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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
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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 achieved 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: Florianópolis is the state capital of Santa Catarina in Brazil, a touristic city located mainly on an island, with an estimated population of 508,000 inhabitants (2020), of which 96.21 percent urbanized. Thirty percent of its territory are environmentally protected areas; its HDI was 0.847 in 2019(UNDP, 2020).  The city imports 65 percent of the water from neighbor cities, energy is generated outside the city, most of the food comes from the metropolitan area in the mainland, outside the city´s territory and 90 percent of the waste is taken by the city´s waste management autarchy (COMCAP) to Biguaçu landfill, 25 miles away, by truck (PMF, 2021). 
          Florianópolis has high levels of inequality and many poverty-stricken areas where the lack of access to basic public services aggravates the residents’ vulnerable conditions. In 2018, it was estimated that 16 percent of the population lived in subnormal housing, most of which in the city’s 64 favelas (shanty towns), totaling approximately 51,000 people. In 2008, as the Chico Mendes favela in Monte Cristo´s cluster expanded, it faced inadequate organic waste disposal and limited availability of municipal collection services, which led to critical public health problems. Following the death of two residents due to leptospirosis transmitted by rats, a local movement mobilized efforts to address the waste issue. Together with the Municipal Community Health Center and the help of an ecological and community agriculture NGO (CEPAGRO), residents organized a system to segregate and collect their organic waste and transform it into fertilizer for use in local food and medicinal plants production (De Abreu, 2013). The main purpose was to reduce infectious diseases and malnutrition, but also to foster agroecological practices. Their objectives were to provide the community with a clean environment, healthy, locally produced food, as well as work opportunities for the youth and elderly. There were no quantifiable outputs or outcomes planned in the beginning.
          Through the reduction of organic waste in open spaces and homes, the pests gradually disappeared from the community, the levels of disease decreased and there were no further cases of deaths from leptospirosis. Households began participating in the segregation of domestic waste and exchanging their organic waste for fertilizer with COMCAP. The initiative was called Bucket Revolution Program (PRB) due to the original method for collecting domestic organic waste in buckets. It continued beyond different administrations, benefitting 200 families and recycling 5.6 tons/month of organic waste between 2009 and 2012 (Peixoto, 2019; De Abreu, 2013). It has since expanded and inspired many other similar initiatives, both in Florianópolis and in other Brazilian cities. Municipal government established the Municipal Urban Agriculture Policy by decree in 2017 and in July 2020 the city launched the Zero Waste 2030 program.
         Besides the composting methodology developed by CEPAGRO and implemented by volunteer residents, the engagement of community members with several other stakeholders, including the municipality, was key to the initiative’s success. Despite some technical and financial limitations, the BRP became a model of community waste management and sociotechnical innovation, garnering national and international recognition and support. The PRB is coordinated by community members who are now requesting to be compensated by the city for the diverted waste from the landfill as a result of their work. Official figures estimates that 3% of the waste have been diverted between 2014 (initial measuring date) and 09/2020.
 
	Q21: Santa Catarina state (SC) and its capital Florianópolis have a longstanding relationship with agriculture and agroecology.  Migratory waves from rural regions settled in peri-urban areas, mainly in Florianópolis. Many migrants driven by economic crises had worked in farms or owned small properties, bringing their knowledge and culture to the cities. Several initiatives in SC engage this population or their descendants, promoting agroecology, family farming and permaculture since the beginning of the 2000s and more recently, urban agriculture (UA). For instance, Florianópolis has been implementing school garden programs since 2001. Later, led by activists, UA became a catalyst for social movements fighting food insecurity and poverty, human rights and land tenure issues.  The Center for the Study and Promotion of Community Agriculture (CEPAGRO), founded in April 1990 by small farmers and technicians, is a leading NGO that spearheaded several important initiatives, including the Bucket Revolution that sparked Florianópolis’ Urban Agriculture policy.
      The connection between community food gardens and health can be traced to 2001 and even before that, through uncoordinated initiatives in municipal schools and health centers. Fighting dengue fever was an important driver to promote clean-ups in poor areas with inadequate sanitation services. The institutional and legal framework for urban agriculture and agroecology is a key enabler of initiatives such as the PRB, including the federal and state spheres of government. Along with other relevant legislation, the National School Feeding Program (PNAE law 11947/2009), fostered UA actions at municipal level.
     CEPAGRO was the leading agent in establishing the PRB´s organic waste collection activities in 2009, including capacity building and fundraising. One of the main leaders of the agroecology movement in Brazil was trained in one of CEPAGRO´s capacity building programs. He later joined their team and in 2016 was elected city councilor, now in his second term. Other key stakeholders include Rede Semear, municipal departments of health, education and environment, the federal university, and relevant SC state government departments. Rede Semear is a network founded on 08 August 2015, as an independent, intersectoral, multidisciplinary group, formed by members and civil society institutions with the participation of public servants, whose objective is to strengthen urban agriculture in Florianópolis.
   The Monte Cristo communities managed to self-organize, receiving prizes and funding from several sources. They expanded their activities and have a community kitchen, a food market and implement other self-managed initiatives. They are also supported by the municipality, along with over 150 community gardens throughout the city.  Despite different administrations, municipal programs continued and were strengthened since 2001, improving services and collaborating with civil society players.   
    Despite different administrations, municipal programs continued and were strengthened since 2001, improving services and collaborating with civil society players. However, the municipality gradually took on a leading role through the public works and waste management municipal company, COMCAP. IN 2018, the city joined the Waste Zero campaign committing to significant waste reduction until 2030, by promoting recycling and composting. While the poorer communities relied on municipal public services, such as health care, education and waste collection, the NGOs continued engaged in promoting UA, and providing training and technical assistance.
	Q29: The collaboration between the several stakeholders from civil society and government institutions was not purposefully designed as a single initiative. It was an organically constructed web with several nodes, developed at different levels and in different timelines. Each node had its own rules, but this polycentric governance arrangement was based on transparency, shared decision-making and mutual support, according to several interviewees from the municipality, particularly in the earlier period. As the city leadership grew, the structure became more formalized and hierarchical.  Within the communities, for instance, leadership roles were assigned by vote or assumed by volunteers; the NGOs and other networks gathered in meetings to establish rules for their own and for joint governance.  CEPAGRO actively sought to support the civil society movements and provided training and funding, coordinated partnerships with the university and businesses interested in supporting their initiatives.

At the city level, senior managers were allowed a relatively flexible arrangement, where coordinators and managers in the departments had autonomy to work directly with the community members. In the second period, however, when the 2017 decree established the Municipal Program on Urban Agriculture (PMAU), the focus on waste management and composting increased, with a predominant concern about efficiency. A structure that had been so far horizontalized, and fostered by a bottom-up demand, gradually shifted to a more top-down approach. City´s actions became determined in the regulation that followed the Decree. However, some interviewees noted that the PMAU is not a law and as a decree is more vulnerable to political agendas. Nevertheless, some judicial safeguards are provided by the Decrees.

	Q37: 
The collaboration is multilevel and polycentric, with several forms and styles of leadership in the different nodes along the three phases of the period considered in this assessment. 
An analytical approach to better understand the network of collaboration should look at the different elements of the system, where composting and urban agriculture take place in the intersection of agroecological practices and urban solid waste management. Furthermore, players with multiple identities have different roles in the collaboration system, some with leadership in different contexts. 

Community members leadership was key in building trust amongst participants and fostering engagement of residents in the organic waste collection and composting.  Trainers from civil society and municipal staff also have leadership roles vis-à-vis the communities, contributing with knowledge and financial resources brokerage. Politicians and senior managers with authority and decision-making power determine rules and regulations, impacting the whole system.




	Q47: 
Despite some inherent tensions between key players, particularly from civil society organizations and political leaders (politicians and senior managers), shared goals such as improving sanitation, nutrition and health in the communities, albeit with different priorities, contribute to the collaboration between parties. For instance, there is a strong push from the community members, NGOs and activists toward the acknowledgement of the participants’ financial contribution in the composting scheme through compensation from the city; their focus is on the social aspects. Municipal technical and middle management officials are engaged in implementing the strategies developed collaboratively until the second phase, whereas political and senior management leadership focus on economic aspects, as well as political gains.

As the composting scheme expanded, with increasing demand from other communities and pressure on the municipal managers in charge of implementing the urban agriculture initiatives, the city needed to respond with more efficient services and financial resources. The political agenda impacted the UA policy implementation when leadership changed the administrative and governance structures when the mayor was reelected for a second term, effective January 2020 to 2024. The PMAU implementation was further impacted by the pandemic throughout the year. 

	Q54: During the first phase of the collaboration, goals were formulated in different contexts by the different subgroups of participants, namely municipal government, civil society organizations and communities as leading players. Individuals and institutions from academia, the private sector and other levels of government participated in supporting roles, convened by the leading players. Being a multilevel and polycentric system, accountability is also decentralized. The organizations that managed project funding were accountable to both the communities and the funders, submitting reports and publishing results in the media. Municipal leadership is accountable for the budget and policy implementation to official oversight bodies and the city council; project and policy results are presented in annual management reports, official publications and in the municipal website, according to legislation. 
	Q61: 
The collaboration resulted in several community gardens being implemented in Florianópolis´ underprivileged neighborhoods, mostly in facilities on public land provided by the municipality. By early 2020 there were 112 community garden sites managed and operated jointly by community members and municipal managers from the health and education secretariats. Senior managers report the increasing interest in training opportunities provided by the city, such as a home vermicomposting project launched in 2017, called “Minhoca na Cabeça” (roughly equivalent to “crazy about worms”). There has also been a growing demand for medicinal plants from the community health centers. Officials report that cases of waterborne diseases have decreased, the community sites are much cleaner, residents use and respect the equipment for organic waste collection available in the streets. Some communities use the fertilizers for their own crops and sell the surplus. 

On the other hand, the municipality expanded its waste collection infrastructure and composting scheme, committing to ambitious goals toward waste reduction by 2030. Besides collecting food scraps from households, the municipality provides curbside collection of yard pruning according to a bimonthly schedule in some areas of the city.

In terms of collective outputs and social outcomes over time, there was an increase in the demand for UA sites and technical support by neighborhood associations. The PRB became an association that is self-managed and sustained, although it struggles with funding issues after 2012. Its main demand is for compensation from the city, due to the savings in waste management they have provided from their composting activities. And while the concern for health and nutrition has spread beyond poor areas to middle-class neighborhoods, there are several communities that use the urban agriculture and agroecology platform as leverage to further a political agenda of social issues such as inequality, exclusion, land tenure policies, poverty and discrimination. 
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