CASE DATABASE
Purpose of database
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case

to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.

Key definitions and scope conditions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions to contributors

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

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

Content of survey
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unigue name for the case you are describing.
Climate resilient solid waste management infrastructure for Gangtok

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.

Case author(s) Marc Eric Barda Picavet, Rodrigo A. Bellezoni, Julio C Zambrano-Gt
Institution / University FGV EAESP
Email address first author marc.picavet@fav.edu.br

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
January 2014 Ongoing Ongoing

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

January 2019 December 2020

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.

Methods Used
Documents O
Interviews O

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).

https://e-lib.iclei.org/publications/IFWEN_Gangtok_FINAL.pdf
http://southasia.iclei.org/fileadmin/user_upload/SouthAsia/documents/Gangtok_4_pager.pdf
http://southasia.iclei.org/fileadmin/user_upload/documents/ICLEI_ACCCRN_Workbook_WORKBOOK.pdf

httn-/lcanthacia irlai arnlfilaadmin/iicar 1inlnad/QanthAcialdariimante/ICI EILACCCDNL hanldat | MWAWDE7 ndfhttn-/leniithacia irlai araflfilaadmin/iic

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

Level of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period
observed observed observed

Local o O 0

Regional o o

National

International (across borders)

Supranational (UN, EU, etc.) o

Multi-level (collaboration between levels) o O O

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
South Asia Select India Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

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

LIAgriculture -1Environment & Climate [1Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health [:] Other, namely waste management
[1Education [JSecurity & Public Safety

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)
Ambitions of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

oo ot e o OO0 OO00OOF OOO0E]
bevelop a reguiatony fiamework fora - M MOO00 BOOO0
s oo ometees. oM OO O 0000 OOOOE
inorease effidency by lowering costs of. Gy MM OO0 ©OO0O00
et ot mementone oo MO OO0 HOOOO KOO0
tiftorent sonstiente. - PPertamene MO OO0 OOO0OL
S eonte ooy 000 IOOOO OOOO
e s akenoers "M OO0 0 MOOOOD ROOOO
S OOO000 00000 Ooood

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)
Purpose of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

policies, sevices,or requiation. 111 OOOOE OOOOE O
policies, services, o requiation - 1R OOOOE OOOOE O
dver senvices, or rovide reguiaton 111100 OO000 OMOOO O
evaluate mpact of polides, senvises, or 111010 OO0O0O0 OMOOO O

regulation

OO0 d




12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahly confident

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

(a) Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) is a considerable issue in Gangtok, like many other rapidly
urbanising cities, with estimates as low as 40% of waste being collected, and the rest being
dumped into natural water systems and valleys (Sharma 2019 p.1212). The India National
Government’s Municipal Solid Waste (Management and Handling) Rules 2016 devolved the
responsibility for MSW to municipal authorities (in this case the Gangtok Municipal Corporation)
as well as enforcing mandatory waste segregation of waste, and guidance on landfill, waste and
water treatment. However, compliance with these rules by municipal governments in Sikkim is
limited, with only approximately 50% of the MSW rules being followed by local bodies (Sharma
2019 p.1213). In 2014, the ICLEI ACCCRN report identified key vulnerabilities with regard to the
changing climate in Gangtok. Crucially, the report highlighted the impact of clogged jhoras
(drainage streams), which exacerbate the climate induced vulnerabilities by polluting water and
further increasing the risk of landslides (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2).

The ICLEI ACCCRN report found that due to the Gangtok Municipal Corporation’s (GMC)
limited mandate, its ability to combat climate change is significantly limited with the resources
available, a sentiment shared by Khan who wrote that “in addition to a poor revenue base...
[Gangtok is] also constrained by inefficient organizational and human resources, lack of
conducive environment for climate-based actions, red tapism, bureaucratic diplomacy and limited
jurisdictional empowerment” (Khan 2018 p.4). With these limitations in mind, the IAP report
recommend the need to proactively improve waste management (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2) and
so on the advice of ICLEI / ACCCRN, Gangtok Municipal Corporation submitted a proposal to
ACCCRN small grants fund, provided by the Rockefeller Foundation, for the construction of an
organic waste composter with the objective of closing the food and waste loop.

(b) Mitigating the landslide risk caused by inefficiencies in municipal solid waste (MSW)
disposal was the primary motivation of GMC in their proposal to ACCCRN, though Mayor Shri
Shakti Singh Choudhary was also keen to involve Gangtok with international level environmental
programmes, as well as to bypass the bureaucratic and financial constraints posed by
conventional routes to securing approval and funding for such projects at the state and national
level. The water system will benefit from a reduction of waste going to landfill sites such as the
one at Matam which, due to an oversupply of unsegregated waste, and its close proximity to
water sources, has resulted in water pollution. The food system likewise benefits from a greater
abundance of organic compost which the farmers can use to improve soil fertility and boost
yields. The Kanchenjuna Shopping Complex generates around one ton of vegetable waste per
day which, due to a lack of alternatives was transported to landfill, with the vehicles carrying out
this role generating fuel waste and causing emissions. Intermittent collection meant that waste
was often left on the street, or dumped in jhoras (small drainage streams) resulting in further
pollution of water sources, as well as blocking drainage systems which made the city more
vulnerable to landslides. Uncollected waste likewise posed a public health risk, attracting disease
spreading insects such as mosquitos. The installation of the OWC means that organic waste
from the market no longer goes to landfill, saving on fuel and emissions, as well as reducing the
waste which blocks and pollutes the city’s jhoras.



3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)
Score Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5

O O 0o oo o

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)
Score Don’t know
O0® 00 O
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Independently convened by a third party

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

N e I I N e

18. To what extent were there incentives to collaborate for the participants, e.g. financial gain or
increased influence? (1 = Very little incentives, 5 = Very strong incentives)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N s I s % I I I B O

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

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

D000 O00D00E0ED000 O

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahly confident



21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b)
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed.

(a)

1) ICLEI South Asia and ACCCRN. ICLEI South Asia was contracted by the Asian Cities for
Climate Change Resilience Network (ACCCRN) to develop City Resilience Strategies for 40
cities across South Asia (Khan 2020 interview). Together ICLEI and ACCCRN developed the
ICLEI ACCCRN Process (IAP) as a toolkit to “enable local governments to assess their climate
risks in the context of urbanisation, poverty and vulnerability and [to] formulate corresponding
resilience strategies” (Gawler & Tiwari 2014 p.6).

(2) Federal and Regional government. The India National Government’s Municipal Solid Waste
(Management and Handling) Rules 2016 devolved the responsibility for MSW to municipal
authorities (in this case the Gangtok Municipal Corporation) as well as enforcing mandatory
waste segregation of waste, and guidance on landfill, waste and water treatment. However,
compliance with these rules by municipal governments in Sikkim is limited, with only
approximately 50% of the MSW rules being followed by local bodies (Sharma 2019 p.1213).
(3) Rockefeller Foundation. Had previous projects together with the ACCCRN.

(b) ICLEI South Asia made contact with 40 cities including Gangtok to gauge interest in joining
the network and increasing urban resilience through the IAP. This was met with enthusiasm from
Gangtok’s Mayor Shri Shakti Singh Choudhary, keen to improve the city’s resilience in the
context of both a changing climate, and urbanization.

In 2014, the ICLEI ACCCRN report identified key vulnerabilities with regard to the changing
climate in Gangtok. Crucially, the report highlighted the impact of clogged jhoras (drainage
streams), which exacerbate the climate induced vulnerabilities by polluting water and further
increasing the risk of landslides (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2). The IAP report recommend the need
to proactively improve waste management (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2) and so on the advice of
ICLEI / ACCCRN, Gangtok Municipal Corporation submitted a proposal to ACCCRN small grants
fund, provided by the Rockefeller Foundation, for the construction of an organic waste composter
with the objective of closing the food and waste loop.

GMC received funding of 3,000,000 Indian Rupees (approx. $40,000) from the Rockefeller
Foundation’s ACCCRN Small Grants Program to implement a bio-composting initiative entitled:
‘Climate resilient solid waste management infrastructure for Gangtok: installation of an Organic
Waste Composter (1 MT per day) for composting vegetable market waste (Kanchenjunga
Shopping Complex)’ (ICLEI 2019 p.11). In line with national laws, including the 2016 Solid Waste
Management Rules which devolved the responsibility for MSW to the municipal level and
promotes the setting up of decentralised compost plants or bio methanation plants in or near
markets; a bio-composting plant was established at the vegetable market in the Kanchenjunga
Shopping Complex.



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

1-5 1-5 1-5 ]

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

Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians o] o] | O
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations o] o] o] |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] [l [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups Il O O O

24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and
for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
OO 0O0O0004000000000 IO

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

5 = Almost always applied ground rules)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O doOodooddddddonoonnn G

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
o e T e T s o T s A O s s R s A3
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
O Oo0o0o00ddifboddddnoonondg o
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident



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

Throughout each of these stages, the IAP was largely centred around a process known as Shared
Learning Dialogue (SLD) “which facilitates multi-dimensional information sharing” designed to
enable stakeholders from diverse backgrounds and fields of expertise to engage in knowledge
transfer (Khan 2018 p.2). ICLEI encouraged Gangtok Municipal Corporation to engage with a
broader range of actors than it might normally involve (Archer et al 2017 p.22) so as to garner the
knowledge of a wide range of individuals.

Such SLD sessions were therefore facilitated by ICLEI South Asia and the International Institute
for Environmental Development (IIED) with key stakeholders in the city including Mayor Shakti
Singh Choudhary, and individuals from NGOs, universities, various governmental departments
including Public Health Engineering, The Urban Development and Housing Department, Science
and Technology and others (ICLEI South Asia n.d). This enabled the IAP to gain insight from a
wide range of individuals to identify the main environmental problems facing the city, as well as the
most vulnerable groups and ultimately to feed into the city resilience strategy. This consultation
took place during each phase of the IAP ensuring that the stakeholder group could provide insight
into the main environmental challenges the city faced, vulnerable groups, and means of improving
resilience. Crucially, the SLD process is multi-directional, enabling the stakeholder group to not
only feed into the initiative, but to also gain knowledge from the other stakeholders. This two-way
transfer allowed the project to maintain public engagement, as well as helping the core climate
team tasked with implementation to identify the challenges and opportunities for the city’s initiative.
Stakeholders for the group were chosen on four primary considerations:

1. Those who have the ability to develop Resilience Actions at the community level

2. Those whose support will be essential to implement Resilience Actions at different levels (e.g.
community, city level)

3. Those most affected by Resilience Actions developed

Thus, the SLD learning workshops are carried out with community engagement in mind, inviting
stakeholders based upon their connection to, and ability to undertake a two-way knowledge
transfer with the wider community. This was also achieved by the establishment of a
communications plan aimed at parlaying key messages of the IAP with target groups (Gawler &
Tiwari 2014 p.9). In Gangtok this communications plan included community programmes designed
to educate and inform people about both the plant and waste more generally (ACCCRN 2017 p.17)

Alongside the SLD workshops, the city recruited both trained engineers, one of whom we spoke
to, and individuals who received on the job training. The wider population, including vegetable
vendors, were likewise educated on the process of composting and their role in collecting,
segregating and disposing of waste correctly through a campaign of posters within the market itself
(Khan 2020 interview) (see below). In addition to this, GMC undertook public outreach programmes
encouraging the responsible disposal of waste, as well as the composting of organic waste where
possible (Archer et al 2017 p.25).



5. Leadership

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process

Locus of leadership Start of period Middle of period  End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

One lead actor

A few lead actors O O

Shared collective among all actors O

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

necessary.
Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians o O O
Public organizations / civil servants 0 o O
Private, for-profit organizations
Private non-profit organizations O O

Citizens / informal citizen groups

32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and
affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N Iy % I I I 1 B B

33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the
collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

D000 mO0O000RO0E GO0 O

34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors?
(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O oOdodO0:0°HO20d0T:0FEDOO00IFM @O
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for
creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O O0dd«gobbobodOdibd dioOono O

36. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident



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

Public awareness, education, and buy in has also been essential for the success of the initiative.
Both Gangtok Municipal Corporation (GMC) and the Vegetable Market Association have been the
key institutions involved in educating the public. In particular, gaining buy-in from vegetable vendors
was a challenge in the initial stages that was mostly overcome with the help of the Vegetable
Vendors Association in conducting awareness activities and meetings (ICLEI 2018 p.18). Whilst
there is still an issue with receiving unsegregated waste from the vegetable vendors (ICLEI 2019
p.18) there has now been broad buy in from the vendors as a result of this collaborative approach
between the GMC and Vegetable Market Association (Khan interview 2020).

The knowledge sharing from ICLEI ACCCRN project has likewise been significantly useful in the
successful application of the initiative, highlighting initially the vulnerability that needed to be
addressed in the City Resilience Strategy, as well as in providing technical knowledge on available
composting technologies, and crucially for the above public buy-in, providing facilitation in Shared
Learning Dialogue sessions.

Regulation and political will as a component that required leadership in Gangtok

The state of Sikkim has been ahead of the curve on state level environmental governance for some
time before the introduction of the national level MSW management. Sikkim’s legally enforced shift
to organic farming as well as significant moves toward banning single use plastics highlights that an
informal movement to improve the environment across the municipality exists within government.
Likewise, at the municipal level Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary highlighted that “The political will in
the city is proactive and motivated to implement solutions to common municipal issues. This
significantly reduced hurdles to the implementation of the solution as the political buy in influenced
social buy-in” (ICLEI 2019 p.17). This is an account that is backed up by a city officer who told us
that Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary himself was the main driving force in pushing the initiative
forward (Khan 2020 interview). That being said, despite the informal institution of political will, the
formal institution of the 2016 Solid Waste Rules in devolving authority to the municipal level was the
main institutional factor enabling this initiative to take place.

Not enough information on the dynamics and impacts of leadership on the collaborative process
and changes in the leadership dynamics in the period.
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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
O O 0O000000004000 000 I
39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 =
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O4diHbobOfdodondl-MOoondOnddod O
40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 =
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0000000020000 0 G
41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0O 00000000000 0 O O]
42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values

among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O OdodiE.dodddsDodndOoddaod O
43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0o0o0Cd0O00O0ddooobooQgo O
44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
4

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0o0ooo0fdooooddddgono G
45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic

outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0000000400000 00 I
46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieved shared outcomes, (c) how
the process changed over the period observed.

Do not have enough information so far.
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7. Accountabilit

48. To what extent were explicit joint goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda,
strategic plans, etc.? (1 = Very little explication of goals; 5 = Very highly explicated goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O oo bobooddoobod>nonodd O

49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very
highly operationalized goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 00000 totdtdoddoqgno o
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal
achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O Ooddoobbbbfdofobdbfb «©

51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors?
(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians OO00000O0000000000 &
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] 1 O O O O 0O O 0O O OOOOO E
Civil society organizations IO OO0 0000 0O OO0 0O

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 000d0tdotofodndtnd m

52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little
influence, 5 = Very large influence)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don'’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Elected politicians OO0d0O000O0dO0O0O0O00O00O O

OO OO0 00 OO0 OO0 OO O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [ [l 1 O O OO M OO O0OO0OOOO O

O O 00 C1 1 0001 0 8 1 00 0O O C

LOOOOMDOOOO0OO0OO000O0

Civil society organizations
Affected and/or concerned citizens

53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahlvy confident
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed.

Do not have enough information so far.
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8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low,
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10.

Produced outputs and outcomes

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

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

OOOododondOdoned

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

OO oooog

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

oot oOUnn el

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

OO oaooot

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO oooot

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OO dbodondoOdon el

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO oooot

Other, namely:

O0Oo0oodod:mn

OO obodooonoodn

56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance?
(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.

Realized collaboration

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

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

OO00000O00odROooOonO O

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

oL duode«aaoodno o

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

O0000DOO00O000O0000 O

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

LOdbodduoouodooano o
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).

Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t

observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

gie;vnetg)gr:jo_\grtpr)]r;dsucts or services for ORO0O000ROO000BO00 ]

Develop novel production processes for OO0 O00MO000MO0O0 O

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between O0O000M0O000MMO000 O

roles and/or services of participants

58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little
outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims)
Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Built support and legitimacy for El I:l I:I |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| El |:|

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal IO RMO0O000O0000n

consequences

Created negative unintended societal PO O0 00000

consequences

59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the
collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)

Constituents Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Participants in the collaboration OO0 OO0 0000000>080 O
Elected politicians OO0 O00O0O0O0O0O0 0O O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 L OO0 0 0O MO0 OOOOO O
Civil society organizations 0000000000000 08
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 O0O0O0dOO0OO0O0oO0OOooO0gno g

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident
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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.

a) Large part of the organic waste in the market is composted (estimates of 80-90%).

b) A bio-composting plant was established at the vegetable market in the Kanchenjunga
Shopping Complex. The one-ton Organic Waste Composter (OWC), installed by Reddonatura
India Pvt Ltd and operated and maintained by the Gangtok Municipal Corporation, converts
segregated organic waste from the vegetable market into compost, reducing the volume of waste
by up to 80-90% (ICLEI 2019 p.11).

¢) The installation of the OWC means that organic waste from the market no longer goes to
landfill, saving on fuel and emissions, as well as reducing the waste which blocks and pollutes
the jhoras. The compost produced is then sold to local farmers, closing the food-waste loop.

The wider population including vegetable vendors were likewise educated on the process of
composting and their role in collecting and separating vegetable waste and disposing of it
correctly through a campaign of posters within the market itself (Khan 2020 interview) (see
below). In addition to this, GMC undertook public outreach programmes encouraging the
responsible disposal of waste, as well as the composting of organic waste where possible
(Archer et al 2017 p.25).

Given the small scale of the initiative, and the difficulty in contacting GMC officials, likely due to
Covid, quantitative data on the effects of the initiative on the local FWEN have been hard to find.
The papers covering the initiative, as well as the interviews we conducted, have provided a
qualitative picture of improvements to the local environment, in particular the surroundings of the
market itself which no longer faces the health and social impacts of vegetable waste being
dumped on the street outside the market (Sharma interview 2020). Khan suggested that the
composting plant had resulted in a reduction in pollution and blockages in local jhoras, though
due to a lack of quantitive data the extent to which this has reduced the issue of landslides is
unknown. We know for certain that the initiative has not conclusively solved the issue of
landslides due to its small size, as has been confirmed by recent news reports of landslides in
the area (e.g. New Indian Express 2020). Likewise, no before and after studies have been
conducted to assess the impacts on water quality and thus the exact impact of the plant on water
quality in Gangtok is unknown, though with 1 tonne of waste per day being composted (Lama
interview 2020) that would ordinarily have gone to the landfill site at Martam it follows that water
pollution from the over-supplied Martam landfill site has reduced as a result of the initiative.

Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary told ICLEI that the initiative has diverted waste from landfill
and jhoras reducing energy consumption, emissions and pollution. In addition to this, it reduces
the dependency on the city on imported water from the river Rataychu to supply peri-urban
agricultural areas which can be supplied by previously polluted and blocked jhoras thereby
improving water and energy efficiency (ICLEI 2019 p.12).
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(b) ICLEI South Asia made contact with 40 cities including Gangtok to gauge interest in joining the network and increasing urban resilience through the IAP. This was met with enthusiasm from Gangtok’s Mayor Shri Shakti Singh Choudhary, keen to improve the city’s resilience in the context of both a changing climate, and urbanization. 

In 2014, the ICLEI ACCCRN report identified key vulnerabilities with regard to the changing climate in Gangtok. Crucially, the report highlighted the impact of clogged jhoras (drainage streams), which exacerbate the climate induced vulnerabilities by polluting water and further increasing the risk of landslides (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2). The IAP report recommend the need to proactively improve waste management (ICLEI / ACCCRN n.d. p.2) and so on the advice of ICLEI / ACCCRN, Gangtok Municipal Corporation submitted a proposal to ACCCRN small grants fund, provided by the Rockefeller Foundation, for the construction of an organic waste composter with the objective of closing the food and waste loop.

GMC received funding of 3,000,000 Indian Rupees (approx. $40,000) from the Rockefeller Foundation’s ACCCRN Small Grants Program to implement a bio-composting initiative entitled: ‘Climate resilient solid waste management infrastructure for Gangtok: installation of an Organic Waste Composter (1 MT per day) for composting vegetable market waste (Kanchenjunga Shopping Complex)’ (ICLEI 2019 p.11). In line with national laws, including the 2016 Solid Waste Management Rules which devolved the responsibility for MSW to the municipal level and promotes the setting up of decentralised compost plants or bio methanation plants in or near markets; a bio-composting plant was established at the vegetable market in the Kanchenjunga Shopping Complex.

	Q29: Throughout each of these stages, the IAP was largely centred around a process known as Shared Learning Dialogue (SLD) “which facilitates multi-dimensional information sharing” designed to enable stakeholders from diverse backgrounds and fields of expertise to engage in knowledge transfer (Khan 2018 p.2). ICLEI encouraged Gangtok Municipal Corporation to engage with a broader range of actors than it might normally involve (Archer et al 2017 p.22) so as to garner the knowledge of a wide range of individuals. 
     Such SLD sessions were therefore facilitated by ICLEI South Asia and the International Institute for Environmental Development (IIED) with key stakeholders in the city including Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary, and individuals from NGOs, universities, various governmental departments including Public Health Engineering, The Urban Development and Housing Department, Science and Technology and others (ICLEI South Asia n.d). This enabled the IAP to gain insight from a wide range of individuals to identify the main environmental problems facing the city, as well as the most vulnerable groups and ultimately to feed into the city resilience strategy. This consultation took place during each phase of the IAP ensuring that the stakeholder group could provide insight into the main environmental challenges the city faced, vulnerable groups, and means of improving resilience.  Crucially, the SLD process is multi-directional, enabling the stakeholder group to not only feed into the initiative, but to also gain knowledge from the other stakeholders. This two-way transfer allowed the project to maintain public engagement, as well as helping the core climate team tasked with implementation to identify the challenges and opportunities for the city’s initiative. Stakeholders for the group were chosen on four primary considerations: 
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2. Those whose support will be essential to implement Resilience Actions at different levels (e.g. community, city level) 
3. Those most affected by Resilience Actions developed

     Thus, the SLD learning workshops are carried out with community engagement in mind, inviting stakeholders based upon their connection to, and ability to undertake a two-way knowledge transfer with the wider community. This was also achieved by the establishment of a communications plan aimed at parlaying key messages of the IAP with target groups (Gawler & Tiwari 2014 p.9). In Gangtok this communications plan included community programmes designed to educate and inform people about both the plant and waste more generally (ACCCRN 2017 p.17)
     Alongside the SLD workshops, the city recruited both trained engineers, one of whom we spoke to, and individuals who received on the job training. The wider population, including vegetable vendors, were likewise educated on the process of composting and their role in collecting, segregating and disposing of waste correctly through a campaign of posters within the market itself (Khan 2020 interview) (see below). In addition to this, GMC undertook public outreach programmes encouraging the responsible disposal of waste, as well as the composting of organic waste where possible (Archer et al 2017 p.25).
	Q37: 
Public awareness, education, and buy in has also been essential for the success of the initiative. Both Gangtok Municipal Corporation (GMC) and the Vegetable Market Association have been the key institutions involved in educating the public. In particular, gaining buy-in from vegetable vendors was a challenge in the initial stages that was mostly overcome with the help of the Vegetable Vendors Association in conducting awareness activities and meetings (ICLEI 2018 p.18). Whilst there is still an issue with receiving unsegregated waste from the vegetable vendors (ICLEI 2019 p.18) there has now been broad buy in from the vendors as a result of this collaborative approach between the GMC and Vegetable Market Association (Khan interview 2020). 

The knowledge sharing from ICLEI ACCCRN project has likewise been significantly useful in the successful application of the initiative, highlighting initially the vulnerability that needed to be addressed in the City Resilience Strategy, as well as in providing technical knowledge on available composting technologies, and crucially for the above public buy-in, providing facilitation in Shared Learning Dialogue sessions. 

Regulation and political will as a component that required leadership in Gangtok

The state of Sikkim has been ahead of the curve on state level environmental governance for some time before the introduction of the national level MSW management. Sikkim’s legally enforced shift to organic farming as well as significant moves toward banning single use plastics highlights that an informal movement to improve the environment across the municipality exists within government. Likewise, at the municipal level Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary highlighted that “The political will in the city is proactive and motivated to implement solutions to common municipal issues. This significantly reduced hurdles to the implementation of the solution as the political buy in influenced social buy-in” (ICLEI 2019 p.17). This is an account that is backed up by a city officer who told us that Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary himself was the main driving force in pushing the initiative forward (Khan 2020 interview). That being said, despite the informal institution of political will, the formal institution of the 2016 Solid Waste Rules in devolving authority to the municipal level was the main institutional factor enabling this initiative to take place. 

Not enough information on the dynamics and impacts of leadership on the collaborative process and changes in the leadership dynamics in the period.
	Q47: Do not have enough information so far.
	Q54: Do not have enough information so far.
	Q61: a) Large part of the organic waste in the market is composted (estimates of 80-90%).

b) A bio-composting plant was established at the vegetable market in the Kanchenjunga Shopping Complex. The one-ton Organic Waste Composter (OWC), installed by Reddonatura India Pvt Ltd and operated and maintained by the Gangtok Municipal Corporation, converts segregated organic waste from the vegetable market into compost, reducing the volume of waste by up to 80-90% (ICLEI 2019 p.11).

c) The installation of the OWC means that organic waste from the market no longer goes to landfill, saving on fuel and emissions, as well as reducing the waste which blocks and pollutes the jhoras. The compost produced is then sold to local farmers, closing the food-waste loop.

The wider population including vegetable vendors were likewise educated on the process of composting and their role in collecting and separating vegetable waste and disposing of it correctly through a campaign of posters within the market itself (Khan 2020 interview) (see below). In addition to this, GMC undertook public outreach programmes encouraging the responsible disposal of waste, as well as the composting of organic waste where possible (Archer et al 2017 p.25).
    Given the small scale of the initiative, and the difficulty in contacting GMC officials, likely due to Covid, quantitative data on the effects of the initiative on the local FWEN have been hard to find. The papers covering the initiative, as well as the interviews we conducted, have provided a qualitative picture of improvements to the local environment, in particular the surroundings of the market itself which no longer faces the health and social impacts of vegetable waste being dumped on the street outside the market (Sharma interview 2020). Khan suggested that the composting plant had resulted in a reduction in pollution and blockages in local jhoras, though due to a lack of quantitive data the extent to which this has reduced the issue of landslides is unknown. We know for certain that the initiative has not conclusively solved the issue of landslides due to its small size, as has been confirmed by recent news reports of landslides in the area (e.g. New Indian Express 2020). Likewise, no before and after studies have been conducted to assess the impacts on water quality and thus the exact impact of the plant on water quality in Gangtok is unknown, though with 1 tonne of waste per day being composted (Lama interview 2020) that would ordinarily have gone to the landfill site at Martam it follows that water pollution from the over-supplied Martam landfill site has reduced as a result of the initiative.
     Mayor Shakti Singh Choudhary told ICLEI that the initiative has diverted waste from landfill and jhoras reducing energy consumption, emissions and pollution. In addition to this, it reduces the dependency on the city on imported water from the river Rataychu to supply peri-urban agricultural areas which can be supplied by previously polluted and blocked jhoras thereby improving water and energy efficiency (ICLEI 2019 p.12).
	Q10: 
	1_Start: 5
	1_Middle: 5
	1_End: 5
	2_End: 1
	2_Middle: 1
	1_DK: Off
	2_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	4_End: 1
	4_Middle: 1
	5_DK: Off
	5_Start: 1
	5_Middle: 1
	5_End: 1
	4_DK: Off
	6_Start: 5
	6_Middle: 5
	6_End: 5
	6_DK: Off
	7_DK: Off
	8_DK: Off
	2_Start: 1
	9_Other: 
	9_Start: Off
	9_Middle: Off
	9_End: Off
	9_DK: Off
	3_Start: 5
	3_Middle: 5
	3_End: 5
	4_Start: 1
	7_Start: 1
	7_Middle: 1
	7_End: 1
	8_Start: 1
	8_Middle: 1
	8_End: 1

	Q9 other: waste management
	Q16: [Independently convened by a third party]
	Q22_Start: [1-5]
	Q22_Middle: [1-5]
	Q22_End: [1-5]
	Q23_Start_Political: Yes
	Q23_Start_Public: Yes
	Q23_Start_for-profit: Yes
	Q23_Start_Non-profit: Yes
	Q23_Start_Citizen: Off
	Q23_Middle_Political: Yes
	Q23_Middle_Public: Yes
	Q23_End_Public: Yes
	Q23_Middle_for-profit: Yes
	Q23_End_for-profit: Yes
	Q23_Middle_Non-profit: Yes
	Q23_End_Non-profit: Off
	Q23_End_Citizen: Off
	Q23_Middle_Citizen: Off
	Q23_End_Political: Yes
	Q23_Political_DK: Off
	Q23_Public_DK: Off
	Q23_For-Profit_DK: Off
	Q23_non-Profit_DK: Off
	Q23_citizen_DK: Off
	Q38_DK: Yes
	Q42_DK: Off
	Q43_DK: Off
	Q44_DK: Yes
	Q45_DK: Yes
	Q48_DK: Yes
	Q49_DK: Yes
	Q50_DK: Yes
	Q11: 
	1_DK: Off
	2_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	4_DK: Off
	1_Start: 5
	1_Middle: 5
	1_End: 5
	2_Start: 5
	2_Middle: 5
	2_End: 5
	3_Start: 2
	3_Middle: Off
	3_End: 2
	4_Start: 2
	4_Middle: Off
	4_End: 2

	Q58_Support_DK: Off
	Q58_positive_DK: Off
	Q58_joint_DK: Off
	Q57_1_DK: Off
	Q57_2_DK: Off
	Q57_3_DK: Off
	Q55: 
	1_DK: Off
	2_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	4_DK: Off
	5_DK: Off
	6_DK: Off
	7_DK: Off
	8_DK: Off
	1_Start: 5
	1_Middle: 5
	1_End: 5
	2_Start: 1
	2_Middle: 1
	2_End: 1
	3_Start: 5
	3_Middle: 5
	3_End: 5
	4_Start: 1
	4_Middle: 1
	4_End: 1
	5_Start: 1
	5_Middle: 1
	5_End: 1
	_5End: Off
	6_Start: 5
	6_Middle: 5
	6_End: 5
	7_Start: 1
	7_Middle: 1
	7_End: 1
	9_Other: 
	8_Start: 1
	8_Middle: 1
	8_End: 1
	9_DK: Off
	9_Start: Off
	9_Middle: Off
	9_End: Off

	Q56: 
	1_DK: Off
	2_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	4_DK: Off
	1_Start: 5
	1_Middle: 5
	1_End: 1
	2_Start: 5
	2_Middle: 5
	2_End: 1
	3_Start: 1
	3_Middle: 1
	3_End: 1
	4_Start: 1
	4_Middle: 1
	4_End: 1

	Q22_DK: Off
	Q30_Middle_One: Off
	Q30_Middle_Broadbased: Off
	Q30_Start_One: Off
	Q30_Start_AFew: Off
	Q30_Start_Broadbased: Yes
	Q30_Middle_AFew: Yes
	Q31_Middle_Political: Yes
	Q31_Middle_Public: Yes
	Q31_Middle_Privateforprofit: Off
	Q31_Middle_Privatenonprofit: Yes
	Q31_Middle_Citizens: Off
	Q31_Start_Political: Yes
	Q31_Start_Public: Yes
	Q31_Start_Privateforprofit: Off
	Q31_Start_Privatenonprofit: Yes
	Q31_Start_Citizens: Off
	Q30_End_One: Off
	Q30_End_AFew: Yes
	Q30_Start_End: Off
	Q30_One_DK: Off
	Q30_AFew_DK: Off
	Q30_Shared_DK: Off
	Q31_End_Political: Yes
	Q31_End_Public: Yes
	Q31_End_Privateforprofit: Off
	Q31_End_Privatenonprofit: Off
	Q31_End_Citizens: Off
	Q31_DK_Political: Off
	Q31_DK_Public: Off
	Q31_DK_Privateforprofit: Off
	Q31_DK_Privatenonprofit: Off
	Q31_DK_Citizens: Off
	Q46: [Highly confident]
	Q36: [Highly confident]
	Q28: [Highly confident]
	Q20: [Highly confident]
	Q12: [Highly confident]
	Q53: [Highly confident]
	Q60: [Highly confident]
	Q8_Country_2: [Select ]
	Q8_Country_1: [India]
	Q8_Country_3: [Select ]
	Q8_Supranational Collaboration: [South Asia]
	Q8_Supranational Collaboration_2: [Select]
	Q9: 
	Agriculture: Off
	CultureLeisure: Off
	Economy  Trade: Off
	Education: Off
	Environment  Climate: On
	Infrastructure  Planning: Off
	Health: Off
	Security  Public Safety: Off
	SocialEmployment Policy: Off
	Technology  Transport: Off

	Q17_DK: Off
	Q24_DK: Yes
	Q25_DK: Yes
	Q26_DK: Yes
	Q27_DK: Yes
	Q32_DK: Off
	Q33_DK: Off
	Q34_DK: Off
	Q35_DK: Off
	Q39_DK: Off
	Q40_DK: Yes
	Q41_DK: Yes
	Q51: 
	1_Start: Off
	1_Middle: Off
	1_End: Off
	2_Start: Off
	2_Middle: Off
	2_End: Off
	1_DK: Yes
	2_DK: Yes
	3_DK: Yes
	4_DK: Yes
	3_Start: Off
	3_Middle: Off
	3_End: Off
	4_Start: Off
	4_Middle: Off
	4_End: Off

	Q52: 
	1_Start: 3
	1_Middle: 3
	1_End: Off
	2_End: Off
	2_Middle: 3
	2_Start: 2
	3_Start: 5
	4_Start: 1
	4_Middle: 1
	3_Middle: 5
	3_End: Off
	4_End: Off
	4_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	2_DK: Off
	1_DK: Off

	Q59: 
	2_DK: Off
	3_DK: Off
	4_DK: Off
	1_Start: 5
	1_Middle: 2
	1_End: Off
	2_Start: 3
	2_Middle: 3
	2_End: Off
	3_Start: 2
	3_Middle: 3
	3_End: Off
	4_Start: 5
	4_Middle: 5
	4_End: Off
	5_Start: 1
	5_Middle: 1
	5_End: Off
	5_DK: Off
	1_DK: Off

	Q14: 6
	Q15: 3
	Case Name: Climate resilient solid waste management infrastructure for Gangtok
	Q18_Start: 4
	Q18_Middle: 3
	Q18_End: 2
	Q19_Start: 5
	Q19_Middle: 5
	Q19_End: 2
	Q17_Start: Off
	Q17_Middle: Off
	Q17_End: Off
	Q24_Start: Off
	Q24_Middle: Off
	Q24_End: Off
	Q18_DK: Off
	Q19_DK: Off
	Q25_Middle: Off
	Q25_End: Off
	Q26_Start: Off
	Q26_Middle: Off
	Q26_End: Off
	Q27_Start: Off
	Q27_Middle: Off
	Q27_End: Off
	Q32_Start: 5
	Q32_Middle: 5
	Q32_End: 1
	Q33_Start: 5
	Q33_Middle: 5
	Q33_End: 3
	Q25_Start: Off
	Q34_Start: 5
	Q34_Middle: 5
	Q34_End: 5
	Q35_Start: 5
	Q35_Middle: 5
	Q35_End: 3
	Q38_Start: Off
	Q38_Middle: Off
	Q38_End: Off
	Q39_Start: 5
	Q39_Middle: 5
	Q39_End: Off
	Q40_Start: Off
	Q40_End: Off
	Q41_Start: Off
	Q41_Middle: Off
	Q41_End: Off
	Q42_Start: 5
	Q42_Middle: 5
	Q42_End: Off
	Q43_Start: 5
	Q43_Middle: 5
	Q43_End: Off
	Q44_Start: Off
	Q44_Middle: Off
	Q40_Middle: Off
	Q44_End: Off
	Q45_Start: Off
	Q45_Middle: Off
	Q45_End: Off
	Q48_Start: Off
	Q48_Middle: Off
	Q48_End: Off
	Q49_Start: Off
	Q49_Middle: Off
	Q49_End: Off
	Q50_Start: Off
	Q50_Middle: Off
	Q50_End: Off
	Q57: 
	1_Start: 2
	1_Middle: 2
	1_End: 2
	2_Start: 2
	2_Middle: 2
	2_End: 2
	3_Start: 5
	3_Middle: 5
	3_End: 1

	Q58: 
	1_Start: 1
	1_Middle: 1
	1_End: 1
	2_Start: 5
	2_Middle: 5
	2_End: 5
	3_Start: 1
	3_Middle: 1
	3_End: 1
	4_Start: 1
	4_Middle: 1
	4_End: 1

	Q58_negative_DK: Off


