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

o 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.

o 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.

o 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.

o 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 unique name for the case you are describing.
Hase area cooperation in Lower Saxony

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

Case author(s) Jens Newig
Institution / University Leuphana University Lineburg
Email address first author jens.newig@uni.leuphana.de

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

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

Select Select Select Select

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

Methods Used
Documents |
Interviews U

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).

Kastens, B. and J. Newig (2008) 'Will participation foster the successful implementation of the water
framework directive? The case of agricultural groundwater protection in northwest Germany.' Local

~__ *_ _  _ __ _ _axan la\ A= Aa

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 0 0 a

Regional [ 0

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
Europe Select Germany Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

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

m Agriculture m Environment & Climate [JSocial/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure ClInfrastructure & Planning [ITechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health Other, namely Water....
[1Education [ISecurity & 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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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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?

Mostly 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) Area cooperations ("Gebietskooperationen") were established in the German state of Lower
Saxony as a form of participatory governance to implement the European Water Framework
Directive (WFD). The WFD, issued in 2003, demands that ambitious ecological goals were met
by 2015 (with possible extensions up to 2027). To this end, river basin management plans
(RBMP) had to be formulated by 2009 (and then in six-year cycles), involving citizens and
organised stakeholders. The German state of Lower Saxony decided to establish 28 area
cooperations on the level of smaller river catchments to meet the procedural demands of the
WEFD, one of them being the Hase catchment area cooperation. The Hase area, a sub-basin of
the river Ems, is characterized by agriculture and intensive livestock farming. Excess production
of liquid manure has resulted in high pressure on ground and surface water due to high nitrate
concentrations. Howerver, intensive agriculture has come to be a part of the region’s identity and
is reflected by the interests and perceptions of many actors involved in the implementation
process of the WFD.

(b) Area cooperations aimed to foster dialog among administrators, water management
stakeholders and the public in developing plans to achieve water quality standards. The rationale
behind this, as stated in a 2005 ministerial decree, was that these deliberative bodies would
develop innovative proposals and bring new perspectives into river basin management planning.
The bodies were given a timeline to develop monitoring programs by 2006, create management
objectives and recommend waterbodies for listing as “heavily modified” (and therefore subject to
less stringent regulations) by 2007, and develop a program of measures (actions to take) by
2008. The area cooperations were ultimately supposed to provide input for the RBMP and
Programs of Measures (PoM) to be reported to the European Commission by December 2009.
Participants in the Hase area cooperation included five representatives from the counties that
share an area of the sub-basin, four from municipalities, three from water boards, three from
agriculture, two from forestry, two from nature conservation/angling, one from the water supply
company, one from industry, and two from the NLWKN. In contrast to most other area
co-operations in Lower Saxony, which were chaired by NLWKN personnel, the Hase Area
Co-operation elected a representative of the water board as chair. The list of stakeholders was
created to focus on water users, rather than equal representation of stakeholder groups. The
state environmental agency, NLWKN, was given responsibility for implementing requirements of
the WFD. Area cooperations were supposed to generate lists of measures that are innovative,
creative, and feasible. Leaders were urged to generate a common understanding of goals and
measures, drawing on scientific knowledge as well as local experiences from those living in the
area. Area cooperations were created because of a very strong focus on voluntary actions to
address water quality problems rather than mandating certain measures from above. It was
hoped that the area cooperations would have a strong role in implementing measures, which
requires identifying responsible parties for them.

(c) Over time, it became apparent that the area cooperation’s goals to provide substantive input
tn the RRMP cniild nnt he met The challennes tn reanhve nrec<ina water niialitv iqiie
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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

O O &6 O 0O 0O

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
O O O O O O
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Externally directed by law or authority

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

Nt N 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 I T s 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 3 4

Dooo0ooo00Do0o0Oo000O0O0 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?

Mostly 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.

Prior to the establishment of the area cooperations, a regional network of actors in the wider Hase
area existed in the form of so-called drinking water cooperations. These were been established
over the past 15 years to reduce nitrate pollution in groundwater used for supplying drinking water
in a cooperative setting. In the form of contracts, farmers have pledged to undertake specific land
use changes. To this end, they receive expert advice regarding optimized fertilization from the
Chamber of Agriculture. Funded by the Ministry of the Environment, the concept has been highly
successful, but also vastly expensive. Drinking-water cooperations have increased trust among
participants and further stabilized the network of agriculture and water management (MU
Niedersachsen, 2002). On the other hand, third-party interests such as environmental groups
were excluded from the network. As a consequence, the reduction of diffuse nitrate pollution has
so far been exclusively dealt with by the agricultural and water sector. There is certainly an
awareness of agricultural nitrate pollution among environmental groups. Most representatives of
regional environmental NGOs are very familiar with local water bodies, and also have a sound
technical and legal knowledge of the WFD. Nevertheless, they exhibit a strong preference for
nature conservation, concentrating on biological and hydromorphological issues rather than on
nitrate pollution. Moreover, unlike many of the other important actors at this local scale, the vast
majority of environmental expert representatives work on a voluntary basis, while NGOs’ full-time
employees only work at the level of the federal state. This implies that local representatives of
these NGOs have to invest their spare time by taking days off from work to participate in
meetings, and that specific expertise regarding the WFD and nutrient issues varies greatly among
individual representatives. All this contributes to the fact that there is virtually no advocate for
effective groundwater protection in the Hase catchment.

(b) My ministerial decree, see above variable 13.
(c) Unclear, but probably relatively low.
(d) Incentives to collaborate declined as the area cooperations over time became less of a

collaborative, deliberative effort but more of gatherings in which members would receive first-hand
information by the NLWKN agency.



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

16-20 16-20 16-20 ]

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 O
Public organizations / civil servants |
Private, for-profit organizations |
Private, non-profit organizations | J
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
O O O O 0O 0O 0O O O 0O 0O 0O O 0O O []

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 doOoofddddddonoonnn @

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
OO O O 0O0OMO 000 »Od>Od O
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 0O O0O0O0O°0O00000O0EO3O0 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?
Reasonably 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

(a) There is very little information on ground rules in the Hase area cooparation, as there is on
other area cooperations in Lower Saxony. Most cooperations were chaired by a local NLWKN
member, but the Hase cooperation elected a member of the water board (water maintenance
association) as the chair. Water boards are corporations under public law, constituted and financed
by land owners, with responsibilities for maintenance of smaller waterways, hydraulic engineering
measures and land improvement in Lower Saxony. The process chair moderated meetings,
distributed information to participants, and mediated in case of conflicts Nevertheless, NLWKN
remained crucial in influencing agendas and providing key information. Meeting frequency (about
four times a year) was broadly set by the state environmental ministry.

(b) Area cooperations aimed at a broad representativeness (although this was not the main
criterion). In the Hase cooperation, there was a predominancy of municipal (cities and counties)
actors. Whereas the Ministry decided on a maximum of 10 participants per area cooperation in an
effort to guarantee a constructive working atmosphere, far more stakeholders than expected,
particularly from the counties, wanted to participate. Since the Hase sub-basin encompasses six
counties, the territories of which do not align with the boundaries of the river basin, administrative
stakeholders were overrepresented in the process. Moreover, because of limited financial
resources and personnel, none of the typical regional ENGOs patrticipated; instead, the ENGOs
nominated a representative of an angling association to participate on their behalf. According to an
official assessment of the participatory process, although a seat was always reserved for
environmental interests, they were also underrepresented in other area co-operations for the same
reasons.

(c) While the stated role of the area cooperation was to compile measures for the RBMP, the group
did not have the authority to make legally binding decisions, and the final decision remained with
the Ministry, which merely considered the recommendations of the area co-operations. Overall,
little is known about how "decision-making" actually occured. The lists of measures that were
compiled appeared to have been "decided" more or less consensually. From other
area-cooperations we know that there was usually consensus decision making, with votes taken
only rarely. Besides deciding on how to come to collective decisions, an important consideration is
who is eligible to do so. Although the Ministerial decree, in theory, envisioned decision making by
ten permanent members of each area cooperation, in practice the groups had more participants. In
addition, there were some interested stakeholders who participated +as neededZfor some but not
all of the meetings. This led to some uncertainty about voting rules. Rather than restricting voting to
permanent members, it appears that in some instances everybody in attendance voted.

(d) In the early phase of the process, participants were highly committed and actively engaged in
discussions on WFD implementation. Interviewees described communication in the group as
constructive and fair, and observed that divergent opinions were mutually understood and conflict
among participants was rather low. In later phases, as it became apparent that the cooperations
would be unable to imnact stronalv on RPMs.. the modus onerandi shifted towards the NLWKN



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 0 U 0
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 Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians
Public organizations / civil servants U | 0
Private, for-profit organizations
Private non-profit organizations U ] U

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

O O 0O OoddobeEddondeEDbd O

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 oDoOo0O0o0o00O0o0n0 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 O 0O0O0000204020:0:030000 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 O0dddobbobododobdifb0 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?
Select



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.
(a) Most cooperations were chaired by a local NLWKN member, but the Hase cooperation elected a
member of the water board (water maintenance association) as the chair. Water boards are
corporations under public law, constituted and financed by land owners, with responsibilities for
maintenance of smaller waterways, hydraulic engineering measures and land improvement in Lower
Saxony. The process chair moderated meetings, distributed information to participants, and
mediated in case of conflicts Nevertheless, NLWKN remained crucial in influencing agendas and
providing key information.

(b) Overall, relatively strong top-down approach with the NLWKN being the dominant actor (even
where, as in the Hase area cooperation, the formal lead was taken by a water board member).

(c) No concrete information on this.

10



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 O O O O O O O O O O R O O []
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 O« O 0O O 0O OO O O @ 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 O O O 0O 0O M 0O O 0O O 0O O O []
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 O 0O 000TI CD»Od00:0 OO0 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 O O O O OO 00O OO0 0O
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
OO0 0O O0000C00d0E800o0 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
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O0O00°0EC>0O0000IC>0830 0O
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 O O O O O O O O 0O 0 OO 0 O
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?
Reasonably 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 achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the
process changed over the period observed.

(a) In the early phase of the process, participants were highly committed and actively engaged in
discussions on WFD implementation. Interviewees described communication in the group as
constructive and fair, and observed that divergent opinions were mutually understood and
conflict among participants was rather low. A few site-visits were made to particular water
bodies. In later phases, as it became apparent that the cooperations would be unable to impact
strongly on RBMPs, the modus operandi shifted towards the NLWKN providing updates and
information on current developments.

(b) Essentially two kinds of outcomes can be distinguished: (i) Contribution to RBMP by
proposing and formulating local measures (= actions) for sustainable water management. Other
contributions to RBMP (although these were the official aims of the area cooperations) were not
made. (i) Implementation of proposed measures by actors (mainly municipalities and
maintenance organizations). It is not entirely clear how exactly measures were proposed, but as
far as we know this was both bottom up (members suggesting measures) and top-down
(NLWKN suggesting measures), followed by discussions and feasibility-checks by NLWKN. In
2008, the Hase Area Co-operation did agree on a list of measures, which was received by the
MU and considered for inclusion into the RBMP.

(c) See (a)

12



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 O 0O OC»O0O00MDO»0OO00 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 S 1 2 3 4 5
O O0dodbdddfdiboddddd 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 OO0 000 0O0O0O0OICNOd0O0Oa0O 0O

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

Elected politicians OO00000000000000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) o] (I D [ D (OO 0O KOO OO O
Civil society organizations o [ ][I LT[ [ OJ[01 T[] [ (1011

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 MO0O0O0MO00OO O

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

12 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
Elected politicians 0000000000000 00 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts) [o] (1 [1 (1] el DO OO OO O
Civil society organizations ol L1010 0T [l O] 0000 ][] 0C10C]0ET [
Affected and/or concerned citizens 000 CWN0O00000O0O0nO O

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?
Not very 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.

(a) As mentioned earlier, the goals were set my ministerial decree.

(b) Generally, the area cooperations (and so the Hase area cooperation) worked relatively
autonomous. The main outside interaction was with the central NLWKN administration, mostly
through NLWKN members. Possibly, individual group members also connected with their
respective constituencies (e.g. farmers associations), but this has not been documented.

(c) No particular changes reported.

14



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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

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

Oood oo gdog

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

Oood oo ddog

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

oo oo gdog

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

Oood oo ddog

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

oo oo gdog

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OO ood oo gdog

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

Oood oo ddog

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

O OUodo ood ddod

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 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

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

OOoOoOooOo ooo ooog O

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

ooodd oo odo o

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

H N Oo0ooo OO0 o

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

oood gogao godo o

15



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

Develop novel products or services for
clients and partners D D D D D D D D D |:| D |:| I:'
Develop novel production processes for
producing products or services D D D D D D D D D D D D D
Novel ways of coordinating between
roles and/or services of participants D D D D D D D D D D D D D
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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Built support and legitimacy for |:| I:l |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for 1] 100 [ C100 0] C1000T O

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

consequences

Created negative unintended societal |:| D |:| D |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

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 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
Participants in the collaboration OO L1 OO HEEEE OO O
Elected politicians OO0 dogddododnoon O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts) O OO0 L1 OO g O
Civil society organizations L] [ OO0 g o O

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 OO0 OO dogfod Od

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?
Reasonably 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) The Hase area cooperation produced a list of 300 on-the-ground measures supposed to help
achieve the good water status as demanded by the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The list
included measures for which funding was available, as well as measures which were unlikely to
be implemented due to a lack of resources. Those measures, as produced by most if not all 28
area cooperations in Lower Saxony, were taken into account by central NLWKN staff and the
Lower Saxonian environmental ministry. They were, however, only included in a highly
aggregated way into the RBMP and the PoM, which had to be produced by 2009 to fulfil WFD
obligations. In fact, these official plans did not contain any specific measures to be implemented
to reach the WFD's goals. Rather, these documents provided a general overview of possible
bundles of measures, for which it is not possible to identify individual measures for the Hase area,
let alone for specific rivers or water bodies. The stated rationale for this was to “guarantee
flexibility in implementation” over the long planning timeframe. However, even more importantly,
the Lower Saxonian environmental ministry applied a strict principle of voluntary measures, which
implied that no action was politically prescribed.

In addition to these outputs, data sheets for all water bodies were produced in 2012 by the
NLWKN. However, it remains unclear whether or how the Area co-operation contributed to the
production of these. The data sheets show that most measures (166 out of 297) address river
connectivity, six of which was also identified by stakeholders as an important issue in the
sub-basin. 44 measures address diffuse pollution stemming from agriculture, which is also a key
pressure identified in the RBMP. Measures listed in the data sheets are specified for each water
body, and are accompanied by specific recommendations for implementation. The PoM does not
mention implementing addressees however. While measures included in the data sheets are very
detailed, they do not address financing. Implementability of measures remains questionable.

(b) Acceptance of the main output (the PoM) and its implementation was mixed. The agriculture
representative highlighted the fact that water status had at least not deteriorated, adding that “it
was not by chance” that fish stocks had increased In contrast, other stakeholders criticised poor
representation of ecological interests and strong influence of agricultural interests in the process.
According to the water supply company, the approach of relying solely on voluntary action was
largely ineffective; rather, legislative changes to regulate agriculture would have been necessary
to improve groundwater status. Overall, the area cooperations approach seems to have been
largely ineffective in tackling the pressing water problems in Lower Saxony. According to a state
official this was to a great extent due to the fact that farmers constituted the main group of
non-state participants, and almost any effective action to combat the pressing nitrate problem
would have been against the interests of farmers. The voluntary and partly collaborative approach
taken thus did not deliver in a substantive sense.

(c) Measures were mostly proposed in the second half of the period under consideration.
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	Q29: (a)  There is very little information on ground rules in the Hase area cooparation, as there is on other  area cooperations in Lower Saxony. Most cooperations were chaired by a local NLWKN member, but the Hase cooperation elected a member of the water board (water maintenance association) as the chair. Water boards are corporations under public law, constituted and financed by land owners, with responsibilities for maintenance of smaller waterways, hydraulic engineering measures and land improvement in Lower Saxony. The process chair moderated meetings, distributed information to participants, and mediated in case of conflicts Nevertheless, NLWKN remained crucial in influencing agendas and providing key information. Meeting frequency (about four times a year) was broadly set by the state environmental ministry.

(b) Area cooperations aimed at a broad representativeness (although this was not the main criterion). In the Hase cooperation, there was a predominancy of municipal (cities and counties) actors. Whereas the Ministry decided on a maximum of 10 participants per area cooperation in an effort to guarantee a constructive working atmosphere, far more stakeholders than expected, particularly from the counties, wanted to participate. Since the Hase sub-basin encompasses six counties, the territories of which do not align with the boundaries of the river basin, administrative stakeholders were overrepresented in the process. Moreover, because of limited financial resources and personnel, none of the typical regional ENGOs participated; instead, the ENGOs nominated a representative of an angling association to participate on their behalf. According to an official assessment of the participatory process, although a seat was always reserved for environmental interests, they were also underrepresented in other area co-operations for the same reasons.

(c) While the stated role of the area cooperation was to compile measures for the RBMP, the group did not have the authority to make legally binding decisions, and the final decision remained with the Ministry, which merely considered the recommendations of the area co-operations. Overall, little is known about how "decision-making" actually occured. The lists of measures that were compiled appeared to have been "decided" more or less consensually. From other area-cooperations we know that there was usually consensus decision making, with votes taken only rarely. Besides deciding on how to come to collective decisions, an important consideration is who is eligible to do so. Although the Ministerial decree, in theory, envisioned decision making by ten permanent members of each area cooperation, in practice the groups had more participants. In addition, there were some interested stakeholders who participated “as needed” for some but not all of the meetings. This led to some uncertainty about voting rules. Rather than restricting voting to permanent members, it appears that in some instances everybody in attendance voted. 

(d) In the early phase of the process, participants were highly committed and actively engaged in discussions on WFD implementation. Interviewees described communication in the group as constructive and fair, and observed that divergent opinions were mutually understood and conflict among participants was rather low. In later phases, as it became apparent that the cooperations would be unable to impact strongly on RPMs,, the modus operandi shifted towards the NLWKN providing updates and information on current developments.
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	Q37: (a) Most cooperations were chaired by a local NLWKN member, but the Hase cooperation elected a member of the water board (water maintenance association) as the chair. Water boards are corporations under public law, constituted and financed by land owners, with responsibilities for maintenance of smaller waterways, hydraulic engineering measures and land improvement in Lower Saxony. The process chair moderated meetings, distributed information to participants, and mediated in case of conflicts Nevertheless, NLWKN remained crucial in influencing agendas and providing key information. 

(b) Overall, relatively strong top-down approach with the NLWKN being the dominant actor (even where, as in the Hase area cooperation, the formal lead was taken by a water board member).

(c) No concrete information on this.
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	Q47: (a) In the early phase of the process, participants were highly committed and actively engaged in discussions on WFD implementation. Interviewees described communication in the group as constructive and fair, and observed that divergent opinions were mutually understood and conflict among participants was rather low. A few site-visits were made to particular water bodies. In later phases, as it became apparent that the cooperations would be unable to impact strongly on RBMPs, the modus operandi shifted towards the NLWKN providing updates and information on current developments. 

(b) Essentially two kinds of outcomes can be distinguished: (i) Contribution to RBMP by proposing and formulating local measures (= actions) for sustainable water management. Other contributions to RBMP (although these were the official aims of the area cooperations) were not made. (ii) Implementation of proposed measures by actors (mainly municipalities and maintenance organizations). It is not entirely clear how exactly measures were proposed, but as far as we know this was both bottom up (members suggesting measures) and top-down (NLWKN suggesting measures), followed by discussions and feasibility-checks by NLWKN. In 2008, the Hase Area Co-operation did agree on a list of measures, which was received by the MU and considered for inclusion into the RBMP.

(c) See (a)
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	Q54: (a) As mentioned earlier, the goals were set my ministerial decree.

(b) Generally, the area cooperations (and so the Hase area cooperation) worked relatively autonomous. The main outside interaction was with the central NLWKN administration, mostly through NLWKN members. Possibly, individual group members also connected with their respective constituencies (e.g. farmers associations), but this has not been documented.

(c) No particular changes reported.
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	Q60: [Reasonably confident]
	Q61: (a) The Hase area cooperation produced a list of 300 on-the-ground measures supposed to help achieve the good water status as demanded by the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The list included measures for which funding was available, as well as measures which were unlikely to be implemented due to a lack of resources.  Those measures, as produced by most if not all 28 area cooperations in Lower Saxony, were taken into account by central NLWKN staff and the Lower Saxonian environmental ministry. They were, however, only included in a highly aggregated way into the RBMP and the PoM, which had to be produced by 2009 to fulfil WFD obligations. In fact, these official plans did not contain any specific measures to be implemented to reach the WFD's goals. Rather, these documents provided a general overview of possible bundles of measures, for which it is not possible to identify individual measures for the Hase area, let alone for specific rivers or water bodies. The stated rationale for this was to “guarantee flexibility in implementation” over the long planning timeframe. However, even more importantly, the Lower Saxonian environmental ministry applied a strict principle of voluntary measures, which implied that no action was politically prescribed.

In addition to these outputs, data sheets for all water bodies were produced in 2012 by the NLWKN. However, it remains unclear whether or how the Area co-operation contributed to the production of these. The data sheets show that most measures (166 out of 297) address river connectivity, six of which was also identified by stakeholders as an important issue in the sub-basin. 44 measures address diffuse pollution stemming from agriculture, which is also a key pressure identified in the RBMP. Measures listed in the data sheets are specified for each water body, and are accompanied by specific recommendations for implementation. The PoM does not mention implementing addressees however. While measures included in the data sheets are very detailed, they do not address financing. Implementability of measures remains questionable.
(b) Acceptance of the main output (the PoM) and its implementation was mixed. The agriculture representative highlighted the fact that water status had at least not deteriorated, adding that “it was not by chance” that fish stocks had increased  In contrast, other stakeholders criticised poor representation of ecological interests and strong influence of agricultural interests in the process. According to the water supply company, the approach of relying solely on voluntary action was largely ineffective; rather, legislative changes to regulate agriculture would have been necessary to improve groundwater status. Overall, the area cooperations approach seems to have been largely ineffective in tackling the pressing water problems in Lower Saxony. According to a state official this was to a great extent due to the fact that farmers constituted the main group of non-state participants, and almost any effective action to combat the pressing nitrate problem would have been against the interests of farmers. The voluntary and partly collaborative approach taken thus did not deliver in a substantive sense.

(c) Measures were mostly proposed in the second half of the period under consideration.




