CASE DATABASE
Purpose of database
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case

to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.

Key definitions and scope conditions

e All types of collaborative governance cases from all policy domains are welcome: Cases may involve
only government entities, only non-government entities, or a mix of the two. Cases may represent
successes or failures or something in between.

e Definition of collaboration: When two or more actors aim to constructively manage their differences in
order to produce joint solutions to common challenges.

¢ Definition of governance: The arrangements and processes through which interdependent but
operationally autonomous actors aim to formulate and achieve common goals through collective
decision making.

¢ Definition of collaborative governance: A collective decision-making process based on more or less
institutionalized interactions between two or more actors that aims to establish common ground for joint
problem solving and value creation.

e Definition of a case: A set of actors collaborating on a shared issue over a specified time period within a
given geographical space. The database allows contributors to chart the evolution of a collaboration over
time. However, if the set of actors, the focal issue, or the geographical scope change drastically, the data
may also be entered as separate but related cases.

Instructions to contributors

The survey consists of eight thematic sections, each starting with a series of closed questions and ending
with an open text question that allows you to add your qualitative insights. Please provide as much information
as you feel confident in providing on the basis of your knowledge of the case.. You can select ‘Don’t Know’ if
you do not have the answer. A confidence measure at the end of each section asks you to make a self-
assessment of your level of confidence in the validity and reliability of the data you have entered. The survey
takes about four hours to complete one case.

Before your survey is accepted into the database, a peer researcher will review your case description to make
sure it is clear and consistent. You will also be asked to check at least one case submitted by a fellow
contributor. Please contact the database editors at s.c.douglas@uu.nl to discuss any queries you may have
about the database and about potential case contributions.

Content of survey
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unigue name for the case you are describing.
Australian collaboration to develop front-of-pack food labelling policy

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.

Case author(s) Amanda Wood
Institution / University Stockholm Resilience Centre, Stockholm University
Email address first author amanda.wood@su.se

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
December 2011 June 2014

4. Please specify the period of the collaboration covered by your research data. Note: This is not
about when you collected the data, but what period your data covers.
Start of period observed End of period observed
December 2011 June 2014

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.

Methods Used
Documents O
Interviews O

Observations Social

network data

Surveys

Other, namely: W IHIEU IUUUIVYY

6. Please provide up to three weblinks to published reports, articles, or books that document this
case (e.g. a peer-reviewed article or an evaluation report).

1. Wood A. A comparison of front-of-pack food labelling policy development processes in
Australia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom. Doctor of Philosophy Thesis. Auckland, NZ: The

I lniviarcithvs Af AinlkslanA- 2N1AR  Aviailahla fram:

7. At which jurisdictional level did the collaboration occur? Choose more than one if necessary.

Level of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period
observed observed observed

Local

Regional

National o o o

International (across borders)
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.)
Multi-level (collaboration between levels)

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
Australasia Select Australia Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

9. What was the policy domain of the case? Choose more than one if required.

LIAgriculture LI1Environment & Climate [1Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [-1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[1Education [JSecurity & Public Safety

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)
Ambitions of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

oo ot e o OO0 OO00OOF OOO0E]
bevelop a reguiatory fiamework fora - MM OORO0 OORO0
s oo ometees. oM OO O 0000 OOOOE
inorease effidency by lowering costs of. Gy MM OO0 ©OO0O00
et ot mamentone oo OO0 OOEO0 OOOO
Hiftorent soustitene - PPertamene MO0 OOEO0 O0OEO0
S eonte ooy 000 IOOOO OOOO
e s cakenoders "M OO0 0 MOOOOD ROOOO
S OOO000 00000 Ooood

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)
Purpose of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

policies, senvices,or requiation. L1100 MOO0O0 MOOOO O
policies, services, o requiation - 1R OOOOE OOOOE O
dover senvices, or rovide reguiaton (111101 EIOOOO HOOOO O
evaluate mpact of polides,senises, or L1100 OO0 0 HOOOO O

regulation

OO0 d




12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Mostly confident

13. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) societal challenges and organizational issues the
collaboration sought to address, (b) the stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes, (c)
how these challenges, issues and ambitions evolved during the period observed.

(a) The collaboration was explicitly established to co-develop a front-of-pack labelling scheme
that would address the multiple issues of 1) consumer confusion of current labelling schemes, 2)
rising obesity, overweight and diet-related chronic diseases resulting from poor diets, and the
resulting high health costs and 3) inconsistent nature of the current food regulatory system,
among other issues.

(b) The Front of Pack food Labelling (FoPL) collaboration was asked to develop an innovative
FoPL solution: “one system...that is widespread, simple and interpretive.” The collaboration was
asked to move beyond currently proposed solutions, such as the traffic light labelling system
(used in the UK) or the multitude of different labels currently in use by the food industry. One
working group — the Technical Design Working Group — was asked to identify and assess
existing FOPL approaches, and then to develop an interpretive FOPL scheme to be used in
Australia. The Implementation Working Group was tasked with developing an implementation
framework for the FOPL scheme, including options for different regulatory mechanisms, a
monitoring and evaluation plan, and a social marketing strategy. By bringing competing groups
together in collaborative co-development of a FOPL approach, there was an implicit aim
increasing support for the chosen FoPL scheme by a broad and diverse coalition of actors.
There was also an implicit aim for the intervention to have maximum impact, e.g. through pushes
for widespread and consistent uptake of the FoPL scheme by the food industry.

(c) Regarding Q 10: the ambition to create a regulatory framework: while this was a stated aim of
the Implementation Working Group, it soon became clear that the collaboration would not
determine the regulatory nature of FOPL — that responsibility would rest with the Australian
government — although they still developed other aspects of an implementation framework.
Regarding Q11: the collaboration was never meant to implement or monitor/evaluate the FoPL
scheme, but rather to develop a plan for such things. However, towards the end of the
collaboration, there was a shift to a Health Star Rating Advisory Committee, consisting of many
of the same members as the FOPL collaboration, which was tasked with implementation,
monitoring and evaluation. Because this Health Star Rating Advisory Committee was outside the
scope of this case study, the scores do not reflect their follow-on duties.



3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)
Score Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5

O OO0 O

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)
Score Don’t know
OC 000 O
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Externally directed by law or authority

17. To what extent did the participants have more or less equal levels of resources, (e.g. knowledge,
influence, skills) to bring to the collaborative process? (1 = Highly unequal, 5 = Highly equal)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N s N 0 e

18. To what extent were there incentives to collaborate for the participants, e.g. financial gain or
increased influence? (1 = Very little incentives, 5 = Very strong incentives)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N I Y I Y I I B

19. To what extent did the participants feel mutually dependent on each other for fulfilling their
ambitions? (1 = Very low sense of interdependence, 5 = Very high sense of interdependence)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2

D000 0DRDO00000B 0 O

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Mostly confident



21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b)
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed.

(a) There were several coalitions of actors within the FOPL collaboration — in simplified terms, a
food industry coalition and a public health/consumer interest coalition. Within the food industry
coalition, there was a very strong history of engagement. Within the public health/consumer
interest coalition, there was a history of engagement, but not as extensive as the food industry
coalition. However, this question was answered looking at the collaboration as a whole. These
two coalitions had engaged with each other previously, but through more adversarial means than
mutual cooperation. Stakeholders noted the history of unproductive partnerships between the two
coalitions, signaling that there was a rather weak, yet existent, history of mutual engagement.

(b) The Forum on Food Regulation, the authority responsible for setting the policy direction with
which food standards must align, determined that the government would be best placed to
convene a collaborative FOPL development process.

(c) Public officials realized that the only way for voluntary uptake of FOPL would be to secure the
buy-in of a wide range of stakeholders. As such, they were very dependent on the cooperation of
stakeholders. However, the food industry was always of the opinion that they didn’t need input
from any other group to determine voluntary regulation. This changed toward the middle/end of
the observed period, when the government threatened mandatory regulation, meaning the food
industry was more reliant on the collaboration to achieve its goal of avoiding mandatory
regulation. The public health group was more mixed — some were highly skeptical of the food
industry through the whole process, and thought it was just better to lobby the government for
their preferred FoPL, not working with the food industry. There was a stated willingness to
collaborate at the beginning of the process, but by the end of the process, some had become
incredibly skeptical of the collaborative process, expressing that they should work only within
their coalitions to advocate for their preferred positions. Given this, | have put a rank of 3 for the
beginning, given the mix of perspectives; a 2 for the middle of the period, given that partway
through the process, certain members of the collaboration had become noticeably dissatisfied
and began to work more in their isolated coalitions; and a 4 for the end of the period, because in
response to the dissatisfaction and waning commitment to the collaboration, the government
threatened mandatory regulation, signaling to the group that they needed to work together.

(d) Addressed in the explanations above.

(e) Note: Q15 (trust): there was historically very little trust between competing coalitions.
However, a slightly higher ranking was given because some members of the collaboration
signaled that there was some goodwill and trust at the beginning of the process, which
diminished going forward.



4. Institutional design

22. How many (institutional/group) actors were involved in the collaborative process?
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

20+ 20+ 20+ []

23. What different types of actors took part in the collaboration. Please select the backgrounds of
the different participants.

Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians =] o] | O
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations o] o] o] |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] 5] [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups Il O O O

24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and
for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0O0ddiE8OdO000:0 8O0 n [
25. To what extent were the procedural ground rules observed and applied? (1 = Very rarely applied,
5 = Almost always applied ground rules)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O 0O0O000I80O0000DO00 »O

26. To what extent was the collaboration inclusive? (1 = Very few of the relevant and affected actors
included, 5 = Almost all of the relevant and affected actors included)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O OO0 0O M 0O0000IM O O
27. To what extent were the decision-making processes in the key collaborative forums

transparent? (1 = Rarely clear to participants how decisions were taken, 5 = Almost always clear)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O« 00000¢IM0O04000 30O 0 O
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Mostly confident



29. Please describe in max 600 words (a) the ground rules of the collaboration, (b) the inclusiveness
of the collaborative forum(s), (c) the transparency of decision making within the collaborative
forum(s), (d) any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time

(a) Certain ground rules of the collaboration were very clear and applied consistently throughout
the collaboration. For example, the collaboration consisted of a project committee, under which
there were two working groups. Participants’ roles in these committees and groups was clear.
Recommendations were to be passed from the working groups to the project committee, and then
from the project committee to the steering committee. Working groups needed to come to an
agreement on the recommendation to pass upward, or present the different options if agreement
could be achieved. Co-chairs of the working groups were assigned, leaving no ambiguity in terms
of formal leadership positions. As another example, it was clear that participants were not to speak
publicly about the discussions within the collaboration. This was mostly followed, although there
was an instance (toward the middle of the observed process) where one of the participants openly
spoke about the disagreements within the collaboration. Other ground rules were unclear, and this
ambiguity persisted throughout the collaboration. For example, it was not clear who the ‘final
decision-maker’ was, largely due to the fact that this was neither a fully voluntary scheme (i.e.
industry as decision-maker), or a government developed policy (i.e. Forum on Food Regulation as
decision-maker). There was also ambiguity in terms of what was on and off the table for
negotiation. Stakeholders expressed (paraphrased) that there had been no other process that
followed this model of Project Committee with two sub-committees, to develop a quasi-regulatory
scheme. As a result, the ‘rules’ were not very transparent. Given that there were few explicit rules,
there was little application of such rules.

(b) When asked if the collaborative forum was inclusive, nearly all participants interviewed stated
that the relevant people and organizations had been included. Some (food industry
representatives), in fact, thought it was too inclusive, and that certain groups should have been
excluded. Notably excluded, however, were consumers or members of the public, except through
their representation by consumer groups.

(c) A middle rank was chosen for transparency of decision-making since some decision-making
processes were transparent, and others were ambiguous. For example, within the working groups
and project committees, all participants engaged in discussion and came to a final agreement or
recommendation. In times of disagreement, particularly in the Project Committee, the Chair would
listen to the perspectives and at times make a final call. Therefore, decision-making was
transparent within these groups. However, as mentioned above, it was not clear how the Steering
Committee or the Forum on Food Regulation were making final decisions. Unlike between the
Project Committee and Working Groups, there was little communication between the Steering
Group/FoFR and the lower groups. As such, participants within the Project Committee and Working
groups expressed lack of clarity on how decisions at these upper levels were made.



5. Leadership

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process
Locus of leadership Start of period Middle of period  End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
One lead actor
A few lead actors O O O
Shared collective among all actors

31. What were the backgrounds of those exercising leadership? Choose more than one if

necessary.
Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians
Public organizations / civil servants 0 o
Private, for-profit organizations o o
Private non-profit organizations O O

Citizens / informal citizen groups

32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and
affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

A ey I R Y B B

33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the
collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

D000 moO0O0o0o0RODO000E 0O

34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors?
(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O OodO000O20:0FEDOO000 I @&
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for
creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

I I A I Y AR B

36. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Mostly confident



37. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the form and style of leadership within the
collaboration, (b) the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
(c) changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed.
(a) There were different tiers of leadership within the collaboration. First was the Chair of the
Project Committee, the Secretary of the Department of Health. She was recognized as the primary
leader of the whole collaboration. There were also appointed leaders to the working groups — two
co-chairs from different sectors for each working group. These individuals served as formal,
appointed leaders of the working groups, but also often as leaders of their respective coalitions.
Hence, a public official was recognized as the main leader, while representatives from the food
industry, civil society groups and public servants served as working group leads.

(b) Questions 32-35 focus in on the leadership of the Secretary of the Department of Health, again,
recognized as the primary leader of the collaboration. Given her professional authority and gravitas,
she was a respected leader. As one participant stated (paraphrased), ‘no one wanted to get on the
bad side of the Department of Health,” a key motivation of actors to cooperate with the
collaboration. In terms of the focus of the collaboration, she had a very clear aim, making it clear
that a recommended FoPL scheme would be produced by the end of the collaboration. She kept
this focus by ‘striving for bronze,’ or in other words, making the necessary compromises and
concessions to deliver the final recommendation. She was successful in minimizing conflict, using
a range of strategies. For example, she ensured that all perspectives were heard, empowering
weaker stakeholder groups, fairly adjudicating to ensure that the range of interests was reflected in
the final decision. She also used creative solutions, such as appointed co-chairs of working groups
from competing coalitions, forcing cooperation rather than grand-standing and positioning.

10



6. Collaborative process

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O & O0O00IOO0O0MO0O O
39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 =
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O0diHbobOfd0>-adr«DOon0o-ogddIE O
40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 =
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0O00IMO0O000Q0T- L MDO0O:0 0O
41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0O 0O C8d0O0000-:0 0000 0 M O []
42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values

among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O oeEbOd0-d0:0-dT°ilE >00:0°n0a0n0.:RamO-4dg O
43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0Oo0o0Cd0O00O00dd0dOdo0obo«da O
44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
4

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0o0ooo0fdooooddddgono G
45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic

outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0000000400000 00 I
46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Reasonably confident
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the
process changed over the period observed.

Re Q 38: Face-to-face meetings of the collaboration were an important part of the collaboration’s
design. This helped facilitate trust and knowledge-sharing. However, due to the large size and
geographical spread of the collaboration members, the collaboration only met a few times each
year. They were well-attended, just not very frequent.

Re Q 39: Given the closed nature of this collaboration, the process was highly concentrated in
that particular collaboration. That said, in the middle phase of the collaboration, food industry
representatives targued that industry representatives not in the collaboration were key decision
makers, and that a separate, industry process should occur to determine voluntary regulation of
FoPL. However, in response to this, the government threatened mandatory regulation, at which
point the food industry cooperated and the group remained concentrated.

Re Q 40-41: The group was not very concerned with fact-finding, as contestation of the facts was
a major source of conflict among participating groups. There were some attempts within the
collaboration to conduct consumer research to determine consumer response to the proposed
scheme. Knowledge sharing was a large part of the dialogue-process, even if the aim was to
convince others of certain knowledge.

Re Q 42: Middle rankings were given for this question because, rather than an ‘alignment’ of
interests and values, there was more focus on ‘accommodation’ of interests and values within a
single FoOPL approach.

Re Q 43: The explicit purpose of the collaboration was to co-design a FOPL scheme to address
the problems inherent with the multitude of current FOPL approaches.

12



7. Accountabilit

48. To what extent were explicit joint goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda,
strategic plans, etc.? (1 = Very little explication of goals; 5 = Very highly explicated goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

oo dooboodonoonoddg O

49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very
highly operationalized goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O Odd0dO00:080.d8d0qg0aodoqoono o
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal
achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O oddoobbbf0of0bdgbfn O

51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors?
(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians o000 ooogogogoddnO ©
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] O O N O OO O0OMOOOOER O
Civil society organizations C] O OO0 00 00 0000 OO0

Affected and/or concerned citizens L0000 MO0000MO00 O

52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little
influence, 5 = Very large influence)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don'’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Elected politicians OO000000000O000000 m

OO00O00000000 00 OO O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [« ] (1 1 O O LN OO OO MM OOO O O

O 1 00 C1 00 O 1 0 8 0 0O 00O C

LOOOOMNOOOO0OMMOOOO

Civil society organizations
Affected and/or concerned citizens

53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Not very confident
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed.

(a) The goals of the collaboration were initially outlined by Forum on food Regulation. These
were clearly stated, as discussed in comments above. It is not known how goals were formulated
within the collaboration.

(b) The Forum on Food Regulation was connected to the collaboration, arguably an ‘internal
actor’, therefore they were not considered to be an ‘external oversight body’ for the response to
Q52. The Project Committee and Working Groups were held accountable to the FOFR. There
seemed to be very little opportunity to influence the collaboration as an ‘outsider’. Civil society
groups could influence the process through the representatives serving in the collaboration.
Citizens had no discernable voice of influence in this process, except what was represented by
consumer interest groups. It is not known how much elected politicians influenced this process —
the FOFR is a non-partisan body.

14



8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low,
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10.

Produced outputs and outcomes

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Develop a plan or policy for a shared
problem or societal issue

OO OdeDoodoned

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

oo odonuodoot

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

OO0 odobEoOUnn el

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

Moo not

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO odeapuodenog

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OO bOdadonooeddog

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

oD bdapoodenon

Other, namely:

O0O000dodn

OO obodooonoodn

56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance?
(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.

Realized collaboration

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Co-initiation: Jointly identify required
policies, services, or regulations

fO000O00CHOOOoo:ROoooo U

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange
policies, services, or regulation

OOoidaouooCooode O

Co-production: Implement policies,
deliver services, or provide regulations

LOD00O00O0O00O000000K L

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and
evaluate impact of policies, services, or
regulations

LO0doddOodooode O
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).

Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t

observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

gie;vnetg)gr:jo_\grtpr)]r;dsucts or services for MOO00000RO000000R ]

Develop novel production processes for O00O00MO000MO000mC 0O .

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between O0O000M0O000MO00:;E .0

roles and/or services of participants

58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little
outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims)
Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Built support and legitimacy for |:| I:l I:I El |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| []

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| []

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal PO RMO0O000O000n

consequences

Created negative unintended societal IO ON0 00000

consequences

59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the
collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)

Constituents Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Participants in the collaboration OO0 O0000O0O0 O
Elected politicians OO0 OO0 0000000000 [E]
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O O 0 0 0O O OO OOOOO @
Civil society organizations 00000 o00oo0ooofonon =
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO00O00O00O0O00oOOoo0gno @

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Mostly confident
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time.

Q55: The collaboration was successful in recommending a novel FOPL approach, which was the
main aim of the collaboration. In terms of a regulatory framework, parts of this were determined
by the Implementation Working Group, but the nature of the regulatory framework was largely
decided by the Australian government. In terms of legitimacy and support, as described above,
this varied among stakeholder groups and across time. At the beginning, there was some level of
goodwill and support for the collaborative process. In the middle, when stakeholders became
dissatisfied and began disrupting the collaborative process by using veto points, etc., support
was perhaps lowest. By the end, after the government had threatened mandatory regulation, the
collaboration did somewhat ‘regroup’ to work towards the final end goal. As an rather unintended
consequence, the collaboration was very effective at creating a holding environment to contain
the conflict among competing coalitions. However, as mentioned, by the middle of the process,
this conflict began to ‘leak’ outside of the coalition. For example, the food industry used strategies
to withdraw support and undermine the progress of the collaboration, which led some members
of the question the legitimacy of the process.

Q56: By the time the formal collaboration was about to cease, there were already plans for a

similar, but different advisory group to take-over the monitoring and evaluation of the
implemented scheme (hence, changes over time in Q56).
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(c) Regarding Q 10: the ambition to create a regulatory framework: while this was a stated aim of the Implementation Working Group, it soon became clear that the collaboration would not determine the regulatory nature of FoPL – that responsibility would rest with the Australian government – although they still developed other aspects of an implementation framework. Regarding Q11: the collaboration was never meant to implement or monitor/evaluate the FoPL scheme, but rather to develop a plan for such things. However, towards the end of the collaboration, there was a shift to a Health Star Rating Advisory Committee, consisting of many of the same members as the FoPL collaboration, which was tasked with implementation, monitoring and evaluation. Because this Health Star Rating Advisory Committee was outside the scope of this case study, the scores do not reflect their follow-on duties. 

	Q21: (a) There were several coalitions of actors within the FoPL collaboration – in simplified terms, a food industry coalition and a public health/consumer interest coalition. Within the food industry coalition, there was a very strong history of engagement. Within the public health/consumer interest coalition, there was a history of engagement, but not as extensive as the food industry coalition. However, this question was answered looking at the collaboration as a whole. These two coalitions had engaged with each other previously, but through more adversarial means than mutual cooperation. Stakeholders noted the history of unproductive partnerships between the two coalitions, signaling that there was a rather weak, yet existent, history of mutual engagement. 

(b) The Forum on Food Regulation, the authority responsible for setting the policy direction with which food standards must align, determined that the government would be best placed to convene a collaborative FoPL development process. 

(c) Public officials realized that the only way for voluntary uptake of FoPL would be to secure the buy-in of a wide range of stakeholders. As such, they were very dependent on the cooperation of stakeholders. However, the food industry was always of the opinion that they didn’t need input from any other group to determine voluntary regulation. This changed toward the middle/end of the observed period, when the government threatened mandatory regulation, meaning the food industry was more reliant on the collaboration to achieve its goal of avoiding mandatory regulation. The public health group was more mixed – some were highly skeptical of the food industry through the whole process, and thought it was just better to lobby the government for their preferred FoPL, not working with the food industry. There was a stated willingness to collaborate at the beginning of the process, but by the end of the process, some had become incredibly skeptical of the collaborative process, expressing that they should work only within their coalitions to advocate for their preferred positions. Given this, I have put a rank of 3 for the beginning, given the mix of perspectives; a 2 for the middle of the period, given that partway through the process, certain members of the collaboration had become noticeably dissatisfied and began to work more in their isolated coalitions; and a 4 for the end of the period, because in response to the dissatisfaction and waning commitment to the collaboration, the government threatened mandatory regulation, signaling to the group that they needed to work together. 

(d) Addressed in the explanations above.

(e) Note: Q15 (trust): there was historically very little trust between competing coalitions. However, a slightly higher ranking was given because some members of the collaboration signaled that there was some goodwill and trust at the beginning of the process, which diminished going forward. 

	Q29: (a) Certain ground rules of the collaboration were very clear and applied consistently throughout the collaboration. For example, the collaboration consisted of a project committee, under which there were two working groups. Participants’ roles in these committees and groups was clear. Recommendations were to be passed from the working groups to the project committee, and then from the project committee to the steering committee. Working groups needed to come to an agreement on the recommendation to pass upward, or present the different options if agreement could be achieved. Co-chairs of the working groups were assigned, leaving no ambiguity in terms of formal leadership positions. As another example, it was clear that participants were not to speak publicly about the discussions within the collaboration. This was mostly followed, although there was an instance (toward the middle of the observed process) where one of the participants openly spoke about the disagreements within the collaboration. Other ground rules were unclear, and this ambiguity persisted throughout the collaboration. For example, it was not clear who the ‘final decision-maker’ was, largely due to the fact that this was neither a fully voluntary scheme (i.e. industry as decision-maker), or a government developed policy (i.e. Forum on Food Regulation as decision-maker). There was also ambiguity in terms of what was on and off the table for negotiation. Stakeholders expressed (paraphrased) that there had been no other process that followed this model of Project Committee with two sub-committees, to develop a quasi-regulatory scheme. As a result, the ‘rules’ were not very transparent. Given that there were few explicit rules, there was little application of such rules. 

(b) When asked if the collaborative forum was inclusive, nearly all participants interviewed stated that the relevant people and organizations had been included. Some (food industry representatives), in fact, thought it was too inclusive, and that certain groups should have been excluded. Notably excluded, however, were consumers or members of the public, except through their representation by consumer groups. 

(c) A middle rank was chosen for transparency of decision-making since some decision-making processes were transparent, and others were ambiguous. For example, within the working groups and project committees, all participants engaged in discussion and came to a final agreement or recommendation. In times of disagreement, particularly in the Project Committee, the Chair would listen to the perspectives and at times make a final call. Therefore, decision-making was transparent within these groups. However, as mentioned above, it was not clear how the Steering Committee or the Forum on Food Regulation were making final decisions. Unlike between the Project Committee and Working Groups, there was little communication between the Steering Group/FoFR and the lower groups. As such, participants within the Project Committee and Working groups expressed lack of clarity on how decisions at these upper levels were made. 

	Q37: (a) There were different tiers of leadership within the collaboration. First was the Chair of the Project Committee, the Secretary of the Department of Health. She was recognized as the primary leader of the whole collaboration. There were also appointed leaders to the working groups – two co-chairs from different sectors for each working group. These individuals served as formal, appointed leaders of the working groups, but also often as leaders of their respective coalitions. Hence, a public official was recognized as the main leader, while representatives from the food industry, civil society groups and public servants served as working group leads.

(b) Questions 32-35 focus in on the leadership of the Secretary of the Department of Health, again, recognized as the primary leader of the collaboration. Given her professional authority and gravitas, she was a respected leader. As one participant stated (paraphrased), ‘no one wanted to get on the bad side of the Department of Health,’ a key motivation of actors to cooperate with the collaboration. In terms of the focus of the collaboration, she had a very clear aim, making it clear that a recommended FoPL scheme would be produced by the end of the collaboration. She kept this focus by ‘striving for bronze,’ or in other words, making the necessary compromises and concessions to deliver the final recommendation.  She was successful in minimizing conflict, using a range of strategies. For example, she ensured that all perspectives were heard, empowering weaker stakeholder groups, fairly adjudicating to ensure that the range of interests was reflected in the final decision. She also used creative solutions, such as appointed co-chairs of working groups from competing coalitions, forcing cooperation rather than grand-standing and positioning. 

	Q47: Re Q 38: Face-to-face meetings of the collaboration were an important part of the collaboration’s design. This helped facilitate trust and knowledge-sharing. However, due to the large size and geographical spread of the collaboration members, the collaboration only met a few times each year. They were well-attended, just not very frequent. 

Re Q 39: Given the closed nature of this collaboration, the process was highly concentrated in that particular collaboration. That said, in the middle phase of the collaboration, food industry representatives targued that industry representatives not in the collaboration were key decision makers, and that a separate, industry process should occur to determine voluntary regulation of FoPL. However, in response to this, the government threatened mandatory regulation, at which point the food industry cooperated and the group remained concentrated. 

Re Q 40-41: The group was not very concerned with fact-finding, as contestation of the facts was a major source of conflict among participating groups. There were some attempts within the collaboration to conduct consumer research to determine consumer response to the proposed scheme. Knowledge sharing was a large part of the dialogue-process, even if the aim was to convince others of certain knowledge. 

Re Q 42: Middle rankings were given for this question because, rather than an ‘alignment’ of interests and values, there was more focus on ‘accommodation’ of interests and values within a single FoPL approach.

Re Q 43: The explicit purpose of the collaboration was to co-design a FoPL scheme to address the problems inherent with the multitude of current FoPL approaches. 

	Q54: (a) The goals of the collaboration were initially outlined by Forum on food Regulation. These were clearly stated, as discussed in comments above. It is not known how goals were formulated within the collaboration. 

(b) The Forum on Food Regulation was connected to the collaboration, arguably an ‘internal actor’, therefore they were not considered to be an ‘external oversight body’ for the response to Q52. The Project Committee and Working Groups were held accountable to the FoFR. There seemed to be very little opportunity to influence the collaboration as an ‘outsider’. Civil society groups could influence the process through the representatives serving in the collaboration. Citizens had no discernable voice of influence in this process, except what was represented by consumer interest groups. It is not known how much elected politicians influenced this process – the FoFR is a non-partisan body. 

	Q61: Q55: The collaboration was successful in recommending a novel FoPL approach, which was the main aim of the collaboration. In terms of a regulatory framework, parts of this were determined by the Implementation Working Group, but the nature of the regulatory framework was largely decided by the Australian government. In terms of legitimacy and support, as described above, this varied among stakeholder groups and across time. At the beginning, there was some level of goodwill and support for the collaborative process. In the middle, when stakeholders became dissatisfied and began disrupting the collaborative process by using veto points, etc., support was perhaps lowest. By the end, after the government had threatened mandatory regulation, the collaboration did somewhat ‘regroup’ to work towards the final end goal. As an rather unintended consequence, the collaboration was very effective at creating a holding environment to contain the conflict among competing coalitions. However, as mentioned, by the middle of the process, this conflict began to ‘leak’ outside of the coalition. For example, the food industry used strategies to withdraw support and undermine the progress of the collaboration, which led some members of the question the legitimacy of the process.

Q56: By the time the formal collaboration was about to cease, there were already plans for a similar, but different advisory group to take-over the monitoring and evaluation of the implemented scheme (hence, changes over time in Q56). 
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