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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? 
 

  



8 
 

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 
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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? 
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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. 
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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: (1) Family violence (often referred to as domestic violence) was one of the most endemic yet hidden social problems facing Victoria. It was estimated to affect almost one in four women in long-term relationships during their lifetime and each year since 2000, Victoria Police had recorded more than 20,000 incidents. This, according to experts, was only the tip of the iceberg; research suggested that as many as 80 percent of cases went unreported. Family violence was one of the most confronting and complex aspects of police work. It was responsible for approximately 30 percent of police callouts; more than a third of those were repeat visits. When police were called out to an incident the approach police took was often superficial and focused on calming the immediate situation. Even though police had the capacity to take out intervention orders against offenders themselves, there were legal hurdles and considerable paperwork; it wasn’t an option that was routinely pursued. Where offenders breached existing intervention orders, they frequently weren’t investigated or prosecuted. Incidents were often considered in isolation, without considering the history of the relationship or the needs of secondary victims such as children. The choice for victims of family violence was either to go to police “and get a fairly poor response”, or to go to an NGA for usually short term support. Two pathways and two different systems meant women and children’s safety could easily fall into the gaps between.(2) In late 2001, new Police Commissioner Christine Nixon announced three key areas she wanted to focus on: burglary, motor vehicle theft and violence against women. She assigned an assistant commissioner (Leigh Gassner)  to the latter – specifically family violence and sexual assault who chose to first go and speak to community-based agencies before consulting widely within the police organisation. While Gassner was conducting these consultations, he also approached the head of the Office of Women’s Policy about a joint effort to bring government and non-government agencies involved in family violence together. Through their respective Ministers the two government agencies then went to the Social Policy Committee of Cabinet and asked for two statewide steering committees to be formed: one on reduction of sexual assault; and the other on family violence. The Committee agreed to both and gave police and the Office of Women’s Policy the leadership role on the latter. The NGAs were keen to be involved. During mid-2002, work began on the Statewide Steering Committee to Reduce Family Violence. The aim was to achieve a multi-agency and integrated response to the issue. (Meanwhile, the police began work on producing a Victoria Police Code of Practice for investigating family violence.) (3) The first, and in some respects the most difficult task was deciding how many participants to bring in and who they should be. There were literally hundreds of different service providers, some with only four-figure grants and each with its own perspective. there was a lot of friction between the Department of Human Services (DHS) and the NGAs who were largely funded by DHS. The Department was also worried about NGAs driving the agenda. The Department of Justice was the other main government participant to join the Steering Committee, along with the Departments of Human Services and Victorian Communities. As time went on participants on the Committee began documenting the problems and working on possible solutions in a report entitled: Reforming the Family Violence System in Victoria. The Steering Committee faced a setback when the Government declined the first funding application which disheartened members. But they were successful upon their second attempt.
	Q21: Re (1) and (2), see item 14, points 2 and 3. Additional information: - The collaboration was initiated through the co-leadership of the new Police Commissioner, who authorized an assistant commissioner to exercise the power to convene and display the facilitative leadership required, enlist other government agencies, and ultimate co-lead the process along with the Office of Women's Policy (Vic Dept of Communities). The Commissioner also used her clout to keep the pressure on the issue, open doors in high places etc. -  The early stage of the Committee process  was about building relationships because there was a lot of mistrust from the service providers, stemming from their deep sense of disappointment at years of police indifference (as well as from misunderstanding the nature and limits of police powers in this domain) and seeming lack of interest and/or funding clout from other government departments. The challenge was often around having government and NGAs on a committee which is trying to come together and co-design a model that it wanted to put forward to government. But some of those representatives were also service providers, so they had a vested interest as well as wanting to get good outcomes for women and children. There initially was a lot uncertainty within the government agencies about they could work with the NGA's in a collaborative way without raising expectations that might not be met.Re (3) Prior to Commissioner Nixon's intervention, there was no 'system' as such, just disjointed efforts by government agencies and NGA's, each in their own domain. The essence of the case is about the participants gradually becoming committed to forming a system, grasping their intedependence and finding political/budgetary momentum to start working in a more holistic fashion.Re (4) Not really, The Committee's composition was stable throughout much of this period, and there was also political stability (a Labour state government, the continued presence and commitment of the police commissioner etc.).
	Q29: (1) The building up of mutual trust coming off a very low base of either not knowing much about, not appreciating one another's roles/powers/capabilities, or not trusting one another's motives (government actors fearing the NGA's would use the Committee to boost funding claims). Hence the ground rule was: tell it like it is; each actor was to be open about their own operations, their understanding of the problem, their responsibilities, their capabilities, the limitations of their remit, the frustrations they experience in dealing with the issues.(2) The question of inclusiveness was a big one for this network. On the government side, it was relatively, both the justice/ law enforcement and human services/communities complexes needed to be represented. The question was at which level of seniority. Given that the setting up of the steering committee was directly authorized by the Victorian Cabinet, and given the personal example and diplomacy of Christine Nixon, the police commissioner, the Committee ended up being composed of agency heads. Below that level, there was the added complexity of the structure of the DHS where various sections were involved with family violence, e.g. Office of Housing and Office of Children. On the NGA side, the first, and in some respects the most difficult task was deciding how many participants to bring in and who they should be. There were literally hundreds of different service providers, some with only four-figure grants and each with its own perspective. NGAs were solving problems locally which meant that no two responses to women were the same. This approach would never address the widespread and brutal culture of family violence. The family violence sector has always thought that it was battling it out on its own. There were poor relations right across the board really reflecting a broken service system.” A/C Gassner recalls: “we tried to pick those peak bodies that could represent as much as possible the agencies that were on the ground dealing with family violence. It was hard because at a certain point we had to draw a line in the sand otherwise we would have needed the Rod Laver arena for meetings.” Nonetheless, there were still many voices to be heard and reaching a common understanding of the issues was proving to be incredibly challenging. (3) Given these complexities and sensitivities, procedural propriety and highly transparent processes were deemed essential. Gassner quickly realised that getting everyone to reach a common understanding was going to take longer than he thought. The two-hour monthly meetings soon extended to three. Said Gassner: “These issues involve so many disparate viewpoints and perspectives about how they should be handled and they’re all right to an extent but there was a need to bring them together. Atmeetings I used to forget the agenda because it just got to a point where I realised that certain discussions had never been had before. And I just had to let it run. Some of the people from government agencies were very personally affronted by what they were hearing but it needed to get out.” As time went on participants on the Committee began documenting the problems andworking on possible solutions in a report entitled: Reforming the Family Violence System in Victoria. Despite the growing connections and sense of common understanding, preparing the document was still a long, tortuous process.  NGAs were still struggling to enunciate their aims and principles and incorporate them in a model. (4) I have let the case terminate in mid 2006 when the steering committee was disbanded, after its funding bid was successful and it was deemed that the newly engineered 'system' was now going to into an implementation phase. [what happened in the years thereafter could be a second case in its own right]. But for the duration of the current case period, the governance structure and the suite of actors represented on it were stable. 
	Q37: (1) Bridge-building leadership across organisational, sectoral and professional boundaries was vital. This was very much a case of distributed facilitative leadership:- The catalytic role of strategic agenda-setting (raising the salience of the issue, demonstrating the police's commitment to 'clean up its act - which it duly did by adopting in 2004 a new Code of Practice for the handling of family violence, which brought much improvement to the police's operations in this domain, though many deep-seated institutional and cultural challenges remained) and the convenor role were very much played by Police Commissioner Christine Nixon, who used her hard and soft powers to the full extent to raise the temperature on the issue and personally vouch for the integrity of the police's effort to lead a collaborative approach.- The mediation and stewardship roles were played by Gassner and his small team, eventually working in close conjunction with the Rhonda Cumberland at the Office of Women's Policy, who observed about Gassner: “We were surprised that an officer in Gassner’s position could pick up people’s needs very quickly and steer the relationship building as well as he did.” (2) Gassner discovered that many agencies were working under false assumptions, not only about what the police could do but what other services did. Gassner's low-key, empathetic style proved crucial in him credibly performing the mediation role to all parties' satisfaction, which resulted in them becoming and remaining committed to the collaborative process even while it was acrimonious at times, time-consuming all the time, and suffered some important setbacks initially.  (3) In 2005, Cumberland took up a position with the Department of Victorian Communities and was confident that there was a whole-of government commitment to genuine improvement. While Victoria Police still occupied an important leadership position, DVC had now taken a bigger role especially in coordinating the activities of larger government departments such as DHS and Justice. “The priority is the system, that it is strong and that it will do what it says it will do so that women can have confidence in it,” said Cumberland. She acknowledged that it was difficult to operate a system across departments but felt they were making good progress: “When we check our thinking against Australian and international standards we are ahead in some areas and behind in others. But we are quite pleased with how we are travelling. The government has provided continuing vision and leadership, knowing that we are seeking generational change.”
	Q47: Re (1): See previous two verbal sections.Re (2): After the initial 'downloading' and trust-building period, the main focus of activity was to jointly draft the  Reforming the Family Violence System in Victoria report.This in turn not only provided the first stab at creating a whole of system strategic framework, but then also became central to the funding bid the Committee wanted to bring to Cabinet. Without a significant boost in funding, the collaborative effort would be dead in the water. The first funding bid was, however, shot down by the Treasury department. The case for funding was made mainly in moral and social terms, not in economic and public policy terms.Re (3): Two significant and strategically commissioned and targeted reports were released in 2004 which changed the way the Government  viewed the significance of family violence. One report by Vic Health, supportedby DHS, looked at the contribution of family violence to Victoria’s disease burden and theresults were startling. It found that intimate partner violence accounted for nine percent of thetotal disease burden for women aged 15-44, contributing more than obesity, illicit drugs andalcohol. Intimate partner violence had a considerable impact on mental healthoutcomes such as anxiety, depression and suicide. The other report, by Access Economics,estimated the total cost of domestic violence to the Australian economy during 2002-2003was in the region of $8 billion. This included costs to future generations. It wasestimated that there had been more than 400,000 victims of domestic violence who bore thegreatest share of the costs, however, the expense to state and federal governments was placedat over $1 billion that year. These reports spoke language Cabinet could understand and in 2005 funding was secured, and thus the second main objective of the Committee was achieved. 
	Q54: Re (1) At the outset there was no formal goal-setting process. It was all about relationship-building with a view towards eventually doing better for the victims of family violence. However, once the Committee got underway, it became clear that it had two key milestones to achieve: (a) conceptualizing what an integrated response to family violence would look like in systemic terms. The Feb 2005 Report mentioned earlier delivered this. It proposed an integrated service delivery model (Exhibit D)and the establishment of a state-wide Family Violence Advisory Committee along withregional and local Governance Committees to facilitate cooperation and ensure consistency.  (b) achieve a major funding injection in what had always been a chronically underfunded 'sector'. The was achieved in the 2005/6 budget. Re (2)(3) No clear information about this in the case material. My coding is based on what I have heard directly from participants 
	Q61: Re (1) and (2) For the Committee's 2 main objectives and their achievement, see the text in the previous box re (1). In addition, as predicted, the number of family violence incidents rose because of increased public confidence that reporting now made sense and would elicit a substantive response. It reaching almost 30,000 during 2004-2005 according to police statistics. The following year, there was a slight decrease in incidents, then a rebound in reports in most regions during 2006-2007. NGA feedback indicated that the police response had significantly improved. And at the coalface, individuals and groups were forging better linkages. Cumberlandrecalled that, “we saw new possibilities. We met at the local police station to develop a joint response to transporting unsafe women and children. Most women enter refuge services at night. Typically, they arrive by taxi and there were times when they were followed. Now we had made arrangements for women to be dropped off at 24 hour police stations, dramatically improving their level of safety.”(3) Cumberland had observed major improvements: “You still hear haunting stories – police taking too long to respond, or high risk women returning home or the problems of indigenous communities where family and community violence intersect. But there is no turning back. The government has significantly invested in reform, the police continue to lead and support services are gradually changing. The courts too have pushed their own boundaries. There are still complaints about uneven responses butchange is happening on the ground.” Gassner also hoped for improved judicial responses including more streamlined process butthat notwithstanding, he reported that police were now taking out significantly more intervention orders. The number of criminal charges laid was also up, jumping by 73 percent in the first year alone. Between 2004 - the introduction of theVictoria Police Code of Practice - and 2009 there had been a:• 168% increase in the number of intervention orders applied for by police;• 153% increase in charges laid; and a• 22.4% increase in offences arising from breaches of intervention orders.In addition, Victoria Police had since employed eleven family violence advisors and rolledout a wide-ranging education program for officers. Gassner noted an attitudinal change shiftfrom tolerating the Code of Practice to embracing it: “Many members understand it, knowwhy it is there and are moving into it.” Steendam believed that although there was still a wayfor police to go yet, that the increased number of reports was an encouraging sign. But thenext challenge was to reduce the number of repeat visits and free more families from thecycle of violence.
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