexity of the projects and problems they face, this criterion tries
to somewhat improve that governance structure and address this underlying problem.

5. Improve Information Transparency and Availability

This criterion addresses problems such as resistance to change, and low adoption of formal tools. Eind-
hoven’s informal trust networks, staff proactivity, and pilot culture are clear strengths. This criterion
makes sure that new ways of working build on those existing strengths while also making it easier to
share information across teams in a more consistent and open way.
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6. Institutionalize Learning and Adjustment

This criterion responds to the need for flexibility within the municipality to adapt to political changes
and evolving demands from citizens. Eindhoven operates in a dynamic political environment and is
expected to continue growing, which brings constant shifts in priorities and societal needs. That means
it cannot rely on one fixed system or a solution that only works under stable or the current conditions.
Instead, there needs to be space to pause, reflect, and make small changes along the way. This criterion
is about making sure that there are regular points to reflect, learn, and make small changes as needed.
The goal is not to set a fixed system but to build something that can grow and evolve over time. That
includes practices like checking in during implementation, making time for reflection, and making sure
teams have the freedom to adjust their approach when things change. It allows the municipality to learn
from what works, fix what does not, and keep improving without having to start over every time.

7. Be Scalable Across Departments

One of the main challenges in Eindhoven is that each department does things its own way. This makes
it hard to compare, collaborate, or scale what works. This criterion targets fragmented implementation,
siloed learning, and inconsistent adoption across different parts of the organization. The goal of this
thesis is not to improve practices in a single department, but rather provide recommendations for the
municipality as a whole, due to the underlying understanding that there are silos in the municipality
and we should aim to reduce them. Therefore, it is important that the recommendations are not tailored
specifically to a sector or department, but that they are practices that can be implemented throughout
the organization, even if they require slight adjustments.

8. Be Legally and Financially Feasible

A lot of ideas fail not because they are bad, but because they are too ambitious or not realistic for the
current legal or financial situation. This criterion makes sure that the recommendations can actually be
implemented. They should work within the systems and resources Eindhoven already has. No major
restructuring or new budgets should be needed just to get started.

11.4 Selectivity and Scope: What Is Not Addressed and Why

The design criteria presented above does not aim to address every inefficiency identified in this research.
Instead, they are focused on the governance challenges that are both important and realistically address-
able within Eindhoven’s current context. It focuses on improving the root causes of these inefficiencies.
Therefore, not every issue that came up in the research is tackled directly. Some were left out on purpose,
either because they are out of scope, not practical to solve right now, or too specific to one part of the
municipality. The reasoning for excluding certain issues is explained below.

e Operational Bottlenecks in Support Departments : Some delays and inefficiencies came from
coordination with departments like Legal, IT, or Finance. These are important, but they mostly
reflect wider problems like unclear roles or a lack of shared planning. Instead of directly trying
to solve these bottlenecks, this thesis includes criteria to improve collaboration and transparency
across departments. That may help reduce the pressure on support teams and improve their
integration in the portfolio process.

e IT and Data Infrastructure Limitations: Eindhoven clearly lacks consistent data sharing
platforms and portfolio visibility tools. Nevertheless, this thesis deliberately avoids prescribing
specific technical solutions in the design criteria. Instead, the design criteria focus on improving
visibility, prioritization logic, and communication across silos. These improvements are expected
to indirectly support better data infrastructure by making future digital tools more aligned with
actual governance needs. As a result, the design criteria do not assume or prescribe the use of
new data infrastructure, but rather aim to create the conditions that would make such tools more
useful and effective over time.

e Highly Department-Specific Issues: Some inefficiencies identified were very specific to certain
sectors or teams. While those are important, this research aims to propose recommendations that
apply to the municipality as a whole. Therefore, the design criteria were selected based on their
ability to scale across departments and address cross-cutting governance challenges.
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Overall, the design criteria chosen in this thesis focus on improving strategic alignment, prioritization,
collaboration, learning, and feasibility. These are the areas where there is the most room for improve-
ment and where practical, system-level changes can realistically be made within Eindhoven’s current
governance context.

11.5 Small Shifts in Eindhoven Outside of SPM Recommendations That Can
Strengthen Strategic Change

This thesis focuses on adapting SPM to Eindhoven’s reality by introducing practices from Joined-up
Governance and creating the conditions for Emergent Strategies to take shape. The emphasis of this
thesis has been on identifying pragmatic practices to be recommendations, rather than on redesigning
structures or proposing large-scale reforms for the municipality due to the difficulty in implementing
them. The goal has been to work with what exists, and to offer realistic improvements that make Eind-
hoven’s resource allocation more strategic and evidence-informed.

Nevertheless, there are some cultural and behavioral patterns within the organization that contribute
to inefficiencies and could be addressed with relatively small changes. One of the clearest examples is
how collaboration currently functions. While there is a strong informal culture and a high degree of
trust within clusters, collaboration across clusters is often limited. Information tends to stay within
silos, coordination relies heavily on personal relationships, and alignment across portfolios is fragile. As
the municipality continues to grow, these issues are likely to become more noticeable. The current way of
working, that has been extremely successful until now, may not be enough to keep up with the increasing
complexity and scale of growth the municipality is facing.

This is where small cultural shifts can make a real difference. Some of the recommendations elabo-
rated on later in this thesis already contribute to this, such as the Portfolio Steering Committee and the
linking pin roles, which help build more structure around cross-cluster collaboration. But looking ahead,
Eindhoven would benefit from making horizontal collaboration more visible, repeatable, and normal.
This could include regular joint portfolio reviews, shared sessions across clusters to discuss strategy, or
short reflection moments tied to OKRs. The goal is not to create more meetings, but to build a rhythm
where coordination is expected and becomes a natural part of how the organization works. These mo-
ments can help normalize the habit of considering other portfolios when making decisions, and over time
can help reduce duplication and misalignment.

There is also another important cultural dynamic that should be acknowledged. In Eindhoven, for-
mal procedures are often seen as slower or less effective than informal coordination. As a result, people
tend to rely on personal networks rather than formal channels. While this flexibility has helped the
municipality move quickly in the past, it presents a challenge as the organization grows. With many
new employees expected to join in the coming years, relying on informal relationships is not sustainable.
It risks excluding people, creating inconsistent practices, and making collaboration dependent on who
knows whom. Therefore, encouraging a cultural shift that makes formal coordination more trusted and
more widely used is beneficial. The aim is not to eliminate informal cooperation, but to make formal
channels more widely used. This also involved updating formal channels to be more aligned with how
people actually work, encouraging them to use the channels and see them as efficient. This will help build
consistency, especially for new staff, and reduce dependence on implicit knowledge and invisible networks.

Leadership plays an important role in this. Many inefficiencies are not the result of a lack of effort,
but of teams being focused inward on their own responsibilities. There is a lot of unity within individ-
ual clusters, but much less between them. Creating a shared sense of direction across the organization
can help shift this. When people understand they are all working toward the same goals, and that
collaboration is not optional but necessary, behavior starts to shift. Having shared values such as value
co-creation, learning, and working with the city in mind can help support this change.

It is also worth noting that Eindhoven is already aware of many of these challenges. Internal efforts
to improve culture are ongoing, with a focus on collaboration, ownership, and trust. This shows that
there is momentum in the right direction. But many of these initiatives are still happening in isolation.
There are multiple teams working on improving collaboration, but these efforts are often stuck within
silos. They are not yet integrated across the municipality as a whole. This is why leadership matters.
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The practice of collaboration and a sense of shared direction should be made visible from the top, to help
unite the organization and build more consistent ways of working together. By improving how people
work across boundaries, Eindhoven can get more out of the tools and practices introduced in this thesis
and increase the chances that they will stick over time.

This view on culture does not change the recommendations that follow. But strengthening collabo-
rative behavior is something Eindhoven can work on alongside the structural improvements. It does not
come directly from SPM, Joined-up Governance, or Emergent Strategies, but it supports all of them.
If people across the organization start working together more intentionally, using consistent processes,
and aligning their efforts, then the road map that follows becomes easier to implement and more likely
to succeed. Improving how people collaborate is not a separate project. It is something that makes the
broader change more practical and more sustainable.

70



12 Final Recommendations: An Adapted SPM for Eindhoven

This chapter discussed the various elements of SPM, Joined-up governance, and emergent strategies that
have been selected and combined to produce a final recommendation for an adapted version of SPM, and
therefore answers the fifth and final sub-question of this research paper. To select the design, various
practices of SPM, Joined-up governance, and Emergent strategies were considered for each criteria item
until a cohesive solution was developed that also met the needs of Eindhoven. The proposed solution
addresses the three root causes- strategic ambiguity, organizational fragmentation, and inconsistent pri-
oritization, while also building on the existing strengths of the municipality, such as informal teamwork
and a motivated and forward-thinking workforce.

The proposed solution is designed as a cohesive yet flexible approach to improving Eindhoven’s
strategic resource allocation. Rather than attempting to overhaul the system all at once, it offers four
interlocking parts, each addressing a different layer of governance: goal setting, coordination, prioriti-
zation, and information flow. These elements are simple enough to implement gradually, but powerful
when working together.

12.1 Introduction to the Recommendation

The underlying cause of many of the inefficiencies in Eindhoven, but also in other municipalities, is that
the problems municipalities are currently facing are much larger and more complex than before. There-
fore, the vertical, siloed governance structure is making it difficult to tackle these problems. However,
restructuring an entire municipality, especially one that has a growing list of projects, and is expected
to rapidly continue growing in the coming years, is not an easy job, nor realistic.

Therefore, solutions need to be developed to try and decrease some of the symptoms, or inefficiencies
seen. This thesis explores ways to tackle these challenges and inefficiencies that the municipality of
Eindhoven is experiencing through the implementation of an adapted SPM framework. The ultimate
goal is to create a process of resource allocation and decision-making that is more informed and evidence-
based while still remaining flexible for political intervention and decisions. The proposed solution has
four main elements.

12.1.1 Translating Political Vision into Operational Direction: OKRs for Strategic Align-
ment

One of the most frequently voiced concerns from municipal employees in Eindhoven is the lack of clear,
specific, and actionable strategic goals. Although the ambitions outlined in political documents such
as the Bestuursakkoord provide high-level direction, they are often too abstract or vague to effectively
guide daily decision-making or project prioritization. This has led to difficulties in aligning departmental
efforts, in measuring progress, and in justifying resource allocation decisions.

To address this issue, this thesis recommends that the new political coalition, to be formed in 2026,
formulate a set of Objectives and Key Results (OKRs) directly linked to its ambitions in the Bestuur-
sakkoord. These OKRs should then serve as the foundation for translating political vision into specific
and measurable goals that the entire municipal organization can act upon. The S&O sector should take
responsibility for coordinating this process, helping to cascade the OKRs from the political level to each
portefeuille, then further down to sectors, departments, and individual teams. In this way, OKRs can
become the common thread that aligns the whole municipality behind a shared direction.

OKRs provide a structured and transparent mechanism for translating political goals into specific,
quantifiable targets that departments can act upon. OKRs have become a prevalent strategic manage-
ment tool in large organizations, aiming to enhance operational alignment and performance (Barbala
et al., 2025). It is a lightweight management framework for aligning teams and tracking outcomes. Zasa
and Buganza, 2022 highlights that OKRs contribute to creating a shared vision which keeps the dif-
ferent, empowered teams aligned. Additionally literature also states that OKRs encouraged employee
collaboration and innovation (Rompho and Truktrong, 2024). While there is no literature on OKRs
being implemented in municipalities, there is no reason that this goal-setting method would not work
in municipalities, as they are often used in large, siloed organizations facing similar alignment challenges.
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Each OKR consists of two components. The Objective is a clear, qualitative statement of a strate-
gic goal. It should be ambitious, inspiring, and direction-setting. The Key Results are three to five
measurable outcomes that indicate whether the objective has been achieved. These should be specific,
time-bound, and evidence-based.

For example, one of Eindhoven’s strategic goals from the current bestuursakkord is: Become a climate-
neutral and climate-resilient city. The following can be an example of an OKR for this strategic goal:

e Objective: Achieve measurable progress toward climate neutrality and resilience by 2030.

e Key Results:

Reduce citywide CO2 emissions by 40% from 2020 levels by the end of 2026.
Ensure 100% of new municipal buildings are built to energy-neutral standards by 2026.
Retrofit 2,000 low-energy label homes annually (D-F) starting in 2023.

Support 25 neighborhood energy coalitions by 2026 to co-develop local energy solutions.

Another example based on the current Bestuursakkoord may be the following OKR for the strategic
goal: A city where everyone benefits from the Brainport economy:

e Objective: Promote inclusive growth through the Brainport for Everyone agenda.
e Key Results:

— Launch 3 joint employment programs in disadvantaged neighborhoods by 2024.
— Reach 100 youth annually through “Brainport Traineeships” by 2025.

Provide job coaching to 1,000 low-income families annually by 2025.
— Establish a €5M Social Brainport Fund by 2025.

By expressing each political ambition as a set of OKRs, the municipality can make its goals more
tangible, measurable, and actionable across all domains. OKRs also create a clearer connection between
political priorities and the work of departments. This makes it easier to track progress, coordinate col-
laboration, and allocate resources based on shared goals.

In order to embed the OKRs into the Bestuursakkoord process and ensure accountability, the following
division of roles is proposed:

e The S&O sector should coordinate the OKR drafting process shortly after the formation of the
new coalition in 2026. This can start with a workshop or presentation that uses examples from the
previous Bestuursakkoord to illustrate how OKRs might have been formulated.

e For each major ambition of the Bestuursakkoord, the S&O sector should check that the coalition
has formulated an OKR. The S&O sector should then, in consultation with relevant departments
and policy advisors, advise the coalition on the OKRs if adjustments are needed.

e The complete set of top-level OKRs should be approved by the Gemeenteraad alongside the Bestu-
ursakkoord. These OKRs are then assigned to the Aldermen as part of their political portfolio.
This helps clarify their responsibilities and enables better preparation within the organisation to
meet those goals.

e Once validated, the OKRs should be distributed to the relevant clusters or portefeuilles. The
OKR’s will then be embedded into their portfolio plans and be used as a foundation for their
evaluation criteria during project evaluations. The S&O sector should work with each portefeuille,
sector, and department to ensure they each have clear OKRs. This process continues down to
individual teams. In this way, OKRs will be embedded at all levels of the organization, providing
clarity about responsibilities and the role each team plays in achieving the vision set out in the
Bestuursakkoord.
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Each portefeuille should then develop its own project prioritization framework based on the OKRs
it contributes to. This research also identified the difficulty of applying a single, shared set of evalu-
ation criteria across the entire municipality, given the varied nature of work in different portefeuilles.
Therefore, this method allows different portefeuilles to have their own criteria, but ensures they are
all grounded in the overarching OKRs. At the same time, for projects that cross multiple clusters or
require substantial investment, a Portfolio Steering Committee should use the OKRs to create a shared
evaluation framework. This makes it easier to align on which cross-cutting initiatives are most important
and deserve priority.

Embedding OKRs at every level of the organization makes SPM more grounded and coherent. It
avoids ad hoc decision-making and encourages a more structured, transparent approach to assessing
projects and allocating resources. Over time, this creates a stronger portfolio logic across Eindhoven.

OKRs also strengthen the strategic role of the Aldermen. With OKRs assigned to their political
portfolios, each Alderman can report annually on progress toward their OKRs, reinforcing political ac-
countability and transparency. They can also use their OKRs to guide and coordinate collaboration
across departments, especially when objectives involve multiple portefeuilles. Lastly, OKRs provide a
reference point for making informed decisions when political ambitions exceed available resources.

To ensure that OKRs remain relevant and adaptive, they should not be treated as static targets for
four years. An annual OKR review cycle should be integrated into the municipal planning calendar and
coordinated by the S&O sector. In this review, S&O should examine which OKRs are on track, which
need to be updated, and which may no longer be relevant due to political shifts, societal changes, or
practical implementation insights. Based on these findings, S&O provides advice to the Aldermen and
Directieraad on whether the OKRs need to be adjusted, expanded, or refined.

Embedding OKRs across all levels of the municipality transforms them into a shared language that
links political ambition to operational execution. This creates stronger alignment, makes prioritization
more transparent, and connects long-term goals to day-to-day work. OKRs provide the foundation
Eindhoven needs to move toward an approach to Strategic Portfolio Management that is not only more
data-driven and coherent, but also more adaptive and in tune with changing political and societal needs.

12.1.2 Strengthening Strategic Coordination: A Portfolio Steering Committee

To build on the strategic direction created by OKRs, the next step in the recommendations from this
research is the creation of a Portfolio Steering Committee (PSC). While each portefeuille develops its own
evaluation framework based on its specific work, the PSC is tasked with reviewing and coordinating the
most significant and cross-cutting initiatives. This is especially important in a siloed governance context
like Eindhoven’s, where large-scale challenges often require collaboration across multiple departments
and where project dependencies may not be identified early on.

While the S&O sector is responsible for coordinating the OKR drafting process and conducting annual
reviews to keep them up-to-date, the PSC plays a complementary role during implementation. Where
S&O advises on the content and continuity of OKRs, the PSC focuses on ensuring that the portfolios
being developed by different portefeuilles are strategically aligned and that OKRs that span across clus-
ters are supported through coordinated implementation. In practice, a member of the S&O sector can
act as the chair or secretary of the PSC, ensuring that both political direction and operational execution
remain connected throughout the political term.

The PSC should function as a cross-sectoral advisory group that meets quarterly to review project
proposals and provide strategic recommendations to the Aldermen. Its role is to ensure that prioritisa-
tion across portefeuilles is done in a coordinated and coherent way. Rather than reviewing all project
proposals, the PSC focuses on a selected number of strategic objectives that require input or resources
from multiple departments, or where interdependencies and alignment are especially important.

Based on information shared by linking pins and project teams, the PSC flags risks, coordination

issues, or resource gaps and provides targeted advice to the Directieraad and Aldermen. In doing so,
the PSC helps ensure that strategic objectives remain visible during implementation, and that project
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interdependencies are taken into account in the decision-making process. It also provides a structure
for having strategic conversations at the Aldermen level, something that is currently lacking due to the
absence of consistent and strategic information reaching them.

It is suggested that the PSC consists of a small group of senior managers from different clusters, as
well as members from the S&O department. Ideally, someone from S&O leads the committee, given their
wider view of the municipality and close connection to both the Aldermen and the Directieraad. At the
start of each year, the PSC selects around five to ten strategic objectives, based on the OKRs, that are
considered high-impact and cross-sectoral. These are usually goals that require ongoing coordination,
depend on shared resources, or involve large investments.

Using these selected objectives, the PSC can develop a simple shared evaluation framework that clus-
ters can use when assessing projects. This is not intended to replace their own evaluation criteria, but
to provide a shared lens for understanding how certain projects contribute to municipal-wide objectives.
The PSC does not need to review every single project but focuses on the ones that are cross-cutting or
where coordination is necessary. This shared approach supports alignment without slowing things down
unnecessarily.

To implement this recommendation, the Directieraad should give the PSC a formal mandate. S&O
can help organise the first meetings and support the committee in selecting initial objectives. The PSC
can keep a short quarterly report that is shared with the Directieraad and Aldermen.

This recommendation builds directly on Eindhoven’s existing strengths. The PSC formalizes what is
already somewhat happening through the municipality’s strong informal networks, making coordination
more consistent and visible without introducing unnecessary bureaucracy. By giving structure to existing
collaboration, the PSC supports more deliberate and strategic conversations across clusters. The imple-
mentation approach also aligns with the municipality’s proactive and improvement-oriented culture. In
this way, the recommendation leverages what is already working well, while addressing the current gap
in cross-sectoral coordination.

The PSC reflects key principles of Joined-up Governance and contributes to the behavioral dimension
of the adapted SPM model. By creating a regular space for strategic dialogue across portefeuilles, it
fosters a culture of collaboration, shared ownership, and alignment. It helps ensure that long-term
strategic objectives remain visible and actionable throughout implementation, and that major initiatives
receive the cross-sector attention they require. In doing so, the PSC strengthens the governance model by
making it more coherent, connected, and capable of navigating the complex challenges facing Eindhoven.

12.1.3 Improving Operational Coordination: Linking Pins

The next recommendation from this research is to implement linking pins across the municipality where
coordination between departments or sectors is needed. The PSC or the S&O sector can identify where
this is necessary. For example, if the PSC observes that multiple departments are working on separate
projects that contribute to the same OKR but are not aligned, they can initiate the appointment of a
linking pin to improve coordination. Similarly, S&O may recommend assigning a linking pin when the
annual OKR review reveals that a strategic objective is not progressing due to fragmentation or a lack
of shared ownership.

Linking pins can come from any department involved in the strategic objective. In most cases, they
should be selected from within the cluster or program that has the most relevant expertise or ownership
of the project. However, to ensure neutrality and oversight, S&O can also take on the linking pin role,
especially when multiple departments are equally involved or when no clear lead exists. The person
chosen must have a good understanding of the objective, be able to work across teams, and have enough
seniority or informal influence to bring people together.

The linking pin is not responsible for delivering results, but for enabling coordination. Their role is
to regularly check in with the different project teams, identify overlaps, risks, or gaps, and ensure that
relevant information is shared. They can organize short alignment meetings between departments, raise
red flags to the PSC when needed, and provide a brief status update before each PSC meeting using a
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shared format. If needed, they can also facilitate workshops or coordination sessions to support progress
on the objective.

Linking pins can also be appointed temporarily. In these cases, their role is clearly defined in scope
and time, such as connecting teams during the early phase of a cross-departmental program or helping
align project portfolios around a single OKR for one year. This flexible approach ensures that linking
pins are used only where they add value and avoids creating unnecessary overhead or permanent roles.
The PSC is responsible for initiating, defining, and ending the linking pin roles and can evaluate their
impact as part of the quarterly review process.

Linking pins can also be appointed temporarily. In these cases, their role is clearly defined in scope
and time, such as connecting teams during the early phase of a cross-departmental program or helping
align project portfolios around a single OKR for one year. This flexible approach ensures that linking
pins are used only where they add value and avoids creating unnecessary overhead or permanent roles.
The PSC is responsible for initiating, defining, and ending the linking pin roles and can evaluate their
impact as part of the quarterly review process.

This recommendation also builds directly on Eindhoven’s existing strengths. Linking pins formalize
the informal collaboration and personal networks that already exist, giving them more structure and
visibility. They help bridge silos in a lightweight and targeted way, without creating unnecessary layers
of management. The flexible nature of the role fits Eindhoven’s culture of experimentation and learning.
By supporting day-to-day collaboration and surfacing information that may otherwise remain siloed,
linking pins help create the conditions for more adaptive and responsive governance.

Linking pins reflect key principles of Joined-up Governance and contribute to the behavioral dimension
of the adapted SPM model. By enabling coordination across teams and flagging emerging risks or
misalignments early, they foster a culture of openness, shared responsibility, and cross-sector learning.
They ensure that implementation remains connected to strategic goals, even in complex or fragmented
contexts. In doing so, they strengthen the municipality’s ability to act collaboratively and adjust to
change without losing focus.

12.1.4 Enabling Evidence-Based Prioritization with Adaptability: Applying an Adapted
WSJF Method

In municipal organizations like Eindhoven, the challenge is not a lack of projects, but rather how to
decide which projects to prioritize when time, budget, and capacity are limited. There is always more
work to do than resources. Since it is not possible to do everything at once, the municipality needs a
way to assess which projects create the most value if done now, and which would cause the biggest loss
if delayed. For this reason, this thesis recommends using an adapted version of the Weighted Shortest
Job First (WSJF) method.

WSJF comes from agile working and is used to help teams decide what to prioritize when things are
constantly changing. It ranks projects based on how much value they deliver compared to the effort
they take. This makes it a good fit for a municipality like Eindhoven, which needs to constantly balance
long-term ambitions with short-term realities.

WSJF is usually calculated using the following formula:

Public Value + Urgency + Risk Reduction or Opportunity Enablement
Effort

Each element is scored on a relative scale (for example, 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, 20), with higher scores
meaning more value or urgency. In Eindhoven’s context, these terms can be interpreted as follows:

WSJF Score =

e Public Value: The benefit for residents or the city, such as improved services, social equity, or
climate action. This also includes how well the project aligns with OKRs.

e Urgency: How urgent the project is based on political momentum, legal deadlines, seasonal timing,
or rising public concern.
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e Risk Reduction / Opportunity Enablement: Whether the project prevents future problems
or enables future innovation, capacity, or collaboration.

e Effort: This refers to the job size. The time, money, or effort required to complete the project.

Each sector can apply this formula quarterly as part of their planning cycle. Portfolio managers score
projects based on input from project leads, internal experts, and, when relevant, linking pins. A linking
pin from the S&O sector should also support this process to help check the scores for time sensitivity
and risk reduction, based on their overview of other projects and departments. Projects are not scored
in isolation. They are compared alongside other proposals being considered that quarter, which helps
teams make better trade-offs.

While this prioritization method can also be used by the PSC or the S&O sector when advising what
project to do in general, this recommendation advises to first use it within portefeuilles as a way to
prioritize projects when new projects are assigned to sectors, or political pressures increase on a project
and hence it becomes more urgent. Once the method is established it may eventually be helpful at a
higher level in the organization.

OKRs should be used as the main reference when scoring public value and strategic alignment. A
project that directly contributes to a top-level OKR should receive a higher score than one with limited
relevance. Time criticality can reflect not only formal deadlines, but also political or public urgency.
This keeps the process focused on real priorities, while allowing flexibility when conditions change.

Table 10: Example of WSJF Scoring for Municipal Projects

Project Public Value | Urgency | RR / OE | Effort | WSJF
Energy-Neutral School Renovation 13 8 ) ) 5.2
Affordable Housing Expansion 20 5 8 8 4.1
Mobility Hub 8 13 5 3 8.7

This adapted WSJF method provides several benefits to the municipality. It creates more trans-
parency in how decisions are made, allows for better trade-offs, and helps balance long-term goals with
urgent needs. By scoring project proposals instead of ranking them subjectively, departments can have
clearer and more focused discussions about priorities. WSJF also keeps the planning process flexible.
When new political agendas or urgent needs arise, the scores can be updated, and decisions adjusted
quickly.

In terms of governance, WSJF strengthens the adapted SPM model by making prioritization more
consistent and evidence-based. It replaces informal decision-making with a method that is simple to
apply and repeat. Since the method comes from agile working, it also supports reflection and learning.
It allows the organization to respond to change without losing sight of longer-term strategy. As a result,
WSJF helps create the space for emergent strategies to develop. New insights, local ideas, or societal
needs can be evaluated and added into the planning process in a structured way. This supports a more
adaptive and forward-looking way of working in Eindhoven.

12.1.5 Improving Visibility and Organizational Learning: A Strategic Dashboard for All
Levels

One of the recurring issues identified in this research is that decision-makers across the municipality
often lack a shared overview of ongoing projects, their interrelations, and their alignment with strategic
goals. This lack of visibility contributes to duplicated efforts, delayed coordination, and missed oppor-
tunities for collaboration across portefeuilles. To support more transparent decision-making and foster
institutional learning, this thesis recommends the implementation of a multi-level strategic dashboard
that connects portfolio planning, project execution, and OKR progress.

The dashboard should be designed with multiple users in mind. For Aldermen, it should provide a
high-level overview of active and upcoming projects, showing how each one contributes to the strategic
OKRs and which portefeuilles are involved. This enables better political steering, especially when mak-
ing trade-offs during budget discussions or coalition negotiations. Sector heads can use the dashboard to
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monitor the balance of workload across their teams, identify potential synergies with other departments,
and keep track of risks or bottlenecks in project delivery. For portfolio managers and project leads, the
dashboard should offer a consistent and structured way to enter, update, and review project information,
allowing them to better plan, report, and align with strategic ambitions.

To ensure that the dashboard becomes an enabler of SPM and not just another reporting tool, its
development should follow a few guiding principles. First, it should build on and integrate with existing
tools already in use, such as the Project Toolbox, rather than creating parallel systems. Second, a clear
and simple protocol must be developed for data entry and maintenance. This includes defining who
is responsible for updating project information, how often updates are required, and what minimum
information must be included. The S&O sector should oversee this process to ensure consistency and
data quality, but each department should retain responsibility for their own inputs.

To keep the dashboard useful, it should be embedded in regular governance routines. For example,
it can be used as input during quarterly planning meetings, PSC discussions, and annual OKR reviews.
It can also serve as a tool for sector-level reflection, helping teams identify where progress is lagging,
where projects are drifting from their intended purpose, or where collaboration could increase impact.
This makes the dashboard not just a technical tool, but a mechanism for organizational learning and
adaptation.

By improving visibility and creating a shared language around project performance and strategic
relevance, the dashboard helps Eindhoven move toward a more aligned and evidence-based approach
to governance. It strengthens both the analytical and adaptive components of SPM. It also supports
the emergence of new strategies from the ground up, as project teams, policy advisors, and portfolio
managers gain insight into what others are working on, where priorities are shifting, and what synergies
are possible. In this way, the dashboard builds on Eindhoven’s existing strength in informal collaboration
by giving it structure, visibility, and strategic value - without adding unnecessary complexity.

12.2 Summary and Integration: A Cohesive but Flexible Model

Together, the five recommendations presented in this chapter form an integrated and adaptive approach
to SPM that addresses the real-world challenges faced by the municipality of Eindhoven. Rather than
presenting stand-alone tools inspired by SPM, joined-up governance and the conditions needed for emer-
gent strategies, these recommendations work as a connected set of practices that reinforce each other
across different layers of governance.

Each recommendation has a distinct role: OKRs provide strategic clarity and alignment for every
layer in the organization, the PSC and linking pins ensure coordination across clusters, WSJF supports
consistent and evidence-based prioritization, and the strategic dashboard improves visibility and learn-
ing. When combined, they help Eindhoven work more strategically without requiring a full structural
overhaul.

These elements are intentionally designed to be easy to implement and pilot, realistic, and compat-
ible with Eindhoven’s informal, and collaborative culture. They build on what is already working and
strengthen the areas that are currently lacking, especially around cross-sector alignment, prioritization,
and long-term focus.

It is important to note that the five recommendations do not depend on each other to function. Each
one can be implemented on its own, depending on the municipality’s priorities and capacity at a given
moment. For example, OKRs can be introduced to strengthen strategic direction without immediately
changing how project prioritization is handled. WSJF can be piloted within a single portefeuille. The
PSC and linking pins can start small, focusing on just a few shared objectives. The dashboard can be
developed gradually using existing project data.

However, the added value of each element increases when they are implemented together. OKRs
give meaning to prioritization decisions and reporting. The PSC helps translate these strategic goals
into coordinated action. Linking pins improve day-to-day collaboration. WSJF makes trade-offs more
transparent, and the dashboard ties it all together by improving visibility across the entire system. In
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short, while each element contributes on its own, their full potential is realised when used in combination.
The table below summarizes the distinct purpose and value of each recommendation, and how they fit
together as part of a coherent model.

Table 11: How the Five Recommendations Work Together

nation between departments
and programmes

Recommendation Main Function What It Solves / Enables
OKRs for Strategic | Translate political ambitions | Aligns all levels of the organisation
Alignment into measurable goals behind shared objectives and im-
proves clarity
Portfolio Steering | Coordinate cross-sector im- | Helps align portfolios, manage
Committee (PSC) plementation and review | shared goals, and improve strategic
strategic alignment decision-making across clusters
Linking Pins Enable operational coordi- | Improve collaboration, reduce frag-

mentation, and increase visibility
across teams working on shared ob-

jectives

Adds structure and flexibility to pri-
oritisation, enabling more transpar-
ent and adaptive decisions

Make informed trade-offs
when capacity is limited

Adapted WSJF Priori-
tisation

Strategic Dashboard Supports learning, accountability,
and strategic conversations through

accessible data

Improve shared visibility and
track progress over time

12.3 Fit with Design Criteria

This model fulfills all eight of the design criteria established earlier in the research. It translates political
vision into actionable goals through the OKR methodology. It enables prioritization that reflects both
strategic value and urgency via the WSJF method. Political decision-making is preserved but strength-
ened through evidence-based input from the PSC and the dashboard. Collaboration across sectors is
encouraged through Linking Pins and shared evaluation forums, without requiring structural consolida-
tion. The model builds on the strengths of Eindhoven’s informal culture, trust-based relationships, and
motivated workforce. It institutionalizes learning and adaptation through regular dashboard reviews and
annual OKR adjustments. It is scalable across departments due to the use of shared tools and rhythms.
Finally, it is legally and financially feasible and aligns with Eindhoven’s current governance structure.

By aligning structure, collaboration, and adaptability, this model positions Eindhoven to navigate
the complexity of modern urban governance. It offers not a rigid framework, but an evolving system
that allows the municipality to improve resource allocation incrementally, consistently, and strategically.
The following table summarizes how these recommendations meet the design criteria.
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Table 12: Design Criteria Used to Develop the Adapted SPM Solution

Design Criterion

Explanation

Translate political goals into op-
erational portfolio themes

Ensures that ambitions from the Bestuursakkoord are concretely
translated into actionable objectives that guide project design and
selection.

Enable prioritisation that re-
flects both strategic value and
urgency

Allows for meaningful comparisons between initiatives by con-
sidering long-term impact alongside time-sensitivity and capacity
constraints.

Preserve  political  decision-
making power, but improve its
evidentiary basis

Keeps elected officials in charge, while supporting their choices
with transparent scoring, trade-off documentation, and objective
performance data.

Encourage cross-sector collabo-
ration without collapsing silos

Promotes coordinated action across departments through mecha-
nisms like Linking Pins and shared evaluation forums, while pre-
serving sectoral ownership.

Build on current strengths of the
municipality

Leverages Eindhoven’s proactive staff, high trust networks, and
openness to experimentation to implement improvements that feel
credible and grounded.

Institutionalise learning and ad-
justment

Includes built-in feedback loops (e.g. OKR updates, dashboard
reviews, quarterly PSC sessions) to help the system evolve as needs
shift.

Be scalable across departments

OKRs help make strategic objectives more concrete and relevant

across different departments, sectors, and portfolios. They create
a shared foundation for scoring and evaluation, while still giving
each team the flexibility to adapt the objectives to fit their own
context.

Aligns with Eindhoven’s governance structure, legal capabilities
and budget cycles, and can be gradually implemented.

Be legally and financially feasible

12.4 How These Recommendations Reflect SPM, Joined-Up Governance,
and Emergent Strategies

The recommendations previously discussed all link to SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and Emergent Strate-
gies. While some of the recommendations are more clearly linked than others, such as linking pins, which
were directly identified as a practice from Joined-Up Governance, the other recommendations are also
connected to these three concepts.

While the practices proposed are adapted to fit Eindhoven’s specific context, they are not random or
stand-alone tools. Instead, they reflect core ideas from the three governance frameworks that guided this
research. This section explains how each recommendation connects to one or more of these frameworks.

Recommendation 1: Using OKRs to Translate Political Goals into Operational Direction

This recommendation is primarily grounded in SPM. One of the key assumptions in SPM is that there
are clear, measurable strategic objectives that guide portfolio decisions. By introducing OKRs, the mu-
nicipality can create a direct link between high-level political goals and the operational projects being
carried out across portefeuilles. This allows for better alignment, transparency, and long-term focus.

At the same time, the way in which it is recommended to implement OKRs also supports the emer-
gence of strategies over time. It is suggested that the OKRs are regularly reviewed and adapted if
necessary. It is important that they are used as a way to guide the organization and are allowed to
change when there are shifts in citizens’ needs or other environmental factors. Therefore, the way in
which OKRs are used creates space for reflection and learning, which are key aspects that can lead to
emergent strategies. This can include new ways of determining OKRs, monitoring their progress, or
identifying patterns in their implementation.
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Recommendation 2: Establishing a Portfolio Steering Committee

This recommendation reflects practices from both SPM and Joined-Up Governance. From the SPM per-
spective, a Portfolio Steering Committee provides a formal structure to evaluate, prioritise, and manage
the project portfolio at a higher level. It ensures that trade-offs are discussed in a cross-sectoral setting
and that decisions are made in line with strategic goals. While in traditional SPM the Portfolio Steering
Committee or board may have the final say in which projects enter the portfolio, this recommendation is
still grounded in SPM, but adapted to the realities of a municipality in which political decision-makers
such as Aldermen must remain in charge.

This recommendation also incorporates elements from Joined-Up Governance. It introduces a formal
horizontal structure and increases collaboration and coordination between sectors. The goal of the Port-
folio Steering Committee is to align the projects of the municipality, and doing so requires discussions
on what is going on in each sector. Since the PSC is structured with people from multiple sectors and
portefeuilles, it incorporates a practice directly from Joined-Up Governance.

In addition, the PSC is not only responsible for monitoring OKRs and creating evaluation criteria
and frameworks. It is also responsible for reflecting on the organization’s progress. This includes sharing
information and practices, and creating a culture of reflection. By giving the PSC the task of providing
advice based on this reflection and sharing, the conditions are created for emergent strategies to be
identified, recognized, and possibly even developed.

Recommendation 3: Implementing Linking Pins

Linking pins are explicitly a practice drawn from Joined-Up Governance. They introduce horizontal
coordination mechanisms that bridge siloed departments and programs. By creating direct connections
between teams working on the same strategic objective, linking pins enable better information sharing,
increase visibility, and build mutual awareness across clusters.

In addition to their alignment with Joined-Up Governance, linking pins also support the emergence
of strategies. Their ability to identify overlaps, surface coordination issues, and reflect back insights
from multiple department positions them well to notice informal patterns or adaptive practices that
might evolve into broader strategic approaches. This visibility and feedback contribute to an organiza-
tional culture that is more responsive, reflective, and capable of learning from experience, which are key
conditions for emergent strategies to develop.

Recommendation 3: Applying an Adapted WSJF Method for Prioritization

This recommendation combines the structured decision-making principles of SPM with the flexibility of
Emergent Strategies. The WSJF method offers a systematic way to compare and prioritize projects based
on strategic value, urgency, and effort. This structure for evaluating projects is clearly grounded in SPM.

However, the adapted version of WSJF that is recommended also includes room for context-specific
judgment. It allows sectors to reflect on shifting needs, political requests, and urgent developments. This
flexibility supports the development of emergent strategies by allowing the prioritization process to adjust
when new needs arise, while still using a consistent framework. Over time, the way in which projects
are assessed in the WSJF framework, how urgency is measured, and how priorities are recalculated may
lead to certain patterns or behaviors that eventually become an emergent strategy. WSJF is a tool that
helps portefeuilles re-prioritize, but it still requires a lot of human input and contextual understanding.
It is not a strict formula, which is what gives it the ability to support adaptive behavior and learning.

Recommendation 4: Introducing a Shared Strategic Dashboard

While this recommendation is not directly derived from a single framework, it supports all three in
different ways. From an SPM perspective, the dashboard improves visibility into project progress and
strategic alignment. It supports performance tracking and allows decision-makers to monitor the overall
portfolio more effectively.

From a Joined-Up Governance perspective, a shared dashboard fosters transparency and coordination
across portefeuilles. It helps different sectors stay informed about what others are working on, which
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can reduce duplication and encourage collaboration. The integration of shared IT systems and capacity
tracking is also a practice commonly used in Joined-Up Governance.

Lastly, the dashboard supports Emergent Strategies by making patterns visible. When data on
performance, bottlenecks, or cross-sector initiatives is shared in real time, it becomes easier for teams
to spot recurring trends or successful practices that can evolve into new strategies. It also creates a
feedback loop that supports continuous learning and improvement. The way in which the dashboard is
eventually used may itself become an emergent strategy. The dashboard will contain a lot of data that
can be interpreted and applied in different ways across different contexts. Therefore, it could lead to
emergent strategies regarding how the dashboard is used to inform decisions and support coordination.

Conclusion

Together, these five recommendations form an integrated approach to improving strategic resource al-
location in Eindhoven. Each practice reflects a different combination of structure, collaboration, and
adaptability, just like the three frameworks they are inspired by. It is important to note that while some
of these practices are directly taken from the frameworks discussed, such as linking pins, others are tools
used in agile working or private organizations to support structured strategic decision-making. These
tools have been adapted in this thesis to fit the context of a municipality.

Therefore, these recommendations apply concepts inspired by SPM, Joined-Up Governance, and
Emergent Strategies, and their combined effect is a collaborative, adaptive, and structured SPM model
that fits the needs identified in this research and is described in the conceptual framework. Rather than
applying SPM, Joined-up Governance, or Emergent strategies in isolation, the recommendations combine
their strengths in a way that fits Eindhoven’s political and organizational reality. They bring structure
where needed, introduce collaboration mechanisms across silos, and leave space for strategies to emerge
from practice.

12.5 Why This Solution Is a Pragmatic Fit for Eindhoven

This set of recommendations is not meant to be a traditional, textbook SPM model. Instead, it draws
from the strengths of SPM while integrating collaborative elements from Joined-Up Governance and the
adaptability of Emergent Strategies. The aim is to offer a realistic and implementable approach that
fits Eindhoven’s institutional reality: one that improves prioritization and alignment, without requiring
full centralization or major structural change. Rather than enforcing rigid control, the proposed tools
and governance mechanisms provide clarity and coherence while respecting departmental autonomy and
political dynamics. In doing so, this adapted model helps Eindhoven become more strategic in how it
allocates resources, without losing the flexibility that supports learning and progress.
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13 Conclusion

The goal of this research study was to explore how SPM can be adapted to better fit the governance
realities of the municipality of Eindhoven. Due to the rapid growth of the city of Eindhoven, it is im-
portant that the municipality makes decisions that lead to the long-term success of the city, so that it is
ready to accommodate its expected population growth.

Throughout this research project, it was identified that the structured evaluation process of SPM
is extremely valuable to the municipality. However, the traditional form of SPM was not compatible
with the political nature of the municipality, and its siloed governance structure. Therefore, an adapted
set of practices is needed as a recommendation for the municipality on how to improve their resource
allocation process to be more anchored in their strategic goals. This research focused on exploring what
this adapted set of practices could be, and therefore, what recommendations can be given to Eindhoven
to achieve a more structured and strategic allocation of resources. The conclusions of this research are
summarized and discussed in this chapter.

13.1 Discussion of the Analysis and Research Outcomes

To understand how elements of SPM should be adapted to improve the resource allocation process in
Eindhoven, first an understanding of the current decision-making process and its inefficiencies was es-
tablished. The analysis of Eindhoven’s current governance structure led to one of the most important
findings of this thesis. It revealed that there is a fundamental mismatch between Eindhoven’s current
governance structure and the complexity of the challenges it is facing. Like many growing municipalities,
the governance structure hasn’t evolved at the same pace as the issues the municipality is trying to
address. This mismatch creates a number of recurring symptoms.

When looking deeper into these symptoms, three main root causes behind these symptoms were
identified: a lack of clear, measurable strategic goals; organizational fragmentation and siloed decision-
making; and inconsistent prioritization and capacity management. These issues do not occur in isolation,
but they reinforce one another in a negatively reinforcing loop, and all stem from the underlying mis-
match that Eindhoven’s governance structure isn’t built to deal with the complexity it now has to manage.

Overhauling the entire governance structure of the municipality is not feasible for many reasons such
as, changing the structure is politically risky, time-consuming, and hard to determine what the best
structure is. Furthermore, given the speed with which the city is growing, by the time a new structure is
designed and implemented, it will not fit the new realities in the city. Therefore, this research focuses on
how to tackle these symptoms of misalignment by working within the current structure and introducing
practices and tools that may also partially address the root causes of the symptoms of misalignment.

Another conclusion of this research is that traditional SPM is not suitable for municipal contexts,
especially that of Eindhoven. The political nature of municipalities, their vertical silos, and the vague
strategic visions used as goals in municipalities are not compatible with the rigid approach of SPM.
Therefore, instead of determining how to apply SPM as a full framework, this thesis explores how ele-
ments of SPM, combined with practices from Joined-Up Governance and Emergent Strategies, can be
used to strengthen Eindhoven’s governance processes in a more practical way. In doing so, the goal was
not to implement SPM as a complete framework, but rather to draw on its benefits to develop recom-
mendations that address the symptoms of strategic misalignment.

To do this, the research developed a conceptual framework integrating practices SPM (for structured
prioritization), enabling conditions of Emergent Strategies (to introduce adaptive learning and respon-
siveness), and practices Joined-Up Governance (to enhance cross-sector collaboration). This framework
provided a way to link concepts to target inefficiencies, such as having clear strategic goals, a consistent
way to compare projects, and better coordination across departments. This framework was used to guide
the creation of a design criteria and the selection of final practices to form the final recommendations
for Eindhoven.

The final recommendations include five key interventions: the introduction of OKRs to operational-
ize political goals; the formation of a cross-sectoral Portfolio Steering Committee: the introduction of
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linking pins; the use of an adapted Weighted Shortest Job First (WSJF) method for prioritization; and
the development of a digital dashboard for visibility and learning. These recommendations are designed
to create structure where needed, without undermining what already works. Additionally, it aims to
formalize and leverage the strengths of Eindhoven’s informal network and culture of getting things done.

Ultimately, this research concludes that SPM, as a formal model, is not the answer for Eindhoven.
Eindhoven needs shared strategic goals, a consistent way to evaluate initiatives, and better visibility
across the organization. While these practices are part of SPM, but due to the assumptions in SPM,
SPM itself is not what Eindhoven needs. Additionally, the final recommendations in this thesis do not aim
to target the underlying issue in the municipality, but rather its symptoms. These final recommendations
are not designed to solve the root governance mismatch entirely, but they do offer practical ways to reduce
the impact of that mismatch. In other words, they address the key symptoms and introduce adaptive
mechanisms that can slowly begin to improve the structural fit over time. They help Eindhoven make
more strategic, aligned, and transparent decisions in the short and medium term, without needing to
wait for a new structure to be designed. In the context of a rapidly growing and changing municipality,
that is both more achievable and more useful.

13.2 Revisiting the Research Questions

Whilst the previous section discussed the general results and process taken in this research project, the
following section circles back to the research questions that guided this research process. Each research
sub-question and the main results of each sub-question are summarized below.

1. What are the symptoms and causes of inefficient strategic resource allocation and
prioritization in the Municipality of Eindhoven?
Based on the interviews, document analysis, and observations, five key symptoms of inefficient re-
source allocation were identified: a lack of clear strategic goals and alignment, ad hoc and politically
driven decision-making, fragmented governance and siloed structures, lack of capacity management
and insight into resource availability, and the need for stronger portfolio management.

After further investigating these symptoms, three main root causes were identified: a lack of
strategic clarity and leadership alignment, fragmentation and silos that make collaboration difficult,
and the absence of consistent portfolio and capacity management. These issues are all symptoms
of a deeper misalignment between Eindhoven’s governance structure and the complexity of the
challenges it needs to manage. Like many municipalities that have grown fast, the governance
structure hasn’t evolved in line with the scale of the issues the municipality is facing.

2. What are the limitations of SPM in Eindhoven’s governance structure?
Regarding the second sub-question, it was concluded that traditional SPM is too rigid for Eind-
hoven’s political and organisational context. It assumes stability, centralised decision-making, and
a clear strategic direction. However, Eindhoven’s current way of making decisions does not reflect
those conditions, which makes it difficult to apply SPM in its traditional form. Changes to the
SPM practices, or in the processes and culture of the municpality of Eindhoven are needed for the
succesfull implementaiton of an SPM like process.

3. How can Joined-Up Governance improve the implementation of SPM by addressing
Eindhoven’s interdepartmental fragmentation and coordination challenges?
This research concluded that practices from Joined-Up Governance offer practical ways to improve
coordination between departments. It supports shared decision-making, more transparency, and a
stronger connection between strategic goals and actual project execution. Practices from Joined-
Up Governance, like establishing linking pins or multidisciplinary teams, help break down silos by
setting up more formal communication and horizontal structures in the organization. This helps
the implementation of SPM by improving information transfer between silos and creating more
standardization across them, while also slightly reducing siloed behavior.

4. How can facilitating Emergent Strategies make SPM more adaptable to Eindhoven’s
political and operational constraints?
Emergent Strategies help organizations stay flexible. They encourage learning-by-doing, which
makes it easier to adjust when political goals or operational needs change. Unlike SPM and Joined-
Up Governance, emergent strategies cannot be directly implemented. However, through building
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a culture of learning, sharing practices, decentralized decision-making, and reflection, they can
emerge over time.

This thesis concludes that if such a culture is fostered within the municipality through the use of
reflection cycles, shared practices, and a modest degree of decentralized decision-making, it can
make SPM more adaptable and support better decision-making. It enables a structured process
through SPM while preserving the flexibility needed to respond to change.

5. What practices can Eindhoven implement, inspired by SPM, Joined-Up Governance,
and Emergent Strategies, to improve its resource allocation process?
The final recommendations of this thesis include five concrete practices: using OKRs to translate
political goals into operational direction, forming a cross-sector Portfolio Steering Committee, im-
plementing linking pins, applying an adapted WSJF method for prioritization, and introducing a
shared dashboard for monitoring and learning. Together, these practices are realistic to implement
and directly target the challenges identified in this research.

These recommendations are the first steps in the development of an adapted SPM model. Using
OKRs allows for clear strategic goals, which are essential in SPM as they form the basis for portfolio
selection and monitoring. They also create a way to track progress towards goals. Implementing a
Portfolio Steering Committee is a practice that comes from both SPM and Joined-Up Governance,
but also supports emergent strategies. While SPM assumes there is a board that evaluates projects
across the organization, involving multiple sectors in that process is a practice from Joined-Up Gov-
ernance. The periodic reviews done by this board also create moments for reflection, which is a
key condition for emergent strategies to form.

Linking pins are another practice from Joined-Up Governance, but they also support the emergence
of new strategies. By connecting different sectors, they allow for the identification and sharing of
new patterns and ways of working, which can later become strategies. The WSJF method combines
the structured project evaluation of SPM with the flexibility to respond to changing needs or urgent
proposals. This allows sectors and portefeuilles to re-prioritize when needed, but still within a
structured method. Lastly, the shared dashboard does not directly come from SPM, Joined-Up
Governance, or Emergent Strategies, but it supports all three. It improves information sharing,
makes progress more visible, and helps reduce the effects of siloed working.

The answer to each of these sub-questions combined leads to the final recommendation of practices for
the Municipality of Eindhoven, but also answers the central research question of this paper: How can
Strategic Portfolio Management (SPM) be adapted to integrate practices from Joined-Up
Governance and enable the formation of Emergent Strategies to improve resource alloca-
tion and project prioritization in the Municipality of Eindhoven?

This thesis concluded that rather than applying SPM in its traditional form, Eindhoven requires a
tailored model that integrates key principles from SPM, but adapts them to fit the political, operational,
and cultural realities of the municipality. This means combining the structured decision-making and pri-
oritization tools from SPM with collaborative practices from Joined-Up Governance and the flexibility
and learning mindset that is key to enabling Emergent Strategies to form.

Therefore, the recommendations given in answer to sub-question five form an adapted process of
SPM that retains SPM’s benefits, such as goal alignment, prioritization, and monitoring, but avoids
rigid implementation. By introducing OKRs for strategic clarity, a cross-sectoral steering committee
for shared governance, an adaptable prioritization method (WSJF), and a digital dashboard for learning
and visibility, these practices improve strategic alignment and coordination while working within existing
structures.

In conclusion, this research found that the structured evaluation process and clear goals of SPM
are very beneficial to Eindhoven. However, to implement an SPM-like process in Eindhoven, the SPM
process and practices need to be flexible to political changes and new societal needs. Therefore, the SPM
process that is implemented needs to be changed to give employees in the municipality the autonomy to
deviate from the traditional process.
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13.3 Limitations of the Research

While this thesis offers a grounded and practice-oriented contribution to improving strategic resource al-
location in municipal governance, it is subject to several limitations that should be acknowledged. First,
the research is based on a single case study of the Municipality of Eindhoven. Although many of the
governance challenges identified, such as strategic ambiguity, siloed decision-making, and inconsistent
prioritization are common in other municipalities, the findings and recommendations may not be directly
applicable to other municipalities without adaptations.

Second, the study follows an exploratory and primarily qualitative methodology. The use of 14
semi-structured interviews, internal documents, and participatory observations enabled a rich contextual
understanding, but also introduces the potential for subjective interpretation and bias. While triangu-
lation methods were used to enhance reliability, the findings remain interpretative in nature and their
validity can be questioned.

Third, the conceptual framework and final recommendations developed in this thesis have not been
formally tested or implemented. They were developed to be both theoretically grounded and practically
relevant, but their effectiveness has not been demonstrated through implementation. Further research
would be needed to evaluate how these recommendations perform when applied in real municipal settings.

Finally, this thesis focused primarily on strategic alignment, prioritization, and collaboration. It does
not directly address operational constraints, such as I'T system limitations, legal frameworks, or financial
procedures, even though these may play a significant role in the feasibility of implementation. These
areas remain important for future investigation.

13.4 Validation of Findings

This thesis is based on a single case study of the Municipality of Eindhoven. It combines insights from
14 semi-structured interviews, internal documents, and direct observations. To enhance the robustness
and credibility of the findings, data triangulation was applied. For example, interview insights were
validated with internal documents as well as other interviews. Moreover, interviews were purposefully
sampled across strategic, tactical, and operational levels as well as different silos, ensuring that multiple
perspectives within the organization were represented.

While this approach allowed for a deep contextual understanding and the development of tailored
recommendations, it also introduces limitations to generalizability. The adapted SPM model or the
conceptual framework developed are not tested. Therefore, while the recommendations are strongly
grounded in both theory and practice, they remain, to some extent, theoretical propositions.

To partially address this lack of validation, preliminary validation occurred through feedback loops
with municipal actors during the research process. Their reflections confirmed both the relevance and
feasibility of the proposed recommendations. Additionally, partial validation occurred through the cross-
checking of internal audit reports in the municipality that took place concurrently to this research. Many
of the findings of the audit report and this research are aligned, indicating that, though this research is
exploratory and based on only 14 interviews, the conclusions it has made are valid.

13.5 Societal and Managerial Implications

This research has several societal and managerial implications, both for the Municipality of Eindhoven
and for other municipalities facing similar challenges. While this research was focused on a singular case
study on Eindhoven, the findings reflect broader issues in municipal governance that are becoming more
common as cities grow, problems become more complex, and expectations for public services increase.

For municipal managers in Eindhoven, the main takeaway is that implementing more structured
decision-making tools and processes is possible, but only if these tools are adapted to the realities of how
the municipality actually operates. SPM, in its traditional form, does not fit the fragmented, political,
and often informal governance environment of a municipality. However, when adapted by adding collab-
orative mechanisms, allowing flexibility, and anchoring it in existing governance practices, it becomes a
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useful approach to improve transparency, prioritization, and alignment across the organization.

Another key implication is that structure and flexibility do not need to be opposites. By combining
the structured principles of SPM with the coordination practices of Joined-Up Governance and the flex-
ibility and responsiveness that leads to emergent strategies, municipalities can design decision-making
systems that are both robust and adaptive. This research shows that collaboration, reflection, and learn-
ing are not just cultural values, but they are governance tools that can be concretely built into processes
and structures.

Another important takeaway from this research is that while it is difficult to make perfect or oper-
ationalized goals for municipalities, perfect ones are not what is needed or wanted. Introducing more
operationalized goals is something that municipal employees are looking for and wanting, and can ben-
efit the monitoring and alignment of progress and projects in the municipality. Therefore, setting op-
erationalized and clear goals that map out the visions of politicians is important. Additionally, these
operationalized goals do not need to be seen as concrete goals that need to be achieved. They should
be seen as goals to guide decision-making, and goals that the municipality should strive to achieve and
work towards. They just need to serve as guiding goals to give more direction to different people and
sections of the municipality. Therefore, there should not be a lot of emphasis on creating the perfect
goals that correspond to the vision of the municipality exactly, but rather goals that are close enough to
the vision that can help guide decision-making and create clarity in the organization.

Beyond Eindhoven, the results of this research can be relevant to many other municipalities. Cities
across the Netherlands, and internationally, are also growing fast and facing larger and more complex
problems. These issues require cooperation between departments, long-term planning, and the ability to
prioritize under political and resource constraints. The traditional siloed ways of working are no longer
a perfect fit. This research offers an example of how a municipality can move towards a more integrated
and strategic way of working, without needing to redesign the entire organization.

Ultimately, the recommendations proposed in this thesis, which combines SPM, Joined-Up Gover-
nance, and practices that stimulate Emergent Strategies to form, offer more than a set of practices.
It provides a flexible and realistic way forward for municipalities that want to improve their strategic
capacity while still working within their current organizational constraints.

13.6 Academic Reflection

This thesis contributes to a growing academic discussion on how governance tools from the private sec-
tor, such as SPM, can be adapted for use in public sector organizations. While SPM has been widely
studied in corporate and infrastructure settings, its application to municipalities remains limited. Most
of the existing literature assumes a certain level of strategic clarity, centralized decision-making, and
stable priorities are needed in order to implement tools such as SPM in the public sector. However, this
research challenges that assumption by showing that structure does not have to come at the expense
of adaptability. In fact, flexible and adaptive approaches can be integrated into structured portfolio
management practices, making them more resilient and suitable for dynamic public sector environments.

Building on this, this thesis agrees with existing literature that the governance environment of mu-
nicipalities is too dynamic, too political, and too fragmented to support rigid frameworks. It explores
ways to make the rigid and structured approaches of tools such as SPM, to incorporate flexibility and
accommodate dynamic environments through the use of collaborative tools, and practices to promote
learning, reflection, and adaptability.

Therefore, this thesis makes two main contributions to academic literature. First, it offers a context-
sensitive re-framing of SPM. Rather than seeing SPM as a fixed model that needs to be applied in full,
this research shows how practices from SPM, such as prioritization methods, portfolio overviews, and
goal-setting structures, can be combined with other governance practices and behaviors to create an
adapted form of SPM. It adds to the literature that critiques the direct application of private-sector
tools in public organizations and instead promotes a more reflective, modular approach.

Second, this thesis connects academic discussions that are usually treated separately. The literature
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on emergent strategies often focuses on behavior and learning within organizations, while Joined-Up
Governance is typically discussed as an institutional or policy coordination concept. These two per-
spectives are not linked to the discussion on SPM. By combining them in one conceptual framework
and applying it to a real-world municipal case, this thesis shows that collaboration, adaptability, and
structured prioritization can work together. They are not necessarily competing practices, but can be
used as complementary elements that can be integrated and implemented together.

Therefore, this thesis contributes to the literature on adaptive public governance. It provides a
practical example of how municipalities can work with strategic tools without needing to replicate private-
sector logic.

13.7 Future Research Possibilities

This thesis is exploratory in nature, and as such, the recommendations it presents have not yet been
fully tested. A key avenue for further research is to study how each of the five recommendations can be
designed and implemented in practice. This includes questions about how OKRs should be introduced
in the municipality, how the Portfolio Steering Committee should be positioned within the organiza-
tion, and how the linking pin roles can be made effective without creating new layers of complexity.
Similar questions apply to the WSJF method and the dashboard. For each of these practices, more
research is needed on who should be responsible for their implementation, how accountability should be
arranged, and how they can be adapted over time. The recommendations provided in this thesis are
meant to serve as a starting point. They are not intended to be final, complete, or rolled out immediately.

A second area for further research is the development of practical tools and frameworks that help
municipalities apply these ideas. In particular, the dashboard recommendation could benefit from a
more detailed investigation into what different levels of the organization actually need from such a tool.
Research could explore what types of information should be visible to Aldermen, sector heads, portfolio
managers, and project teams, and how these needs can be translated into a shared structure. This could
help guide the design of a dashboard that is not only technically feasible but also aligned with the way
the municipality works. Developing this kind of framework would help the IT department make more
targeted design decisions and avoid building something that fails to meet user needs.

Third, if these practices are implemented, future research could focus on developing indicators to
measure whether the adapted SPM model leads to better outcomes. This includes evaluating whether
there is improved alignment with strategic goals, stronger coordination across portefeuilles, or more
consistent and transparent prioritization decisions. A more quantitative assessment could help clarify
which elements of the model are working, where adjustments are needed, and how the overall approach
compares to current ways of working.

Finally, it would be valuable to test the conceptual framework developed in this thesis in other
municipalities. Research could explore whether the same inefficiencies and root causes are present, and
whether the same or different recommendations emerge from those contexts. This would help validate
and refine the ideas presented here and offer insight into how broadly applicable they are. If similar
patterns are found across multiple municipalities, there may be an opportunity to consolidate the findings
into a more uniform and widely applicable set of recommendations for local governments. This would
strengthen the relevance of the adapted SPM model and improve its potential to serve as a common
starting point for municipalities seeking to improve strategic resource allocation.

13.8 Concluding Reflection

Ultimately, this thesis demonstrates that improving resource allocation in municipalities is not only a
technical or methodological challenge, but also a governance challenge. Structural tools such as SPM can
only be effective if supported by cultural adaptation, collaborative infrastructure, and political aware-
ness. While Eindhoven’s governance system may not change overnight, small and targeted interventions,
grounded in the realities of how decisions are actually made, can lead to more strategic, equitable, and
future-ready public administration.
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