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COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE 
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 

• 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.

• 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.

• 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.  
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unique name for the case you are describing.

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s)

Institution / University
Email address first author

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration 

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

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.
Methods Used
Documents 
Interviews 
Observations Social 
network data 
Surveys 

Other, namely:  

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).

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 

Local 
Regional 
National 
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
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2. Main case characteristics

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

□Agriculture

□Culture/Leisure

□Economy & Trade

□Education

□Environment & Climate

□Infrastructure & Planning

□Public Health

□Security & Public Safety

□Social/Employment Policy

□Technology & Transport

□ Other, namely …………. 

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 
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 

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

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

Other, namely: 

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 
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 

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

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

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

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

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.
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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 

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 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.

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 

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 

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 3 4 5 

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?
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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. 
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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 

    

 
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 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private, non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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? 
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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 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

5. Leadership 

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process 
Locus of leadership Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 
Don’t 
know 

One lead actor 
A few lead actors 
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 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private non-profit organizations     
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  

 
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 5  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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? 
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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. 
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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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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 

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

 

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  

 

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? 
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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. 
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7. Accountability 

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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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 

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  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
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 

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  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

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? 
 

 
  



14 
 

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. 
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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 
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  

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

    

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

    

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

    

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

    

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

    

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

    

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

    

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

    

Other, namely: 
 

    

 
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 

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  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

Develop novel products or services for 
clients and partners 

    

Develop novel production processes for 
producing products or services 

    

Novel ways of coordinating between 
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 

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  

Built support and legitimacy for 
investing in future collaborations 

    

Built joint operational capacity for 
solving future problems and challenges 

    

Created positive unintended societal 
consequences 

    

Created negative unintended societal 
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 

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  

Participants in the collaboration     

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 

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? 
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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. 
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	Q13: This case involves collaborations that were part of a legislative inquiry in the Australian state of New South Wales (NSW) into the costs and benefits of introducing a deposit-refund recycling policy, known as Container Deposit Legislation (CDL). 

a)  CDL is a policy instrument that involves placing a mandatory deposit on certain (usually beverage) containers to encourage consumers to return them for reuse, recycling or disposal. The capacity and effectiveness of CDL to reduce litter and increase recycling rates is highly contested. Critics argue that CDL only addresses recyclable drink cans and bottles made from aluminium, glass, plastic and steel, which in Australia account for around 10% of the waste stream and 33%  of the litter stream. The potential impact of CDL in NSW on recycling and litter rates is complicated because most cities and regions have an extensive kerbside recycling services for household waste (funded by government through land rates). The vexing questions for policy makers in this context is: a) would CDL bring any additional benefits to its citizens and environment, and b) could CDL work alongside existing kerbside recycling services? 

b) In 1999, the NSW Minister for the Environment commissioned Professor Stuart White (from the University of Technology, Sydney) to conduct an independent inquiry into CDL. White’s task was to assess the costs and benefits of CDL to NSW. His assessment would be the first in Australia to draw on new local data on the environmental costs and benefits of recycling. White also expanded the Review to consider community impacts of CDL especially with respect to cost, access and equity. To this end White (and his team) undertook an extensive social research which included:  
1. interviews with stakeholder groups (one on one) to better understand the perspectives of key groups affected by, or interested in CDL
2. public submissions from 'organised and articulate' groups and members of the public
3. a two-staged public opinion poll (a 'televote') 
4. a citizens' jury with randomly selected citizens 
5. a Stakeholder Reference Group to engage key stakeholders in the design and outcomes of the social research  
6. an Advisory committee to guide the entire social research of the Review 

This case study focusses on the Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG), the most collaborative component of the Review's social research. 

c) In this case the collaborations collapsed after four SRG meetings because key industry groups decided to withdraw their participation and support for the Review. Rather than collaborate, industry groups actively lobbied the commissioning Minister and eventually the Premier of New South Wales. Following these strategic efforts, rumors circulated in the media that the Premier had made a decision not to introduce CDL - news that deeply undermined the ongoing work of the Review. Why analyze the costs and benefits of CDL, and explore citizens preferences thereon, for a policy instrument that the Premier is alleged to have said he would never consider? 

In the end the CDL Review went ahead, but without the support and legitimation of crucial industry groups. In 2002 the government released White's report which found that CDL would bring net environmental and social benefits to NSW. Almost two decades later, in 2017, the NSW government finally introduced a statewide CDL scheme to reduce growing volumes of recyclable containers going to landfill. 
	Q21: a) Though CDL is widely applied throughout Europe, it has been the subject of significant controversy in Australia since the 1970s. The debate is highly polarised with environmental groups and local governments in favour of CDL and the packaging and beverage industry vehemently opposed to it. Both sides of the debate lean heavily on environmental arguments as well as self-funded research to justify their position. Both set of groups share similar values on the broad goal of waste minimisation (the ends), but have different strategies (interests) in how to reach this goal (the means). 

Prior to CDL Review most key stakeholder groups associated with waste issues in NSW were members of the governments State Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC), which was established in the mid-1990s to advise the the government on waste and recycling issues. SWAC brought together the key stakeholders including representatives from the beverage and packaging industry; environmental groups; local government and consumer groups. Interviews reveal that prior to the Review, SWAC members were highly dissatisfied with SWAC’s procedures and progress. It had functioned with no independent facilitator and all members had strong competing agendas. By the time the Review arrived in 2000, SWAC members were at loggerheads. 

b) The collaborative process in this case was embedded in a legislated inquiry into a policy instrument that industry groups vehemently oppose. Up until 2000 the New South Wales (NSW) government has continuously rejected proposals for CDL and preferred to take a more voluntary approach to regulating packaging waste. However when the relevant waste management legislation (the 1995 Waste Act) came up for formal review in 2000, the performance of industry’s voluntary approach was not convincing, and the NSW Government was formally required to consider alternative policy instruments, such as CDL, to meet it waste reduction targets.  Since the NSW government had opposed CDL in the past and showed an on-going preference for voluntary type policies, it had to build credibility by outsourcing the CDL Review CDL to an external independent expert, Professor White.

c) Interdependence between polarised groups associated with CDL is very low. Since the 1970s there has been a continuous tug of war between competing groups. Positions are deeply entrenched, actors are highly choreographed and the arguments are well rehearsed.  Exchanges between opposing parties have largely involved firing-off report after report, each documenting the results of a ‘study’ commissioned to support their agenda.  On the rare occasions when representatives from relevant groups were brought together, their discussions were not oriented towards reaching common ground. 

d) White's CDL Review attempted to engender a more collaborative approach to discussing waste policy in NSW. However the social research aspects of the Review were not well received by groups on either side of the debate. Industry representatives were concerned that the participants in the citizens' jury would not be able to appreciate the complex economic arguments surrounding CDL. In the end industry groups were so sceptical of the SRG process, and the value of additional public input on CDL, that they withdrew their participation and support for the entire Review. In the end their veto position left them exposed to strong public criticisms that they were unwilling to engage with deliberating citizens and the broader Review. 

	Q29: Collaboration in this case was embedded in the social research component of an independent  Review (commissioned by a Minister) into a controversial policy instrument (see above). 

The Review team recognized early in the planning stages that collaboration and participation were novel in waste policy in NSW and so they actively reached out to key interest groups to support and advise the Review's social research processes. Two external committees were established with the intention of artificially divorcing ‘content’ and ‘process’ issues:

1. a Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG) a ten-member committee composed of all the major interest groups associated with waste issues in NSW, except Choice (formerly the Australian Consumers’ Association). The primary aim of the SRG was to provide input into the material prepared for the participants in the televote and the Citizens’ Jury. The SRG group met on four occasions over a two-month period in the lead up to the televote and the citizens’ jury.  

2. an Advisory Committee (AC): a six-member committee composed of academics and practitioners of public participation to advise on novel participatory aspects of the Review's social research, especially the televote and the Citizens' Jury.

Both committees had clear ground rules and members were given guidelines on their remit.  However, because the committee never met together there was no opportunity for face-to-face dialogue between them. Interviews and observations by the author reveal that Members of the Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG) felt undermined by the AC and at one stage refused to accept their decision as process advisors. Likewise members of the AC found many of the SRG demands unreasonable.  Meanwhile the Review Team served as a conduit for communicating concerns back and forth. 

Outside the SRG meetings industry groups used their resources to build solidarity and collectively lobby against the Review. They set out en masse to criticise the methodology and the competence of Professor White and his team. They also lobbied various Ministers and eventually the Premier of NSW - who is alleged to have reassured industry that CDL would 'never' be introduced. Ten days before the citizens’ jury industry groups announced their withdrawal from the SRG and the Review. 

Notwithstanding these events the Review and the citizens' jury continued with the support of Minister for Environment.  Due to withdrawal of industry group, the citizen jury design was  modified;  various perspectives of the CDL debate were presented by government officials and academics (rather than by representatives of key interest groups as is standard).  The deliberations were affected by these amendments to the extent that citizens were frustrated at not being able to directly interact with key stakeholders at question time.








	Q37: The NSW Minister for the Environment commissioned the CDL Review because CDL was an alternative waste minimisation policy instrument that the government was legislatively required to  consider. In establishing the CDL Review, the Minister effectively released himself (at least temporarily) from having to take any leadership on the contentious CDL policy (which had plagued state politics for over 30 years).

The Minister appointed Professor Stuart White from the University of Technology, Sydney to undertake the independent Review into CDL. Leadership, thus, in this case was transferred over to an independent non-government expert. 

The central task of White's Review was epistemic - to undertake an assessment of the economic and environmental costs of CDL. But White recognised the political and social aspects of CDL and convinced the Minister that his Review also needed to research the social and community impacts of CDL.  Under White's leadership the Review actively engaged key stakeholder groups in the Review process, and adopted participatory approaches which were highly innovative and radical at the time, including a televote and citizens' jury, to explore citizen and consumer preferences on CDL.  

White's participatory leadership style was not welcomed by the bureaucracy. As one senior bureaucrat explained:  "We wanted a detached examination of the issue...an objective reasoned analysis..... It’s ironic frankly – we wanted a fair dinkum analysis in a reasonably unencumbered way but what encumbered it in the end was this desire to consult left, right, and centre." 

White's attempt to lead a more collaborative and participatory form of policy inquiry was undermined by the actions of pressure groups opposed to CDL - namely, powerful industry associations and beverage corporations. Although these groups actively participated in the initial collaborations (via the Stakeholder Reference Group), they vetoed the Review to undermine its integrity and legitimacy. Industry groups also used their connections and economic power to successfully access the NSW State Premier (the most powerful political position in state) and thereby directly undermining the leadership of White and the authority of the Minister of the Environment. 

Little or no leadership was exercised in this case by public administrators.  As an independent inquiry, the Review carried expectations from public administrators within the commissioning Minister’s office that it would be an objective and impartial assessment of the scientific facts of CDL. The final report was to be definitive, drawing on a technical analysis of the economic and environmental costs and benefits of CDL. Though most of the Review methodology accorded with these expectations, the social research component and its attempt to drive reform through collaboration and public engagement, stirred up what the bureaucracy (and the Minister) was seeking to avoid – politics. 
	Q47: 
The collaborative elements of this case were well-intentioned in its design, for example in the establishment of the Stakeholder Reference Group, but difficult to realize due to the extremely politicized nature of CDL as a policy instrument. 

Consider for example the interactions between members of the SRG which met to collaborate on four occasions over a two-month period in the lead up to the televote and the citizens’ jury. To the surprise of the Review Team (White and his colleagues) the first meeting was greeted with enthusiasm and cooperation. However by the fourth meeting the communication between parties had degenerated into scepticism and resistance. Instead of focussing on the preparation of materials for the televote and citizens’ jury, the SRG turned into a combative session between the CDL opponent and proponent coalitions.  In particular, industry groups attempted to steer the research in their favour by making requests to amend the briefing materials and the televote questionnaires. Although the Review Team made several changes in response to their concerns, industry groups continued to influence proceedings, for example, by seeking to stall the SRG meetings at critical decision points.  Despite these attempts, the SRG managed to get agreement on contentious background material for the Televote, the Citizens’ Jury, and the Citizens’ Jury program.

Outside the SRG meetings industry sought to actively undermine the work of SRG and the credibility and purpose of the broader CDL Review.  For example, some industry groups criticized the collaborative and participatory methodology, and the competence of the research team. 

Just before the citizens' jury, industry groups demonstrated just how far they would go to undermine the Review and pursue their own interests. On the 21st December 2001, it is alleged that a delegation of key industry representatives met with the Premier, and the Director-General of the Cabinet Office to discuss CDL. At this meeting the Premier is said to have ‘emphatically ruled out CDL as an option for NSW’. According to another industry source, the Plastics and Chemicals Industries Association: ‘The Premier directed the Cabinet Office to write to the Minister for the Environment immediately, indicating that Government policy was opposition to Container Deposit Legislation, on the grounds that it threatened successful kerbside systems and that the Inquiry should close.’ 

Collaboration in this case was doomed from the start. Particularly significant was that groups opposing CDL viewed the entire Review as a conspiracy against their interests. It was, after all, investigating an issue that they had managed to keep out of litter and waste policies for several decades. The Review was not only going to unpack and test their arguments, but it could expose and threaten their control over the issue.  In terms of game theory the stakes were high and industry groups had a lot to lose. From this perspective it is no surprise that they entered the Review process on the defensive facing uncertain outcomes. They then made strong claims that the process was biased and stacked against their interests. By lobbying in and around the process they strategically set out to squash any attempt to create dialogue and open up the issue. Despite several alterations to the process to appease their concerns, resistance continued. This suggests that any objective policy assessment on CDL   – collaborative or not – would have been considered flawed by industry. 


	Q54: Overall the goals of the collaboration in this case were all formulated in epistemic terms, that is to explore the social impacts of CDL. It was never a stated aim of the Review to build collaborations and engage multiple stakeholder in joint reforms. 

The collaborative failings at the heart of this case, ie. the withdrawal of industry groups from the SRG and the Review, were never held to account, nor did they attract significant political or public attention.  Interestingly it was the citizens in the citizens' jury that were most disappointed that relevant stakeholder groups were not willing to participate constructively, 
as the following comments demonstrate: 
• I would have liked them to be there. It probably would have made the decision harder but they would have added to the discussion.
• I was disappointed to hear no one from the manufacturers or even the greenies, I don’t know if it would have affected the outcome but we would have gone away feeling that we really had weighed the pros and cons.
• Our conclusions put the onus on industry. They should have been there. 

Many actors interviewed for this case commented that the entire Review process was conducted under the veil of political naïveté. As one civil servant put it:
"Perhaps it was also naïve of the Government to believe that industry and environment groups would have rationally used this opportunity to seriously look at the issue rather than stick with their 10, 15, and 20 year old prejudices – which was all that ended up getting an airing". 

Others suggest that the organisers could have been more politically savvy, for example, by convincing key actors that there was much to gain by their participation. Furthermore, the  collaborative and participatory aspects of this cases were very low profile with no media involvement and minimal interest from the public. This was an intentional decision by the organisers in conjunction with the Ministry and the stakeholders before they withdrew. But the desire to avoid a media circus in the end served industry groups and the NSW Government well. Neither were called to account for their actions: industry for their withdrawal from a consultation exercise, and government for their decision to go against the findings of the Review.  
 

	Q61: The collaborations in this case mostly produced unintended outputs, including intensifying the polarised nature of the CDL debate, and exacerbating the lobbying efforts of industry. 

That said the participatory aspects of the Review - especially reaching out to include the perspectives of affected citizens via a citizens' jury -  generated important insights into community views on a complex policy issue where citizens and consumer perspectives can differ. 

The broader CDL Review (conducted by Professor White) has had policy impact, albeit via long and circuitous route. It generated a significant body of independent research on the potential economic, environmental and social impacts of CDL in NSW. The White report was released by the NSW Government as part of a broader report into Extended Producer Responsibility in February 2002. White's key finding was that CDL would be of net financial, environmental and social benefit to NSW. The social research demonstrated that there is strong community support for CDL provided that issues of equity and access are taken into consideration. An international study released around the same time also supported White’s conclusions: that deposit refund systems are one of the most effective means for achieving high container recovery rates. These findings generated considerable media attention and public discussion.

After the completion of the Review, the NSW Government decided that the CDL issue required national consideration and referred it onto the Federal Government. While the White Report had little direct impact after its release on waste policy in NSW, its findings sparked much interest in CDL in other jurisdictions around Australia including the Northern Territory, Australian Capital Territory, Western Australia and Queensland. 

Despite ongoing resistance from industry groups, the NSW government finally introduced a CDL scheme ("Return and Earn") in December 2017 - a full 17 years after it Commissioned the White Review. This policy shift in waste management in NSW has been welcomed by CDL proponents, including local government and  environmental groups, who were central participants in the SRG collaborations. According to one group: "We are relieved that we have made it to this point when many told us it would never happen." 
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