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.
Homelessness policy development and program funding in Vancouver, Canada

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s) Carey Doberstein
Institution / University University of British Columbia (UBC)

Email address first author carey.doberstein@ubc.ca

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
March 2000 Ongoing Ongoing

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 February 2012

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.
Methods Used
Documents
Interviews 0
Observations Social 0
network data
Surveys
Other, namely: UcLISIVIITTTIARITIY Udla

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).

Doberstein, C. (2016). Designing collaborative governance decision-making in search of a ‘collaborative
advantage’. Public Management Review, 18(6), 819-841. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2015.1045019

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 o O 0

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
North America Select Canada Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

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

LIAgriculture LI1Environment & Climate []Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health Other, namely Homelessness
[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
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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. - 111100 OOO®O OOOEO O
policies, services, o equiation - 110 OO0 0000 O
dover senvices, or rovide reguiaton (111101 EIOOOO HOOOO O
evaluate mpact of polides,senises, or L1100 OO0 0 HOOOO O
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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?

Hiahly 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.

In the late 1990s homelessness began to grow at an accelerated pace in Canadian cities, in part
due to previous central government spending on affordable housing being withdrawn in the
mid-1990s as part of an effort to reduce the Government of Canada’s large deficits. After deficits
came under control, the central government returned to the issue of affordable housing and
homelessness with their National Homelessness Initiative (NHI), but at a significantly reduced
spending rate, and thus time emphasized a partnership model to address these issues whereby
local government and civil society groups and service providers in 60+ cities in Canada would be
incentivized, with federal dollars, to come together to form a plan to address homelessness and
would jointly decide how to spend those federal dollars supporting homelessness services
delivered by non-profit organizations.

The stated objectives were for local stakeholders to form “community advisory boards” (CABS)
that would collaborate to develop a locally-specific plan to address homelessness and this group
would also make decisions on how to invest the federal government’s dollars towards this effort.
The requirement to form a CAB made up of diverse actors from civil society, non-profit and local
government was part of an intentional effort to get the broader community to sit down together to
discuss, debate and form a consensus around what ought to be the priorities for investments
intended to address homelessness. The programs funded had to receive matched funding from
other levels of government or organizations working in the field, and thus it was structurally
designed to force organizations to work together, partner and collaborate in the provision of
services at the local level. This sought to address a key problem of service providers working in
isolation of each other and, sometimes, in a competitive position with each other in terms of
accessing public dollars to support their programs. Thus, there are two levels of collaboration in
this case: collaboration at the level of homelessness policy planning by key stakeholders and
local government, and collaboration at the level of service provision.

The ongoing challenge with collaborative governance in this context is that many of the actors
involved in the collaboration which prioritizes investments and allocates government funds are
the same people who may be vying for those funds. As such, there are procedures in place to
avoid directly voting on one’s own programs for funding, but it does not eliminate the perceptions
of conflicts of interest. It can be difficult for administrative managers of the collaboration to recruit
and retain stakeholders who have no direct interest in the decisions. There is also frustration
among some in the collaboration that they do a lot of collaborative work for relatively little money
for programs at stake, and that the collaboration ought to pursue larger goals of encouraging the
local governments to do more to address homelessness and to try to affect public opinion. The
collaboration has thus evolved over the years, in particular shifting to a broader effort to mobilize
local governments to do more and generate greater awareness among local citizens to the
issues of homelessness (evolution captured in Doberstein 2016 UBC Press book).



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
B O00o0 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

[t N I N 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 s e Y T I I B O

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

DR O0D00D0D0DE 00000 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?

Hiahly 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.

Prior to the creation of the National Homelessness Initiative (NHI) that incentivized the creation of
collaborative governance groups at the local level in 60+ cities in Canada in 2000, there was
virtually no local policymaking effort around homelessness in Canadian cities. The non-profit
service sector was characterized by minimal cooperation, at times competitive relationships, and
a lack of trust. Many reported that they often did not know what other organizations did in terms
of services or how the collection of funded services across the city fit together as a whole.

The NHI was created by the Government of Canada (GoC) in 2000 with collaboration and
partnership in mind as a way to bring together local stakeholders to address the above problems,
but also because they needed them to be the drivers of the policy response. A central part of the
philosophy of the NHI was to create a national homelessness initiative not based an explicit set
of policies determined by the GoC, but rather by allowing local communities to devise
locally-specific responses to their unique needs. There are political reasons perhaps unique to
Canada that in part drive this: the province of Quebec strongly resists the central government
imposing policy directives on it or its cities, so the alternative of top-down policy directives was
not feasible. But there was also a sense that even if the GoC wanted to impose a country-wide
homelessness policy directive, they were not equipped with the knowledge or expertise to devise
such a policy, and that what may work for Vancouver may not work for Montreal, given the
different conditions across the large country. The government was thus dependent on the
expertise of local stakeholders to devise a plan and to help make funding decisions.

Local communities would get access to NHI dollars for their city or region if they formed a local
collaborative governance entity and developed a plan after consulting with the broader
community. With a plan in place, they would then fund homelessness programs delivered by
non-profit organizations consistent with the priorities identified in their plans. Thus local
governments and stakeholders were incentivized to come together by new funding promised that
they would have considerable delegated power in which to decide where that money flowed in
the community. They had wide latitude to shape where that money went, with little direction from
the GoC. These are the biggest draws among participants in the collaboration when interviewed.
Most predicted when asked if that the collaboration would fold/collapse if the funding piece was
withdrawn.

Challenges to the collaboration arose when a new Conservative government came to power at
the GoC in 2006 which began to add conditions on the funding envelope, in particular a mandate
that 65% of the funding must be directed towards “Housing First” programs, which is one (of
several) policy approaches in the field of homelessness. Many local collaborations around
Canada balked at the new restrictions on their policy planning efforts, as it curtailed the
collaborative efforts among the community to prioritize actions unique to their local needs. Yet in
this case the GoC is applying a universal standard across all cities in the country, which
challenged the local-ness of the collaboration and undermined the authority granted to the
collaboration. This caused several collaborations to become very weak and membership to

AAaAlinmAa An thA tnAaAantiirA +A nAavhiAainata anran Avanmaatiaallhy lainiAavad AvrAn thAa AAanAtvrAainta Al HhAde



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 O
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations O O | |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] 5] [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups [E] 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 O 0O0O00 M OO 0O OO0 [ [
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 O 0O00O0O0OdO0O0O00OTIRDO 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 008000030 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
& 0O00000d0°0hO+O04d00dn.dnieEOd 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?
Hiahly 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

The NHI by the Government of Canada (GoC) had several grounds rules for the local
collaborations. It needed to be comprised of local government and stakeholders (ie. service
providers, housing experts, mental health policy professionals, etc.), they needed to consult with
the wider community and devise a local plan to address homelessness to be submitted to the
relevant GoC Minister for approval. When determining how to allocate the funds provided to them
by the GoC, they had to adhere to typical government standards: publicly post a call for program
proposals, adjudicate the submissions in a consistent manner, and submit their recommendations
to the GoC Minister. Much of this process would be overseen by a regional GoC staff member who
worked with the local collaboration to make sure their activities aligned with GoC rules.

The GoC placed few explicit rules on inclusiveness of the collaboration, but it was generally
understood that there needed to be representatives from local non-profit service delivery
organizations, as well as local government. Some local collaborations were large, with active
membership exceeding 25 representatives (e.g. Vancouver), and others were relatively small, with
about 7-10 (e.g. Toronto). The GoC would submit feedback to the collaboration after receiving their
required annual reporting, which includes a list of their membership, if they felt the membership
was insufficiently diverse, but there were no universal standards that the local collaborations had to
meet in terms of inclusiveness.

Decision-making in these collaborative venues across the country is transparent to the funder, the
GoC, which has regional staff representatives present at all major decision moments, and typically
even at the routine meetings throughout the year. But these collaborations are not transparent from
the perspective of the community or citizens, as in many cases they are unadvertised meetings and
decision meetings are closed to protect the information of service organizations who are under
discussion. Although technically they are open to the public, there is little active transparency
among these local collaborations whereby they promote their meetings, provide agenda items, and
publish meeting minutes online. These can all be requested by a citizen through freedom of
information protocols, although this may be costly and time-consuming.

Various collaborations that were created in response to the NHI in Canadian cities have undergone
considerable evolution in their institutional architecture since their creation in 2000. Some, like the
collaboration in Vancouver, have at times oscillated from the collaboration’s board being the
principal policy venue doing most of the work, to one in which a smaller set in an executive council
meet more frequently and the larger board meets much less frequently (ie. a couple times per
year). Others, like in Calgary, have remained very large, but with considerable turnover of
representatives over the years. These institutional governance changes reflect the challenge of
sustaining collaboration over a long period of time, with burnout, frustration, in-action, or otherwise
as reasons for trying out new approaches. Yet the basic structures of governance as informed by
the GoC as part of the enabling program have more or less remained constant since 2000. But how
that is operationalized at the local level evolves at the margins.



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 0

A few lead actors 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 O
Private, for-profit organizations
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 s I % I I 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

OO0 o0mRO0O000RO0E OO0 O

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 O O0O000C8O000IO0O0 @&
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

O O0ddobd0Odoibsdoonono O

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?
Hiahly 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.

Leadership in the NHI local collaborations was provided at two levels: (i) the GoC as a
“metagovernor” of the collaboratives, setting the rules under which they operate in order to access
funds, and (ii) the chair position of the collaboratives at the local level.

The GoC leadership was largely structural in form, meaning set forth in governance procedures
enforced by the GoC Minister through regional GoC staff. This leadership ensured that local
collaborations adhered to the mandate set forth in the NHI program, namely that a group of local
government and stakeholders formed the core collaborative body, that they produced a plan to
address homelessness informed from community consultation and deliberation, and that the
investments made by them using GoC funds were technically eligible (ie. not being directly towards
non-homelessness initiatives). The ongoing leadership and oversight was conducted by regional
GoC staff, often junior level bureaucrats, under the direction of the Ministry in Ottawa. This
leadership form allowed for flexibility at times, given the nature of the program, but also was
hampered by the GoC staff being junior and thus were in essence translators and interpreters of
GoC procedures to the local level.

The other level of leadership was at the local collaborative level, which was typically a non-profit
organization leader selected from among the membership of the collaborative to take the chair or
co-chair position. This leadership has few executive responsibilities, and instead was an individual
who would preside over the regular meetings of the collaborative and be in more frequent contact
with administration staff in order to complete the administrative work required to fulfill the
collaborative’s mandate. Chairs or co-chairs would often serve as the public face of the
collaboration in media stories and advocacy efforts, as well as travel the country to learn about
what other NHI collaboratives were doing with respect to governance, policy and programs.

Leadership at the collaboration level often had few independent tools in order to facilitate more
collaboration among the membership beyond the mandate of the NHI program, largely due to them
not necessarily being a representative of a major government or societal entity that could
incentivize change or collective will formation on policy. Their success would largely hinge on the
personal characteristics and abilities to encourage further collaborative work and exchange. These
are unpaid positions, and thus without secondment or any other mechanism to reduce their already
high workload with their home organization, chair burnout occurred at times, or alternatively chairs
would limit their work in the collaboration to the narrow mandates of the NHI funding program.

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 0O 0OO0O0O0-:M>O0 MO0 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 O0O00INO0O00T - EMO3d0O00Og:°80O 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 0O0O0I0H0O0000I0HO0O 00 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
b0 0O0000° 0CHh0>0>O0:0>0:00-: M 8n0>odaoo 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
OO0 O0O0O0O0C00000MCdQ0O0oOooQgo 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 00000 00°i 0.«0On0a-dre«obdono O
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 o«dbOd0+0O:0no°itE.d0d0n-dndoorsdOod O
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?
Hiahly 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.

One of the main outputs of the collaboration is to review homelessness program proposals from
service providers and collectively make decisions to fund them or not, within the funding
envelope provided by the GoC, and consistent with their locally-determined homelessness plan.

The Metro Vancouver homelessness collaboration issued a call for proposals for local
homelessness and housing service providers to apply for funding of programmes for up to 2
years. The proposed programmes included providing outreach services, shelter and supports,
transitional housing, mental health and addiction treatment, life skills programmes and youth
safe houses, among others, across the Vancouver area. To review the proposed programmes
and decide which among them to support as the policy response, the twenty-four members of
the collaborative formed a special review committee, which would collectively deliberate and
decide on the investment priorities. The decision-makers consisted of diverse civil society
representatives from homelessness service providers, client group representatives (youth,
Aboriginals, women) and community-based philanthropic organizations in four groups (each
consisting of five to six members) to share the burden of reviewing the homelessness
programme proposals. Each member individually reviewed and scored their group’s share of the
proposed programmes and then all met collectively to deliberate which among them should be
prioritized and receive investment.

As a researcher, | was able to observe these deliberations as part of the decision-making
process, as well as gain access to each decision-maker’s individual scoring sheets for each
program proposal in order to analyze them. A major question | sought to examine is: Are
collaborative governance deliberations actually transformative (such that actors change their
perspectives)? After all participants completed their individual evaluations of the programme
proposals assigned to their subgroup, they met collectively to discuss each programme,
deliberated over their strengths and weaknesses before selecting those which would receive
investment. Deliberations on each proposed programme ranged from 20 minutes to over an
hour, followed by several hours of synthesizing and mapping out the service and policy
landscape they were creating with their decisions. The deliberations were demonstrably
transformative, as evidenced by Figure 2 in the PMR article, which shows how the initial rankings
based on the aggregation of individual scores by the participants changed quite substantially
after deliberations.

The changing of minds in this context was not fundamentally characterized by compromise, but
rather was about learning, persuasion and transformation. Examples identified from participant
observation can help demonstrate how arguments were accepted, transformed or ejected from
deliberations, and ultimately shifted the collective policy choices. In the deliberations, with some
of the most significant shifts in ranking of preferred programmes, participants introduced new
data and the perception of the value of the proposed programme changed among other
members. New data included knowledae ahout what was hannenina on the around (e.a. a

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

L Iy s ) I I I I Y B W

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 Ood«dibdo0ogot-dtdtdonoi«doodno 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 O0dsaobbfbdo0Ofbdnnis 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 OO0 NO0O000dO0000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] O O N O OO O0OMOOOOER O
Civil society organizations C] O OO0 00 00 0000 [0 00 O

Affected and/or concerned citizens L0000 MO000MO000 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 OO0d0O00OdO0O0O0MO0O00O O

O OO0 OO0 0 0O O OO
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [ [ I OO OO O O OO OO [ O

O O 00 C1 1 0001 0 8 ] 00 O 10

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?

Hiahlvy 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.

The goals of the local collaborations are formulated at two levels: (i) the GoC core objectives to
mobilize a community response to homelessness, and (ii) the particular priorities of a local
collaboration informed by consultations and deliberations in the community that form the plan to
address homelessness. On the first level, a key principle behind the GoC approach when this
program was created in 2000 was to allow the local collaborations wide flexibility in terms of how
and where they wished to invest homelessness funds after a community-driven process to shape
policy priorities. Yet as mentioned in Question 21, challenges to the collaboration arose when a
new Conservative government came to power at the Government of Canada in 2006 which
began to add conditions on the funding envelope, in particular a mandate that 65% of the
funding must be directed towards “Housing First” programs, which is one (of several) policy
approaches in the field of homelessness. Many local collaborations around Canada balked at the
new restrictions on their policy planning efforts, as it curtailed the collaborative efforts among the
community to prioritize actions unique to their local needs. Yet in this case the Government of
Canada is applying a universal standard across all cities in the country, which challenged the
local-ness of the collaboration and undermined the authority granted to the collaboration. This
caused several collaborations to become very weak and membership to decline as the incentive
to participate was dramatically lowered given the constraints on their independence from the
government.

On the second level of how goals of the collaborations are formulated and monitored—that is, at
the local level—the local collaborative bodies, in advance of preparing or updating their
community plans (which occurs every 5-10 years, depending on the particular city in Canada),
typically engage in community forums, working groups, and other forms of engagement with
stakeholders and individuals experiencing homelessness in order to help shape policy priorities
for the plan. Much of this engagement is targeted to stakeholders, not the general public,
however.

Alongside the day-to-day supervision of the local collaborations by the GoC regional staff, as
detailed above in Question 37, the chief formal mechanism of accountability is formal reporting
to the GoC, the funder. The local collaboration’s membership and community plan, as well as
their funding decisions, need to be formally approved by the relevant GoC Minister. In particular,
the local collaboration required to produce a Community Plan Assessment (CPA) for the federal
government outlining how the funding allocations are consistent with the priorities identified by
the community and demonstrating the incremental impact of the program on homelessness in
the locality. Various members of local collaborations in the country, and their administrative
support staff, complain of the highly detailed and routine reporting required by the GoC for this
program, given how little government funds are at stake in the grand scheme of GoC spending.

Citizens are generally not aware of the activity of the local collaborations, as they are generally
not publicized and their proceedings not subject to active transparency protocols. Thus,
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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 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 oOdodned

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

OO eEooon

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

oot

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

Moo not

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

oMb bodeapoodenot

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

oMb bodeapoodenon

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO bOdadonooooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO oooot

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

000K O0ooRoooaoo U

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

OohdoodeEdoduo«[ono O

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

OO0 0O0O00O00dOO00 O

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

LObdoddoodeaoodn 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 OO0 OO00RO0O00R OO ]

Develop novel production processes for OO0 OMO000C00O0O0monO 0o

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between O0O000M0O00MO00MO0 0o

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 |:| E' |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| []

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| |:| |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 O0O000ddO0O000MO0 O
Elected politicians OO0 OO0 0E 000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O N O 0 00O 0OMNOOOOMO O
Civil society organizations D000 000 OO00MO0O O
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?
Hiahly confident

16



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.

The outputs of the collaboration include (i) devising a community-informed and locally-specific
plan to address homelessness, (ii) collective deliberations on how to invest GoC dollars in the
region, (iii) additional spillover actions beyond the funding piece but emerge from being brought
together in a collaborative space (ie. formulating Homelessness Action Week in Metro
Vancouver, a community mobilization to raise awareness of homelessness as a problem in the
region).

Perhaps the most observable outcomes of the collaboration from my research is when
collaboration members come together to deliberate over whether to fund certain homelessness
services and programs. | observed these deliberations and compared them to analogous funding
decision-making in the absence of collaboration (ie. within a bureaucracy) and found that the
process and outcomes are entirely different. The collaborative environment of decision-making
revealed that diverse community stakeholders involved in the collaboration think about
homelessness rather differently from each other, which leads to productive and interesting
discussions among them when brought together, often revealing misunderstandings or narrow
thinking that is corrected as they deliberate. Contrast this with government bureaucrats, which
my PMR article revealed think about the issues and make assessments on proposed
homelessness services and programs rather similarly; that is, there is a “collaborative advantage”
when diverse local stakeholders come together to prioritize investments and make decisions,
which is lost in alternative scenarios when bureaucrats control this process.

Despite witnessing a “collaborative advantage” in decision-making regarding homelessness
programs, the effects on the raw numbers of people experiencing homelessness are not
detectable. In fact, homelessness continues to rise in virtually all Canadian cities. The local
collaborations are not to blame for this, as they control only a fraction of the total funding and
policy space as it relates to homelessness—in Canada, provincial governments are the real
major players, with control over major funding sources related social assistance, affordable
housing, homelessness services, etc. But the fact that the local collaborations are doing good
work at mobilizing a more coordinated community response to homelessness, but homelessness
continues to grow, can be frustrating for those involved in the collaboration, and can undermine
the legitimacy of the collaboration itself among the public.
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	Q13: In the late 1990s homelessness began to grow at an accelerated pace in Canadian cities, in part due to previous central government spending on affordable housing being withdrawn in the mid-1990s as part of an effort to reduce the Government of Canada’s large deficits. After deficits came under control, the central government returned to the issue of affordable housing and homelessness with their National Homelessness Initiative (NHI), but at a significantly reduced spending rate, and thus time emphasized a partnership model to address these issues whereby local government and civil society groups and service providers in 60+ cities in Canada would be incentivized, with federal dollars, to come together to form a plan to address homelessness and would jointly decide how to spend those federal dollars supporting homelessness services delivered by non-profit organizations. 

The stated objectives were for local stakeholders to form “community advisory boards” (CABs) that would collaborate to develop a locally-specific plan to address homelessness and this group would also make decisions on how to invest the federal government’s dollars towards this effort. The requirement to form a CAB made up of diverse actors from civil society, non-profit and local government was part of an intentional effort to get the broader community to sit down together to discuss, debate and form a consensus around what ought to be the priorities for investments intended to address homelessness. The programs funded had to receive matched funding from other levels of government or organizations working in the field, and thus it was structurally designed to force organizations to work together, partner and collaborate in the provision of services at the local level. This sought to address a key problem of service providers working in isolation of each other and, sometimes, in a competitive position with each other in terms of accessing public dollars to support their programs. Thus, there are two levels of collaboration in this case: collaboration at the level of homelessness policy planning by key stakeholders and local government, and collaboration at the level of service provision.  

The ongoing challenge with collaborative governance in this context is that many of the actors involved in the collaboration which prioritizes investments and allocates government funds are the same people who may be vying for those funds. As such, there are procedures in place to avoid directly voting on one’s own programs for funding, but it does not eliminate the perceptions of conflicts of interest. It can be difficult for administrative managers of the collaboration to recruit and retain stakeholders who have no direct interest in the decisions. There is also frustration among some in the collaboration that they do a lot of collaborative work for relatively little money for programs at stake, and that the collaboration ought to pursue larger goals of encouraging the local governments to do more to address homelessness and to try to affect public opinion. The collaboration has thus evolved over the years, in particular shifting to a broader effort to mobilize local governments to do more and generate greater awareness among local citizens to the issues of homelessness (evolution captured in Doberstein 2016 UBC Press book).
	Q21: Prior to the creation of the National Homelessness Initiative (NHI) that incentivized the creation of collaborative governance groups at the local level in 60+ cities in Canada in 2000, there was virtually no local policymaking effort around homelessness in Canadian cities. The non-profit service sector was characterized by minimal cooperation, at times competitive relationships, and a lack of trust. Many reported that they often did not know what other organizations did in terms of services or how the collection of funded services across the city fit together as a whole. 

The NHI was created by the Government of Canada (GoC) in 2000 with collaboration and partnership in mind as a way to bring together local stakeholders to address the above problems, but also because they needed them to be the drivers of the policy response. A central part of the philosophy of the NHI was to create a national homelessness initiative not based an explicit set of policies determined by the GoC, but rather by allowing local communities to devise locally-specific responses to their unique needs. There are political reasons perhaps unique to Canada that in part drive this: the province of Quebec strongly resists the central government imposing policy directives on it or its cities, so the alternative of top-down policy directives was not  feasible. But there was also a sense that even if the GoC wanted to impose a country-wide homelessness policy directive, they were not equipped with the knowledge or expertise to devise such a policy, and that what may work for Vancouver may not work for Montreal, given the different conditions across the large country. The government was thus dependent on the expertise of local stakeholders to devise a plan and to help make funding decisions.  

Local communities would get access to NHI dollars for their city or region if they formed a local collaborative governance entity and developed a plan after consulting with the broader community. With a plan in place, they would then fund homelessness programs delivered by non-profit organizations consistent with the priorities identified in their plans. Thus local governments and stakeholders were incentivized to come together by new funding promised that they would have considerable delegated power in which to decide where that money flowed in the community. They had wide latitude to shape where that money went, with little direction from the GoC. These are the biggest draws among participants in the collaboration when interviewed. Most predicted when asked if that the collaboration would fold/collapse if the funding piece was withdrawn.  

Challenges to the collaboration arose when a new Conservative government came to power at the GoC in 2006 which began to add conditions on the funding envelope, in particular a mandate that 65% of the funding must be directed towards “Housing First” programs, which is one (of several) policy approaches in the field of homelessness. Many local collaborations around Canada balked at the new restrictions on their policy planning efforts, as it curtailed the collaborative efforts among the community to prioritize actions unique to their local needs. Yet in this case the GoC is applying a universal standard across all cities in the country, which challenged the local-ness of the collaboration and undermined the authority granted to the collaboration. This caused several collaborations to become very weak and membership to decline as the incentive to participate was dramatically lowered given the constraints on their independence from the govt.
	Q29: The NHI by the Government of Canada (GoC) had several grounds rules for the local collaborations. It needed to be comprised of local government and stakeholders (ie. service providers, housing experts, mental health policy professionals, etc.), they needed to consult with the wider community and devise a local plan to address homelessness to be submitted to the relevant GoC Minister for approval. When determining how to allocate the funds provided to them by the GoC, they had to adhere to typical government standards: publicly post a call for program proposals, adjudicate the submissions in a consistent manner, and submit their recommendations to the GoC Minister. Much of this process would be overseen by a regional GoC staff member who worked with the local collaboration to make sure their activities aligned with GoC rules.  

The GoC placed few explicit rules on inclusiveness of the collaboration, but it was generally understood that there needed to be representatives from local non-profit service delivery organizations, as well as local government. Some local collaborations were large, with active membership exceeding 25 representatives (e.g. Vancouver), and others were relatively small, with about 7-10 (e.g. Toronto). The GoC would submit feedback to the collaboration after receiving their required annual reporting, which includes a list of their membership, if they felt the membership was insufficiently diverse, but there were no universal standards that the local collaborations had to meet in terms of inclusiveness.  

Decision-making in these collaborative venues across the country is transparent to the funder, the GoC, which has regional staff representatives present at all major decision moments, and typically even at the routine meetings throughout the year. But these collaborations are not transparent from the perspective of the community or citizens, as in many cases they are unadvertised meetings and decision meetings are closed to protect the information of service organizations who are under discussion. Although technically they are open to the public, there is little active transparency among these local collaborations whereby they promote their meetings, provide agenda items, and publish meeting minutes online. These can all be requested by a citizen through freedom of information protocols, although this may be costly and time-consuming. 

Various collaborations that were created in response to the NHI in Canadian cities have undergone considerable evolution in their institutional architecture since their creation in 2000. Some, like the collaboration in Vancouver, have at times oscillated from the collaboration’s board being the principal policy venue doing most of the work, to one in which a smaller set in an executive council meet more frequently and the larger board meets much less frequently (ie. a couple times per year). Others, like in Calgary, have remained very large, but with considerable turnover of representatives over the years. These institutional governance changes reflect the challenge of sustaining collaboration over a long period of time, with burnout, frustration, in-action, or otherwise as reasons for trying out new approaches. Yet the basic structures of governance as informed by the GoC as part of the enabling program have more or less remained constant since 2000. But how that is operationalized at the local level evolves at the margins.  

	Q37: Leadership in the NHI local collaborations was provided at two levels: (i) the GoC as a “metagovernor” of the collaboratives, setting the rules under which they operate in order to access funds, and (ii) the chair position of the collaboratives at the local level.

The GoC leadership was largely structural in form, meaning set forth in governance procedures enforced by the GoC Minister through regional GoC staff. This leadership ensured that local collaborations adhered to the mandate set forth in the NHI program, namely that a group of local government and stakeholders formed the core collaborative body, that they produced a plan to address homelessness informed from community consultation and deliberation, and that the investments made by them using GoC funds were technically eligible (ie. not being directly towards non-homelessness initiatives). The ongoing leadership and oversight was conducted by regional GoC staff, often junior level bureaucrats, under the direction of the Ministry in Ottawa. This leadership form allowed for flexibility at times, given the nature of the program, but also was hampered by the GoC staff being junior and thus were in essence translators and interpreters of GoC procedures to the local level.

The other level of leadership was at the local collaborative level, which was typically a non-profit organization leader selected from among the membership of the collaborative to take the chair or co-chair position. This leadership has few executive responsibilities, and instead was an individual who would preside over the regular meetings of the collaborative and be in more frequent contact with administration staff in order to complete the administrative work required to fulfill the collaborative’s mandate. Chairs or co-chairs would often serve as the public face of the collaboration in media stories and advocacy efforts, as well as travel the country to learn about what other NHI collaboratives were doing with respect to governance, policy and programs.  

Leadership at the collaboration level often had few independent tools in order to facilitate more collaboration among the membership beyond the mandate of the NHI program, largely due to them not necessarily being a representative of a major government or societal entity that could incentivize change or collective will formation on policy. Their success would largely hinge on the personal characteristics and abilities to encourage further collaborative work and exchange. These are unpaid positions, and thus without secondment or any other mechanism to reduce their already high workload with their home organization, chair burnout occurred at times, or alternatively chairs would limit their work in the collaboration to the narrow mandates of the NHI funding program.

	Q47: One of the main outputs of the collaboration is to review homelessness program proposals from service providers and collectively make decisions to fund them or not, within the funding envelope provided by the GoC, and consistent with their locally-determined homelessness plan.  

The Metro Vancouver homelessness collaboration issued a call for proposals for local homelessness and housing service providers to apply for funding of programmes for up to 2 years. The proposed programmes included providing outreach services, shelter and supports, transitional housing, mental health and addiction treatment, life skills programmes and youth safe houses, among others, across the Vancouver area. To review the proposed programmes and decide which among them to support as the policy response, the twenty-four members of the collaborative formed a special review committee, which would collectively deliberate and decide on the investment priorities. The decision-makers consisted of diverse civil society representatives from homelessness service providers, client group representatives (youth, Aboriginals, women) and community-based philanthropic organizations in four groups (each consisting of five to six members) to share the burden of reviewing the homelessness programme proposals. Each member individually reviewed and scored their group’s share of the proposed programmes and then all met collectively to deliberate which among them should be prioritized and receive investment. 

As a researcher, I was able to observe these deliberations as part of the decision-making process, as well as gain access to each decision-maker’s individual scoring sheets for each program proposal in order to analyze them. A major question I sought to examine is: Are collaborative governance deliberations actually transformative (such that actors change their perspectives)? After all participants completed their individual evaluations of the programme proposals assigned to their subgroup, they met collectively to discuss each programme, deliberated over their strengths and weaknesses before selecting those which would receive investment. Deliberations on each proposed programme ranged from 20 minutes to over an hour, followed by several hours of synthesizing and mapping out the service and policy landscape they were creating with their decisions. The deliberations were demonstrably transformative, as evidenced by Figure 2 in the PMR article, which shows how the initial rankings based on the aggregation of individual scores by the participants changed quite substantially after deliberations. 

The changing of minds in this context was not fundamentally characterized by compromise, but rather was about learning, persuasion and transformation. Examples identified from participant observation can help demonstrate how arguments were accepted, transformed or ejected from deliberations, and ultimately shifted the collective policy choices. In the deliberations, with some of the most significant shifts in ranking of preferred programmes, participants introduced new data and the perception of the value of the proposed programme changed among other members. New data included knowledge about what was happening on the ground (e.g. a shelter in the area is about to close), or correcting a misconception about the organization or proposed programme.

This process in terms of deliberations among collaboration members to arrive at funding decisions for homelessness programs remains largely the same over time, , which emphasizes community input and control into investment decisions.
	Q54: The goals of the local collaborations are formulated at two levels: (i) the GoC core objectives to mobilize a community response to homelessness, and (ii) the particular priorities of a local collaboration informed by consultations and deliberations in the community that form the plan to address homelessness. On the first level, a key principle behind the GoC approach when this program was created in 2000 was to allow the local collaborations wide flexibility in terms of how and where they wished to invest homelessness funds after a community-driven process to shape policy priorities. Yet as mentioned in Question 21, challenges to the collaboration arose when a new Conservative government came to power at the Government of Canada in 2006 which began to add conditions on the funding envelope, in particular a mandate that 65% of the funding must be directed towards “Housing First” programs, which is one (of several) policy approaches in the field of homelessness. Many local collaborations around Canada balked at the new restrictions on their policy planning efforts, as it curtailed the collaborative efforts among the community to prioritize actions unique to their local needs. Yet in this case the Government of Canada is applying a universal standard across all cities in the country, which challenged the local-ness of the collaboration and undermined the authority granted to the collaboration. This caused several collaborations to become very weak and membership to decline as the incentive to participate was dramatically lowered given the constraints on their independence from the government.

On the second level of how goals of the collaborations are formulated and monitored—that is, at the local level—the local collaborative bodies, in advance of preparing or updating their community plans (which occurs every 5-10 years, depending on the particular city in Canada), typically engage in community forums, working groups, and other forms of engagement with stakeholders and individuals experiencing homelessness in order to help shape policy priorities for the plan. Much of this engagement is targeted to stakeholders, not the general public, however. 

Alongside the day-to-day supervision of the local collaborations by the GoC regional staff, as detailed above in Question 37, the chief formal mechanism of accountability is formal reporting to the GoC, the funder. The local collaboration’s membership and community plan, as well as their funding decisions, need to be formally approved by the relevant GoC Minister. In particular, the local collaboration required to produce a Community Plan Assessment (CPA) for the federal government outlining how the funding allocations are consistent with the priorities identified by the community and demonstrating the incremental impact of the program on homelessness in the locality. Various members of local collaborations in the country, and their administrative support staff, complain of the highly detailed and routine reporting required by the GoC for this program, given how little government funds are at stake in the grand scheme of GoC spending. 

Citizens are generally not aware of the activity of the local collaborations, as they are generally not publicized and their proceedings not subject to active transparency protocols.  Thus, accountability flows entirely “upward” to the GoC Minister, not “downward” to the community.  
	Q61: The outputs of the collaboration include (i) devising a community-informed and locally-specific plan to address homelessness, (ii) collective deliberations on how to invest GoC dollars in the region, (iii) additional spillover actions beyond the funding piece but emerge from being brought together in a collaborative space (ie. formulating Homelessness Action Week in Metro Vancouver, a community mobilization to raise awareness of homelessness as a problem in the region).

Perhaps the most observable outcomes of the collaboration from my research is when collaboration members come together to deliberate over whether to fund certain homelessness services and programs. I observed these deliberations and compared them to analogous funding decision-making in the absence of collaboration (ie. within a bureaucracy) and found that the process and outcomes are entirely different.  The collaborative environment of decision-making revealed that diverse community stakeholders involved in the collaboration think about homelessness rather differently from each other, which leads to productive and interesting discussions among them when brought together, often revealing misunderstandings or narrow thinking that is corrected as they deliberate.  Contrast this with government bureaucrats, which my PMR article revealed think about the issues and make assessments on proposed homelessness services and programs rather similarly; that is, there is a “collaborative advantage” when diverse local stakeholders come together to prioritize investments and make decisions, which is lost in alternative scenarios when bureaucrats control this process.  

Despite witnessing a “collaborative advantage” in decision-making regarding homelessness programs, the effects on the raw numbers of people experiencing homelessness are not detectable. In fact, homelessness continues to rise in virtually all Canadian cities. The local collaborations are not to blame for this, as they control only a fraction of the total funding and policy space as it relates to homelessness—in Canada, provincial governments are the real major players, with control over major funding sources related social assistance, affordable housing, homelessness services, etc. But the fact that the local collaborations are doing good work at mobilizing a more coordinated community response to homelessness, but homelessness continues to grow, can be frustrating for those involved in the collaboration, and can undermine the legitimacy of the collaboration itself among the public.
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