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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 achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the 
process changed over the period observed. 
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7. Accountability 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

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

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

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

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and 
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the 
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed. 
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8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration 

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

Produced outputs and outcomes Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period  
observed 

Don’t 
know 

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

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

    

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

    

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

    

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

    

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

    

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

    

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

    

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

    

Other, namely: 
 

    

 
56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance? 

(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.  
Realized collaboration Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and 
evaluate impact of policies, services, or 
regulations 
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and 
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).  

Type of innovation Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period  
observed 

Don’t 
know 

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

Develop novel products or services for 
clients and partners 

    

Develop novel production processes for 
producing products or services 

    

Novel ways of coordinating between 
roles and/or services of participants 

    

 
58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little 

outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims) 
Type of innovation Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Built support and legitimacy for 
investing in future collaborations 

    

Built joint operational capacity for 
solving future problems and challenges 

    

Created positive unintended societal 
consequences 

    

Created negative unintended societal 
consequences 

    

 
59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the 

collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)  
Constituents Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

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

Participants in the collaboration     

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 
reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results 
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on 
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended 
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time. 
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	Q13: Like many other rural landscapes across the American West, by early 1990s, the Blackfoot watershed faced a series of difficult, cross-cutting, interconnected, and relentless public problems.  Stretching back to the mid-19th Century, traditional, extractive resource use and development by private landowners (ranchers, farmers, and timber companies) and public agencies (US Forest Service; Bureau of Land Management), and increasing recreation demands had significantly degraded a wide variety of natural resources and impaired the ability of the broader ecosystem to function in a healthy, sustainable manner.  As a result, by the late 1980s, the Blackfoot watershed was home to many threatened and endangered species (i.e., Bull trout, grizzly bears, wolves, Canadian lynx, Westslope cutthroat trout [some were listed later than the late 1980s]), and was encountering severe problems with dewatered streams, substandard water quality, invasive noxious weeds, and other signs of deteriorating ecosystem health.The large number of command-and-control, single issue (fragmented) policies state and federal environmental policy initiatives passed in the 1970s and 1980s, and the litigation that was a common response, failed to stop the broad-based degradation.  The legislation and litigation also contributed to higher operating costs for farmers and ranchers, and increased polarization and distrust among private landowners, government regulators, environmentalists, and other stakeholders.In addition, the scientific databases capable of understanding and monitoring the nature and extent of the relationships between the multiple resource issues either did not exist, or, if they did exist, were woefully incomplete, were fragmented and specific to the proprietary needs of the major public and private landowners in the area, or were based on incompatible scientific protocols.Finally, the Blackfoot watershed faced the kinds of new development pressures capable of transforming the rural, rustic character of the area.(b) the BC managerial strategy embraces a clear mission that is holistic, comprehensive and focused on “taking care of the valley watershed for the long-term” (Personal Interview, 2008). The mission is comprised of a substantive commitment to cooperative conservation. Cooperative conservation for the BC means maintaining and enhancing “environment, economy and community such that no one piece is favored over another. They all must be healthy if this is going to work” (Personal Interview, 2006). The mission is coupled with a strong commitment to “doing good things” for the community. “If you keep on doing good things--and we have—and take on projects that are near and dear to the hearts of Blackfoot community members, it is easier to keep going."(c) Getting started -- (pre-formal group starts in 1990) 1993-1994 -- The original Executive Director had expertise in building trust and “reputation for fair dealing;” were good fits when primary tasks were mission development, a set of ideas/vision for the community, and building positive, trust-based relationships among diverse stakeholders.Phase II -- 1995 - 2000 -- collecting scientific information on watershed conditions, and designing and implementing a handful of programs to improve those conditions.Phase III -- 2000 - 2008 -- transitioned to successful manager of public organizations and non-profits with clear experience growing and developing organizations, strong on program implementation (and big projects, multiple ongoing at any one time) and fundraising.
	Q21: (a) high conflict, low trust between agricultural/ranching and environmental advocates, govt. regulators (most being environmental/nat resource focus), and growinf pressure from outdoor recreation and development interests.(b) Initiated by rancher and environmental regulator (USFWS). In 1990, Greg Neudecker, a scientist with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with responsibilities for endangered species recovery, came to the Blackfoot Valley in western Montana. Jim Stone, the owner of Rolling Stone Ranch, was a third generation Montanan and rancher seeking to maintain his livelihood and the property bequeathed to him by his father. He had virtually nothing in common with Neudecker other than a mutually shared suspicion of one another and frustration with the status quo--the damage being done by the seemingly intractable series of difficult, interconnected, and relentless public problems common to many rural Western landscapes. In fact, each had come to the same conclusion--the environmental and economic sustainability of the 1.5 million acre watershed was being seriously threatened. For Stone, it was all about “his place and the home for future generations of Stones.” For Neudecker, it was about finding a way to discharge his ESA responsibilities successfully in hopes of moving up the management ladder inside the USFWS.(c) Yes, see Stone and Neudecker agreement above on strong sense of interdependence; neither can achieve their goals without the other; as the "new ideas" for what their community could be were developed in 1991 through 1993, more stakeholders joined and sense of strong interdependence felt by others. Then, programmatic successes from early information gathering, mapping and pilot programs implementation demonstrated how the holistic approach could deliver positive, desired results across the broad swath of environment, economy and community--this confirmed/strengthened sense of interdependence.The broader environment within which the various Blackfoot watershed stakeholders found themselves at the end of the 1980s/early 1990s created significant incentives for change.  This was due to the high problem severity--degradation was severe, obvious, and negatively affected stakeholder ability to maximize their self-defined goals—and the wicked, cross-cutting, interdependent character of the problems.(d) Significant, positive increases in trust, growth of collaborative Blackfoot Challenge to include more than 160 partners helping to accomplish the tripartite env/econ/community mission, tremendous success in achieving goals have all combined to establish the BC as a critical, if not "the" critical problem-solving governance institution for this area of Montana.
	Q29: (a) Early years (1991 - 1993) -- collaborative stakeholders coalesced around a particular set of ideas. These new ideas, or shared norms, for understanding public problems, the community itself, and the relationships among competing ideas, interests, actors, and sectors of society, were essential to the institutional change process (see also North 2005, 1-6; Hayek 1952).   Taken together they became a broad conceptual framework for guiding stakeholder interaction as stakeholders discussed and attempted to manage and resolve the public problems facing the Blackfoot watershed.  These norms were not written down, rather they served as an informal set of rules emphasizing the shared values and understandings of their “place”—the Blackfoot watershed--that then defined the parameters, hence the constraints and outer limits of the collaborative’s problem solving efforts.  The idea-based foundation succeeded in enveloping, or cosseting, the inevitable self-interest of diverse stakeholders. It also succeeded in framing, or constraining, the behavior and messages conveyed by entrepreneurial leaders and other stakeholders by emphasizing common ground and offering a conceptual outline of what was acceptable and what was not.  In turn, this “framing” decreased the risks (hence uncertainty) associated with participant behavior within the collaborative, thereby fostering trust, the sharing of private information so critical to enduring and innovative solutions, and the willingness to sacrifice, if necessary, some personal gain for the collective good of the watershed and its inhabitants.Formal 501(c)(3) non-profit formed in 1993. I do not know the formal rules for governing stakeholders interaction from this point forward.(b) broad inclusiveness is the rule -- from the start a cross-section of interests and organizations involved--ranching, local private businesses, federal and state agency officials. Consistent strategic recruitment, and addition to membership rolls, of “focal” people (influencers). These are the “respected opinion and community leaders,” some without official or formal organizational leadership portfolios, as well as agency officials, who “know their communities inside and out."  As noted previously, by end of 1990s, had working relationships and involvement in collaborative gov. arrangement of 160 different partners/groups/organizations.Meet at least once monthly, meetings open to anyone, meet socially at their annual community BBQ, and, with massive projects (e.g., Blackfoot Community Forest Project) meet weekly with the community over an extended time (153 weekly meetings on this project). Also regularly hosts stewardship outreach (workshops), demonstration projects, and watershed/community tours (6 to 8 each year), while an extensive Education and Outreach program involving hundreds of schoolchildren is used to teach citizens the value of a cooperative conservation approach (Ash Institute, 2006). In many years since 2000 they have had more than 2000 citizens participate annually in BC meetings/projects out of the watershed total of 8000.(c) Strong commitment to transparency; practice consistent with this commitment. Is one of six components of overall managerial strategy. Meetings open to all and/or find out what is going on and what decisions have been made and what projects are ongoing and where.(d) Main change in instl. architecture occurred when switched in 1993 from informal collaborative focused on building a foundation of common/shared meaning or vision for the watershed into a formal 501(c)(3) non-profit. 
	Q37: (a) They fit the Collaborative Capacity Builder (CCB) leader mold as per Weber and Khademian (2008). And display a “lead from behind, no one is in front, team first” philosophy attracts “the right kind of person who is better suited to working together for others benefit, can bury their ego, and not worry about whether their name is the one in lights. This helps facilitate our problem solving because we focus on the facts and results, and who can help, not on who gets the credit."(b) Leadership has arguably been the driving force for the success of the BC over the years. Importantly, the two co-chairs, Jim Stone (3rd generation rancher) and Greg Neudecker (USFWS) have been same up through 2008 (end of period studied).  But there is also the "multiple entrepreneurs" dynamic that is key from the start and that grew stronger over time.  These leaders include, among others, Stone and Neudecker, and an ex-state of Montana forester with ample experience within the University of Montana system, a local guest ranch owner, and leaders of the local Trout Unlimited and Nature Conservancy civil society group chapters.  These entrepreneurial leaders clearly helped to establish the initial collaborative efforts in the Blackfoot.  Such leaders also were instrumental in cajoling and persuading self-interested, rational stakeholders to stick with the collaboration long enough to reap better individual as well as collective benefits through the 1990s and into the 2000s.And has an active pragmatic, hands-on board of directors who are “the heart and soul of the BC, they live it every day. They buy into and practice the mission, the ideas, leadership philosophy and do not turn everything over to staff, which is more typical” (Personal Interview, 2008). Moreover, stakeholders describe Board members as “fully rooted. They live on the land, rely on the land, manage the land whether because they own it or, as government employees, they have a responsibility for it. They do not see their place as an intellectual position; instead they live and breathe the land. They love the place” (Personal Interview, 2008). In addition, BC Board members are leaders in their own right. “Members have their own clear, strong track records of success in various fields and are willing to apply them on behalf of the larger watershed community” (Personal Interview, 2006). Moreover, the hands-on style of the Board “is critical come transition time. If a collaborative is too dependent on staff for direction and programmatic success, then it is problematic for the Board to insert themselves assertively as needed when it is time to change, or to adopt a new way forward in terms of staffing needs."(c) 3 Phases of leadership at BC Director (staff) level -- 1st was deeply rooted community member, Psychologist by training with strong reputation as trustworthy and practiced at facilitating trust-building and relationships. BC decided that Phase II "required a good program manager with considerable technical expertise" given the overarching focus on program design and implementation to improve watershed conditions. This leader also had an established network of state and federal contacts, and a successful record working with government agencies in the water resource and stream restoration arenas.Phase III -- Director was a successful fundraiser and experienced professional manager clear with track record of growing and developing organizations, strong on program implementation.In 2007, picked 4th Director -- strong fundraiser in the foundation and government worlds. 
	Q47: (a) and (b) started in early 1990s by creating a shared vision for their community/watershed; developed a set of "ideas" or norms as per North (1990) (see Weber 2009 for full story); Then adopted a "be pragmatic and go slow" decision dynamic focused on information gathering (including science) w/ test/pilot programs likely to provide expected environmental protection and economic outcomes; employed a “lead from behind, no one is in front, team first” philosophy, which they believed attracted “the right kind of person who is better suited to working together for others benefit, can bury their ego, and not worry about whether their name is the one in lights. This helps facilitate our problem solving because we focus on the facts and results, and who can help, not on who gets the credit;" used consensus decision rule; there is purposive non-partisanship designed to develop and maintain a reputation as a credible forum for resolving disputes and solving problems. The BC “bends over backwards to avoid pro-green and pro-development labels;" shared leadership--yes, 2 co-chairs of Blackfoot Challenge, but a number of collaborative capacity builders across a broad cross-spectrum of interests, including govt, private sector, non-profits; continuity of leadership over the years--same 2 co-chairs for first 15 years (period of study here only covers 15 years); regular use of community/citizen engagement measures, including monthly meetings, watershed-wide social BBQs, and weekly meetings on major projects involving the full community.The Challenge also employs a multi-faceted managerial strategy that envisions itself as hands-on catalyst for directing and ensuring that the work of watershed restoration gets completed in accordance with the cooperative conservation mission. The components of the strategy include: • the presence of the BC’s hands-on board of directors, • the recruitment of “focal” people, • the long-term perspective provided by the mission in combination with a selective partnering approach, • the embrace of staffing changes to fit the different stages of BC growth, • a core catalyst model of minimalist bureaucracy, and • a commitment to transparency and accountability to others. (see Weber 2012 for full development of these points)Finally, the Challenge takes a conservative, patient approach to the projects and programs they do fund.  The basic rule is “don’t do it unless all the funding in place” (Personal Interview, 2008). Such an approach lengthens the calendar and slows progress, while simultaneously reducing the risk of incompletion and failure, this helping the BC to bolster their reputation for getting things done and getting them done successfully.No major changes in the process observed over time.
	Q54: (a) Goals formulated through regular monthly deliberative mtgs. of Blackfoot Challenge, along with extensive community outreach and additional weekly meetings on major projects. Primary decision rule for projects is consensus. To track progress on water quality projects, the BC completed a $150,000 study in 2002 on a suite of physical, chemical and biological items on 12 streams. All but one of the sites showed good biological integrity, minor to no impairment, and full support of aquatic life and other beneficial uses. Nine restored streams have now been removed from the MDEQ list. This effort was followed up in 2004 with a watershed-wide Status and Trends Monitoring Project in which 30 expert volunteer field crews visited 50 previously “impaired” sites on 25 streams collecting information on stream condition and identifying restoration opportunities. Regularly conduct scientific surveys of fish populations.Extensive monitoring programs are standard practice given that transparecny and accountbaility to others is a key mgmt. principal.
	Q61: (a) strong and accelerating success in fundraising/budgets -- BC tapped many different sources of funding; these are only willing to commit considerable amounts of money to something like the Blackfoot Challenge’s cooperative conservation efforts if and when they can tout an established and verifiable record of programmatic success. On this count there is clear evidence that collaborative efforts in the Blackfoot watershed are enjoying durable success.--budgets at $40k to 50k during 1990s; then reaching more than $600k in 2003 and 2004, more than $2M in 2005, 2006; back down to $924k in 2007.Programmatic Successes:Has established and managed over 100 programs and projects. The following programs and outcomes are indicative of the kind and range of work that has earned the collaborative national recognition and a series of national performance awards.Comprehensive Conservation Easements. Starting in 1995, the BC and one of its primary partners, the USFWS, has secured conservation easement coverage on 90,000 acres involving 65 private landowners and 75 easements. These are innovative, comprehensive approach co-developed in 1995 by the BC and USFWS that addresses all parts of a landscape as well as development pressures.Water Conservation and Drought Management. in drought years over 70 Blackfoot River irrigators and water users share the pain of low water flows by voluntarily donating 60 cubic feet per second (cfs) to instream flows. Science shows that 60 cfs keeps water temperatures cold enough to support healthy trout populations and other key biota. Under the “Shared Sacrifice” program rights holders do not lose their rights for lack of use because is a beneficial use under state water law. To help, BC installed 15 in-ground soil moisture monitors to assist in better managing required water flows for crops/livestock. The result--every year but one since the program started in 2003, the Blackfoot River has met or exceeded the 60 cfs minimum. Also fishing bans during hot weather/low water.Riparian Habitat, Streams, Water Quality Restoration. BC engaged 147 landowners and 500 projects in areas of highest ecological value. Restored flows to natural channels on 38 miles of streams on 41 tributaries and 62 miles of riparian areas out of a total 1,900 miles of perennial streams capable of supporting fisheries. Removed more than 460 miles of fish passage barriers, installed thirteen fish screens to prevent fish from getting into irrigation canals, and restored 2,600 acres of wetlands. Five Water Quality Restoration Plans (TMDL Plans) have been approved by EPA; off stream stock watering helps streamside plants grow, providing shade to cool water. The Blackfoot Community Forest Project. A comprehensive effort to restore the ecological and biological integrity of 88,000 forest acres. Purchased private land from Plum Creek Timber, deeded it over to USFS, and created a public forest jointly owned and managed by community stakeholders. Endangered Species and Wildlife Conservation. • Human-grizzly bear conflicts reduced by 67% since 2001 despite large increases in sightings and recolonization; 5% annual increases in elk population; reversed trumpeter swan decline; Cutthroat trout populations increased 10-fold by 2004; bull trout redds increased 5-fold in 2 streams by 2004Noxious weeds. Engaged 380 landowners, utilizing integrated weed management practices on 45,000 acres of noxious weeds in 11 different management zones. Change over time is acceleration and massive growth of problem solving capacity and program implementation.
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