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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.



5 

3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
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21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b) 
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and 
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed. 
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4. Institutional design 

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

    

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

the different participants. 
Background of participants Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private, non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and 

for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
25. To what extent were the procedural ground rules observed and applied? (1 = Very rarely applied, 

5 = Almost always applied ground rules) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
26. To what extent was the collaboration inclusive? (1 = Very few of the relevant and affected actors 

included, 5 = Almost all of the relevant and affected actors included) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
27. To what extent were the decision-making processes in the key collaborative forums 

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

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

 
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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29. Please describe in max 600 words (a) the ground rules of the collaboration, (b) the inclusiveness 
of the collaborative forum(s), (c) the transparency of decision making within the collaborative 
forum(s), (d) any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time 
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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: a) The process of revitalisation in Central Dandenong was instigated by the (regional) Victorian Government in response to urban decay (i.e. flagging retail, vacant buildings, public realm deterioration, stressed services, stagnating population numbers) and rising social challenges, especially growing unemployment and poverty. The centre’s disuse and decline occurred due to a contracting local manufacturing sector, poor past planning decisions (i.e. shopping mall in the same centre) and the rapid suburbanisation of neighbouring municipalities. 

b) The Victorian Government embarked on the “Revitalising Central Dandenong” (2005-2025) (RCD hereafter) project in an attempt to restore the “standing” Central Dandenong once had as the capital of Melbourne’s south east through “job-creating economic activity,” delivering 4,000 new homes and bringing new residents to the centre, and improving local infrastructure and amenities over twenty years. Revitalisation was planned to recognise the multicultural character of the neighbourhood. In terms of the governance ambitions, RCD was designed to support collaboration between local and regional actors across public, civil society and private sectors. 

c) The desired social and economic outcomes of RCD are largely on track to be fulfilled. In 2016 there were more jobs (aprox. 2000) and more residents (aprox. 1000) in the centre, commercial and residential developments increased (over AUS$300,000,000 in investment between 2006 and 2011), and local infrastructure has been upgraded or built (e.g. public library, produce market, theatre, central square, bridge, green space). Deakin University opened a local centre, while Chisholm Institute (a Technical and Further Education college - TAFE) continued to deliver courses for local job insertion. New public spaces that recognise cultural diversity were created (i.e. Harmony Square, Afgan Bazaar and Little India Cultural Precincts) and new community activities have been organised. While there are measurable improvements in public realm infrastructure and the percentage of people engaged in work or study was higher in 2016 than in 2006, the area still faces challenges, including a lack of affordable housing, the rising cost of commercial rents, dwindling services for refugees and asylum seekers, ongoing high (relative) crime rates as well as one of the lowest employment participation rates of Melbourne. 
Revitalisation has to date occurred through the active participation of a broad range of actors that has changed over time. The early phase (2006-2010) was led by the Victorian Government’s development agency in partnership with the City of Greater Dandenong. The middle period (2011-2015) was marked by the near total retreat of the development agency, the growing leadership of the local government and the activation of local networks. The role of local cultural and retail associations as well as the creation of the private sector lobby group the Committee for Dandenong stand out in this period. The latter period of the project (2016-present, though only 2016 was part of this study) represents the continuation of the middle period, with early signs of renewed involvement by the Victorian Government in revitalisation efforts. Collaboration modes have evolved accordingly throughout, with increasing local actor involvement. Overall, while temporary institutional structures have functioned to provide basic support for operational matters, collaboration has occurred primarily in an informal and ad hoc way between different actors.
	Q21: a) Prior to the introduction of RCD, the Dandenong Development Board (Board) was established (2003) to address the growing issue of urban decline identified since the mid-1990s. The board was made up of nine people including local representatives (Mayor, CEO), state representatives (from the Departments of Infrastructure, Industry/Innovation) and two persons with business interests in Dandenong. The Board, just like the ensuing RCD project, was subject to the direction and control of the Minister of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP). Local actors involved in the revitalisation process interacted in other ways prior to the introduction of RCD, for example on local committees and boards (e.g. involved with the hospital or TAFE), in organising community events or on a sporadic basis for individual project and policies. 

b) When RCD was announced in 2005, the state’s development agency was given a mandate to undertake the project with two partners:
1. Victorian Government departments (DELWP; Premier and Cabinet; and Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources); and
2. The City of Greater Dandenong (local government).
During the early period of RCD (2006-2010), cross-government coordination occurred formally through the Project Control Group (PCG). 
Following the early period of mandated collaboration between key actors (post-2010), revitalisation has been led more by the local government and has occurred through single projects initiated by the City. Some of these local projects were introduced as a result of funding opportunities offered by the State Government (e.g. rail upgrades, Little India designation) or Federal Government (i.e. through the 2011 economic stimulus package). New forms of collaboration at the local level, for example between private businesses with the creation of the Committee for Dandenong, between traders at the Dandenong Market or in designating and delivering new programs for interfaith learning by religious leaders also emerged during this period. These new platforms or networks for collaboration were stimulated by the initial investment made in revitalisation (2006-2010) and receive some form of support by local government, from access to information or services to community grants and ongoing funding.

c) The sense of interdependence between actors relates to the recognition that each relies on others for revitalisation to occur and that revitalisation is in the best interest of all. Regional and local governments rely closely on each other for funding as well as for operational purposes, for example for the local library. Civil society relies on government funding to provide services, such as English language classes, and vice versa. Private businesses rely on governments to fund infrastructure projects that support their operation. The incentives to collaborate relate to the level of interest of each participant in the revitalisation process and occur primarily in an unstructured and informal way, though formal structures may temporarily exist to address particular issues.

d) Collaborative structures set up to support vertical and horizontal collaboration between government agencies were functional during the early part of the project, however they did not lead to any significant changes over time in terms of cross-government collaboration. The most significant lasting changes in terms of collaboration have occurred in the latter stages of revitalisation with stronger local networks and partnerships. 
	Q29: a) Throughout the period observed (2006-2016), collaboration has occurred in a highly fluid and informal way that relies more on the strength of interpersonal relationships than systemised processes. Interviewees discussed the importance of the close working relationships between leaders, in particular that many were embedded in the community long-term and that these individuals’ soft skills engendered flexible and responsive collaboration. At times, committees and boards have been established to support actor interaction.
In particular, the first period of RCD was managed through the PCG. The Victorian Auditor-General found however that it did not operate with “codified procedures, responsibilities and accountabilities for individual agencies” (2011, p.12) and actions were certainly “largely ad hoc (and) informal” (2011, p.13). In later phases, specific initiatives have been supported by organised collaboration with comparatively clear principles and processes. Some of these are lasting, such as the committee of retailers from the Dandenong Market which operates with clear ground rules, from the election of members managed by the Australian Electoral Commission to the organisation of regular meetings and clear channels of communication with the Market Board. Another collaboration is the Interfaith Network of the City of Greater Dandenong which brings together leaders from over twenty faith communities monthly to share experiences. Their principles of involvement include co-participation in the Network’s activities, for example informing government on relevant policy issues (disability, domestic violence), participating in the tours of places of worship (e.g. for school children, the police), faith ceremonies and community events (e.g. Talking Faith Forums in libraries).

b) & c) Collaboration has largely been informal throughout and complemented by two distinct phases of organised approaches. The mandated interjurisdictional coordination with community consultation that occurred in the initial phase (2006-2010) focused on the general theme of revitalisation. While functional for issue monitoring and some aspects of project administration, there were tensions between departments on some issues, such as transport decisions, and difficulties in managing the vertical integration of local and regional governments due to strong imbalances, (e.g. City was required to cede planning powers to the state and was not privy to all financial information). In this regard, some of the core project decision-making were not widely transparent. The Auditor-General’s review of RCD (2011) claimed formal cross-government coordination was “inconsistent” (p.ix) and the reliance on informal approaches did not “promote accountability for actions” (p.9) and “lacked transparency” (p.12). During the later phases of the project, collaboration has continued to be based on strong interpersonal relationships and occurs in an organised way for numerous single issue policy initiatives or individual projects. Our research suggests many of these are lasting, inclusive and transparent within each specific, often single-issue forum. 

d) Temporary structures were established to deal with key operational issues during the early phase of RCD, though these were largely eliminated in 2010 and therefore did not leave lasting changes to internal institutional architecture. The greatest change has been activating and strengthening local networks since 2010, including increasing sophistication in the way governments engage with these organised business and community groups.
	Q37: a) & b) The form and style of leadership was critical in shaping the style of collaboration. As one interviewee described, it was driven through “a leader-set culture, not bits of paper.” Collaboration was essentially leader-oriented and based on the strength of personal relationships between key actors both in the beginning (2005-2010) with the Victorian Government’s development agency leading the process and later in the project life with the local government taking on the leadership role (2011-onwards). The impact of this style of leadership and collaboration was effective for swift project initiation and definition as well as for focused project delivery purposes. While functional, drawbacks were identified in terms of wider inclusion of diverse perspectives, for example in identifying problems (e.g. car-parking and traffic issues were an unresolved concern for many local businesses in 2016 and 2017, some suggesting low-level interaction with the retail sector as an issue in the project) or for creative problem-resolution. It also created scope for missed opportunities because of the absence of a range of actors. For example, this was true in the RCD project in terms of seed-funding initiatives in the education sector as well as health as these areas of government were not involved as key actors in the project. When leadership was discussed by interview respondents it was often as the antidote to the absence of larger and formal collaborative forums.

c) The most significant change to the leadership dynamics in the process of revitalisation occurred as a result of a change of administration in 2010. The new Victorian Government repurposed the government’s development agency and the project team went from 25 to one person in 2011. This change was disruptive, though not terminal for the project given that most of the investment and major decisions about the direction of revitalisation had been made. It led to a swift and unplanned transfer of leadership from the state’s development agency to the local government. It also prompted local business leaders to become more organised. This is best represented through the creation of the Committee for Dandenong, run by a board of seven local business leaders who developed Strategic Agenda (2015) for the region that sets out priorities for local development. The Committee uses this to articulate joint priorities for local businesses and advocate for continued public investment in revitalisation. As the revitalisation process matured, many existing interactions between local government and community and retail groups have also become more sophisticated through formal collaborative structures. One example of this is the creation of the Dandenong Market Pty Ltd in 2012 with an independent board and committee of traders that manage the City’s market to deliver a financial return for government as well as deliver social responsibilities, including to nurture new businesses and host community and cultural festivals. Prior to this the market was run by a real estate agency without participation in the Market’s planning by local community or traders. Another example of growing community leadership supported by local government is the Interfaith Network mentioned above. The growing leadership role of organised non-government groups also reflects a trend towards greater outsourcing of community services by government. 
	Q47: a), b) & c). The collaborative process behind revitalisation in Central Dandenong can be broken into three main phases. An early phase mandated by the Parliament of Victoria to support the initiation of RCD (2005-2010), a middle phase (2011-2015) defined by a significant change in custodianship of revitalisation s from the state to local government as well as the invigoration of local stakeholder networks and a third phase in which some local networks show signs of consolidating their roles (2016-present, though the research observation ended in 2016). These periods coincide with changes in the Victorian Government’s administration and relatively strong changes to policy focus each time.
The first phase of collaboration was defined largely by the leadership role of the Victorian Government in initiating RCD. The formal structure for collaboration was the PCB which met monthly to identify project priorities and issues, oversee community engagement as well as to track progress and meet reporting requirements. However, the PCB was found to be “weak” in ensuring “cross-government coordination” by the Victorian Auditor General (2011, p.8-9) due to unclear responsibilities, accountabilities and processes. It was the interaction between key actors that occurred largely outside of this forum in an informal and sporadic way that served as the real operational backbone for revitalisation, including how shared outcomes were formulated and achieved. The following respondent exemplifies this sentiment, commenting that the project “…relied on the likes of (certain people) knowing who the decision-makers were within government, knowing how to get to them, have influence and how to get the decisions made…the fact that we had very capable individuals at the coalface meant that you could overcome a number of the hurdles that you invariably face in these projects…Of course in a perfect scenario, you've got a good structure and you've got great people doing the project. You’ve got both. But if you can only have one of those, great people will win every time, because they'll find a way.” Despite the highly functional nature of this approach there were downfalls in this phase of the project in terms of procedural delays, risks identified by government in financial management and missed opportunities for collaboration, especially in the areas of health and education. 
By 2011 the state’s development agency provided only minor oversight of the RCD program while the local government assumed leadership responsibilities for revitalisation. Collaboration processes initiated by the City occur for specific policy issues or projects, for example the new library or the Afghan Bazaar Cultural Precinct. Each initiative is different, though goals tend to be co-developed between local government and stakeholder groups (e.g. cultural groups, retailers). Any policy changes or public works are undertaken by government (or outsourced to contractors), though the operation of new facilities or delivery of services may be government, non-government or co-delivered depending on the case (increasingly less by government as the shift from government-as-provider to government-as-purchaser matures). The second phase can also be defined by intensified collaboration between community leaders and between local business leaders (see Interfaith Network and Committee for Dandenong examples above). Our research indicates that many of the focused collaborative structures are consolidating their roles and providing more sophisticated responses to the challenges they identify.
	Q54: a) In the initial phase, collaboration was mandated and the PCG tasked with delivering “a whole-of-government approach, and for overseeing, monitoring and holding accountable all working groups and agencies with direct delivery responsibility” (Victorian Auditor-General’s Office, 2011, p.4). These goals were monitored through two different review processes undertaken by the Victorian Government in 2008 and 2011. The Auditor-General’s review in 2011 stated that the PCB had “not become the robust decision-making forum intended” and reported little evidence that the group effectively governed or monitored RCD (p.10). In the absence of codified procedures to formulate or monitor goals for collaboration, the formal PCG functioned to address problems as they arose and meet administrative requirements. As described above, collaboration has occurred throughout the project in an ad hoc and informal way without clear processes on goal formulation or monitoring. During later phases of revitalisation, goals have been formulated and monitored mostly by the City’s different departments (e.g. Community Services, Business, and Planning) in consultation with affected actors with a focus on single issues or specific projects, or externally between members of community or business networks. 

b) During the first phase of RCD, collaboration was seen as necessary for revitalisation and was measured as functional though not well-organised for this goal. Cross-government coordination during the first phase was assessed as inadequate in reviews by oversight bodies. The response provided by the development agency was that weak formal governance arrangements “should not be confused or overshadow the progress that has occurred in Central Dandenong due to the efforts of all parties involved” (correspondence VicUrban, 2011). While several attempts were made to change and strengthen formal governance structures, informal ad hoc approaches prevailed. Given the informal nature of collaboration it was not held accountable to outside parties such as citizens, elected officials or oversight bodies. Interviewees in our research suggested that it was the “relational aspect” of the part of the project expressed through “goodwill and unofficial conversations” as well as the “soft skills of individuals” gave the revitalisation process “traction and effectiveness”. Later in the process of revitalisation the mechanisms of holding to account the different collaborations vary. Where the City convenes an initiative they tend to unfold in a consultative way with opportunities to provide feedback, though the decision-making powers remain with government and some influence by elected officials managed by public servants. Where collaboration occurs between members of the community or businesses, goals are formulated among members, performance is measured internally by members and changes are made to their processes and goals by members without external accounting, with the exception of reporting back to government when funding is granted. 

c) The change in collaboration went from highly informal and oriented towards delivery of the Victorian Government’s RCD to focused on locally-led individual projects with continued emphasis on interpersonal relationships in the coordination of different aspects of revitalisation. We observed consolidation in specific collaborative approaches and increasing sophistication in inter-organisational/group interactions in the later phases of revitalisation. 

	Q61: a) The results of collaboration during the early phase were threefold. First, it supported the refinement of project details to match shared desired outcomes and delivery capacities. Second, collaboration served to address implementation hurdles through the formal PCB and informal discussions, such as in negotiating traffic planning requirements. Lastly, formal collaboration served to deliver administrative requirements, including shared project reporting. The outputs of collaboration in the later phases are varied. Outside of government they range from the creation of a Strategic Agenda by business leaders through the Committee for Dandenong (2015) to the definition of formal programs to support interfaith understanding as described above. Results in City-led collaborations are varied, for example the refinement of public space projects (e.g. pop-up park, Harmony Square) and the formal identification of two cultural precincts: the Afghan Bazaar and Little India. 
b) During the first phase, the outcomes of collaboration in terms of the impact on problem solving were fast though not always inclusive. At a number of critical junctures opportunities were missed to strengthen and diversify the revitalisation process due to the relatively narrow group of actors involved. Nevertheless, participants in our research highlighted the effectiveness of personal relationships for collaborative problem-solving of operational issues.
Project goals are on track to be fulfilled due principally to the ongoing government funding for revitalisation. Collaboration has been required to deliver revitalisation. While legitimacy was not an aspect we studied, we found that revitalisation was welcomed due to the recognised problems of urban decline with the majority of interview participants identifying improved outcomes, especially relating to the public realm (e.g. new library, cultural precincts, heritage enhancements). Many also expressed a desire for continued public investment in revitalisation initiatives. Fewer respondents reported on satisfactory opportunities to collaborate. 
Given the unprecedented level of investment made in RCD one important unintended and fruitful consequence emerged: it acted as an incentive for multiple local actors to continue the revitalisation process through locally-based initiatives and networks of collaboration. For example, leaders from the business community responded by creating an organised Committee for Dandenong to define shared principles for development and lobby government for more investment in local infrastructure, while local traders became more active in retail associations or new trader groups were created to support retail activity, particularly in food services.  
c) The social and economic outcomes are mostly on track to meet revitalisation goals (see Section 13). There are some emerging threats, many of which rely on the resourcefulness of local actors to mitigate impacts in society. For example, one major concern is dwindling funding to support the integration of migrants, especially former refugees. Church groups, community services, non-for-profit organisations (e.g. St Vincent de Paul) and local government (e.g. through the library) provide services with little funding or through volunteer arrangement to meet their needs, for example in finding housing and necessary furniture, offering English-language classes and providing legal aid. This is a fragile arrangement as it relies on the capacity of these groups to voluntarily coordinate responses to migrant needs without government support.
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