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COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE 
CASE DATABASE 

Purpose of database 
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around 
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of 
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case 
to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases 
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.  

Key definitions and scope conditions 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Institution / University
Email address first author

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

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

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

Other, namely:  

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

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 

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

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
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2. Main case characteristics

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

□Agriculture

□Culture/Leisure

□Economy & Trade

□Education

□Environment & Climate

□Infrastructure & Planning

□Public Health

□Security & Public Safety

□Social/Employment Policy

□Technology & Transport

□ Other, namely …………. 

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)

Ambitions of collaboration Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period 
observed 

Don’t 
know 

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

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

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

Other, namely: 

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)

Purpose of collaboration Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period 
observed 

Don’t 
know 

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

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

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

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

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and 
evaluate impact of policies, services, or 
regulation 
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12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

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

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

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

    

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

the different participants. 
Background of participants Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

5. Leadership 

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 
Don’t 
know 

One lead actor 
A few lead actors 
Shared collective among all actors  

    

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

necessary. 
Background of participants Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and 

affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the 

collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors? 

(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for 

creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

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

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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37. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the form and style of leadership within the 
collaboration, (b) the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process 
(c) changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed. 
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6. Collaborative process 

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular 
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 = 
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)  
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 = 
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1 
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values 
among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem 
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate 
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic 
outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 

46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 
reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors 
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the 
process changed over the period observed. 
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7. Accountability 

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

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

 
49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very 

highly operationalized goals) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal 

achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

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

 
51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors? 

(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving) 
Actors Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little 

influence, 5 = Very large influence) 
Actors Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
 
53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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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: In 2016, politicians in two Norwegian municilapities, Svelvik and Drammen, decided to amalgamate. In order to prepare for the amalgamation, the smaller municipal council in Svelvik  initiated a number of innitiatives aiming to give the local community as favourable a postion in the new larger municipality as possible. One of the initiatives was the formation of several task committees composed of five politicians and ten citizens. One of these committees was commissioned to develop a plan for a new town house. Inspiration to form a task committee came from Gentofte municipality in Denmark.

The remit of the task committee was to develop propositions of what a new town house could look like and what activities it should contain. In the remit, the overall purpose of the town house is described as that of creating an innovative place that enhances the attractiveness of the town center of Svelvik. As a part of this endeavour, the town house should contribute to improving local public services, providing good localities for culture and leisure activities, and promoting local democracy.  Moreover, the task committee was asked to explore posibilities for locating a service in the same locality as leisure activities in order to promote co-production and co-creation. Finally, its mission was to develop a policy proposal in close dialogue with the citizens of Svelvik to harvest innovative ideas, enjoyed, broad public support, and reflected local needs.

The remit stressed that the task committee should not consider location, but assume that building will be located in the town centre of Svelvik. Moreover, the mission statement specifies that the task committee is in charge of an explorative phase - a so called mapping of options. An architect company has been commissioned to develop a concrete proposal for the layout of a town house that builds on input form the task committee. The proposal will then be forwarded to the municipal council, who will deside how to move forward. The task committee actively uses this remit as a guideline for their work although they find it difficult not to discuss location. At some point midway in the process, the mayor proposes that the committee is free to consider location, but the committe decides to stick to the original remit that clearly states that they shouldn't.

The task committee started its work in January 2018 and reports its work to the municipaIity  council in June 2018. They popose to develop the town house into the "heart of Svelvik" with multiple services and activities for different generations and easy assess for everybody. There should be three functionalities in the town house: A culture scene, a living room, and work- and meeting facilities. The proposal stresses the importance of flexibility and multifunctionality of and interconnectedness beween the different spaces and activities. If it is necessary to prioritize, the proposal notes that priority should be given to the culture scene and the living room while office space and public services should be located elsewhere in the town centre. 

In august, 2018, the policy proposal is taken up at a meeting in the municipal council and is  taken ad notam without discussion. In the following weeks there are intense debates and contestations related to the issue of location. The city manager proposes to follow the committee's proposal, but leading politicians disagree. Late in the fall, it is decided to form a work group of politicians to prepare a final decision. 
  
 




	Q21: The historical background is that Svelvik have been through a series of bad experiences that have brought politicians and citizens into conflict. The conflicts rose to an all time high when the politicians built a new school and then decided never to open it because of cut backs. Therefore, the municipality decided to change the way it develops policies to avoid future conflicts with the citizens and to make better decisions. It adopted the Gentofte Model (see case #), and introduced task committeess that aim to promote collaborative policy-making between citizens and politicians. The municipality council formed three task committees in 2016 and positiv experiences form this first round of task commmittes encouraged the municipal council to introduce two new task committees in 2018. The background for asking a task committee to develop a town house policy was that the upcoming amalgamation reform would most likely move parts of public service delivery and cultural activities from Svelvik to the main city of Drammen. As such, the committee was part of a broader endeavour to assure a concentration of social activity in the centre of Svelvik, whcih would enhance chances that it would  survive as a place of importance and identification for the local citizens.

The collaboration was initiated by the municipal council who wanted to mobilise the ideas, resources, support and ownership of the citizens of Svelvik in deciding how to promote Svelvik as a vibrant local town under the new conditions. They invited 10 carefully selected citizens with different backgrounds but a shared commitment to promote community activities to work with 5 politicians on developing a policy proposal, and seek to involve as many citizens as possible in the process.

There was from the very start, a strong feeling of interdependency between the members of the town house committee. The local town was threatened and it was a collective objective to do something about it by proposing a new town house that could ensure that the town would not move towards decay and depopulation. They all wanted Svelvik to be an attractive place to live and visit and with active citizens with strong community sentiments.   

As the collaboration progressed the sense of interdependency was further reinforced by positive experiences and a collaborative spirit. The participating five politicians as well as the involved stakeholders found that their views and interests were taken into account, and they even managed to agree on what to leave out if they had to prioritize. However, some of the stakeholders who were not involved in the process, and also a few of those who were, were reluctant to break with status quo because they risked losing what they had. They used the media and loobying of powerful politicians who were not members of the committee to disrupt the process in the municipal council when the collaborative policy making process was concluded. 
	Q29: The ground rule of the collaboration was defined in the remit formulated by the Municipal Council. The remit gave the committee 6 months to prepare a proposal regarding what activities there should be in the new town house. Moreover, the remit specified inclusion critieria for selecting the 10 citizens in the form of 10 competence profiles. The goal was to recruit citizens with different backgrounds but also a history of active engagement in the local community. The politicians were to be appointed by the different politial parties, and one of the politicans were designated to be committee chair. It was stressed in the remit that the task committee should not to consider the future location and physical lay out of the town house. This would be decided by the municipal council. Moreover, the remit pointed out that the committee should serve as orchestrator of a much larger engagement of local actors. Otherwise the committee was free to decide how it would work. As another ground rule, the committee was mandated to present work in process reports to the municipal council at two specified stages in the process.  

The committee decided to involve a broad range of citizens in the work by organizing an urban lab, make vox-pop interviews with people on the street and in school busses, pay visits to public service institutions, participate in meetings with the youth council, take part in workshops with NGOs and public employees, and host discussion salons among specific groups of citizens. Another ground rule outlined in the remit was that the committee should seek inspiration from other municialities, but a planned excursion was eventually chancelled because it proved to be to costly. Some of the facilitating adminsitrators and one of the citizens in the committee joined a training program on public innovation.  

The committee meetings as well as the other events hosted by the committee were open, which is a legal requirement in Norway, and minutes were made of all meetings. All external activities were posted in the local newspaper, but the local media showed relatively little interest in communicating such activities. The media did not show much interest until critical voices were heard from different stakeholders, and the political conflict in the municipal council broke out.  

    
	Q37: The Municipal Committee had in advance appointed a politician as chair of the Committee. Another politician was appointed co-chair. A public administrator and later on a consultant from the achitect firm took part in facilitating the process. The committee chairs planned the meetings in close collaboration with the public administrator. The leadership style was extensively collaborative and a lot of time at the meetings was spend discussing how to proceed. Some members found these discussions too time consuming and would have prefered stronger preliminary process planning and that more had been done to avoid repetitions and promote progress. Too much time was spend on idea development and too little on considering what was possible in terms of financing and location. There was general satisfaction with the process facilitation and administrative assistance, however. Some members found that there could have been more emphasis on creating creative spaces in order to promote innovation. One of the citizens in the committee says that it would have been nice if one of the citizens have taken part in preparing the meetings. 
 
The main leadership challenge was not managerial or facilitative however. It seems to be a lack of political leadership on the side of the municipal council and the participating politicians/chairs in the sense that the work in the committee appears to come out of touch with the municipal budget and overall political sentiments in the municipal council regarding location. Also efforts to deal with critical voices among stakeholder groups remained weak. In the months after the committee had presented its proposal to the municipal council a huge conflict arose between two proposals regarding how to proceed. In light of the fact that ther was resistanse to chnge among some stakeholders, and that a house with the thee proposed functionalities would end up costing the double and need a huge building, the politicians fought over whether to follow the prioritized solution proposed by the committee or to chose another strategy. As a result of this conflict a decision has been postponed, and a committee of politicians is discussing how to proceed. The citizens and politicians who participated in the committee expressed strong frustrations with this state of affairs.
	Q47: The 10 citizens and 5 politicians met on a regular basis in the City Hall or in the library. They were facilitated by a leading adminstrator and a person from the architect firm. The administrator who assisted the committee remained unsure throughout the process how much to take part in the discussions. The committee planned 7 meetings - one of them being an excursion that was later cancelled. At the first meeting, the committee formulated a shared goal for the collaboration process and what activities to initiate. At the second meeting, they developed a stakeholder map. At the third meeting they mapped the needs that a town house should meet, and at the fourt meeting they prioritized between functions. At the fifth meeting, they detailed room functions and a program for the different functions. At the final meeting they were endorsing a policy proposal that was formulated by the architectural firm. 

In the interviews, the participants expressed high satisfaction with the collaboration in the committee, although they felt that they did not feel that they had been sufficiently involved in formulating and presenting the the final report to the municipal council. Both politicians and citizens found that it was a pleasant process and that they had learned a lot. The citizens agreed, however, that the politicians were highly reluctant to speak their mind and functioned too much as a kind of obervants, which made it difficult to find out what they thought. They become more active over time. The politicians explain that they wanted to make sure that the citizens had this chance to voice their ideas and views. A citizen as well as a politician found it difficult to determine whether the members of the committee represented a group or just themselves in the discussions. Many of the citizens stated that they thought that it had been very difficult to consider functions of a town house without considering funding and location when it was clear that these factors matter. One citizen who had once been a politician explains that she suspected that tehy were engaging in wishful thinking rather than reality. 
	Q54: How was the goals initially formulated by the politicians....?

Throughout the process, the leadership and the administration kept a keen eye on the formal goals for the collaborative process, and constantly reminded the participants of these commitments and goals. As required in the remit, the committee reported its work to the municipal council at two points in time in the work process, but not to any of the standing committees and the individual politicians reported that they did not discuss the committee work with their fellow party members as the process progessed. Some of the citizens reported back to their organizations with regular intervals, but others did not, which hampered the creation of a broader ownership to the policy. The committee was eager to report its work to the public but the media showed very limited interest. The media coverage did not really get going until the conflict escalated in the aftermath of the collaboration process.


	Q61: As commissioned by the Municipal Council, the committee produced a policy proposal (output) that followed the guidelines in the mission statement within the given timeframe. They also prioritized between different solutions although it was not a requirement. All members of the committe supported the policy proposal. The outcome of the process is another matter because the poposal has stirred intense conflicts in the municipal council and resistance from some stakeholders. This is among other things due to battles regarding the posible location of the town house that was not a part of the task but would have marked consequences for form some stakeholder groups. As is the rule in Norway, the City Manager proposed that the proposed prioritation of the task committee was followed, but  it was countered by an alternative proposal from a committee of leadning politicians. This situation has produced a political deadlock situation, and the many citizens and politicians who have participated ended up being deeply frustrated.
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