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.
Baker River Hydroelectric Project

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

Case author(s) Nicola Ulibarri
Institution / University University of California, Irvine
Email address first author ulibarri@uci.edu

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
March 2000 Ongoing 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
March 2000 March 2015

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

Methods Used
Documents o
Interviews

Observations Social

network data O
Surveys O

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).
Ulibarri, N. (2015). Tracing Process to Performance of Collaborative Governance: A Comparative Case Study of Federal

Hydropower Licensing. Policy Studies Journal, 43(2), 283—308. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12096
Ulibarri. N.. & Scott. T. A. (2017). Linking Network Structure to Collaborative Governance. Journal of Public Administration

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 o
National

International (across borders)
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.)
Multi-level (collaboration between levels) o O 0

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
North America Select USA 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 [-JInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[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

probiem or societalssee - 100 OOO0E EOOO0
Deieop s egetoy remeverkre (51 OO0 MO0
policies, programs. practees - 1100 OORO0 OOECOC
Lnocorggrs]g g;flnceufa??;y by Iowerlng co.sts or I:”:l |Z| |:| |:| D D |Z| D D D D |Z| D D
mpactof meentions - 1000 OOE00 OOORO
e ot e sweotenon. (OO0 OO0 OOEO0
plamning, response andior eeevery L1 MO0 00 BOOOC
contict among swkenaigers - 11000 OEO00 OEO00
Other namel: mementapanoreies— [1]J[J[J JOOO OOOOLE

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, senvices,or requiation. L1100 MOO0O0 MOOOO O
policies, services, o requiation - JO1E OOOOE OMO00 O
dlver senvices, or rovide reguiaton 111100 OO0 OOOOE O
evaluate mpact of polides,senises, or L1010 OO0 0 OOOO 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?

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.

This collaboration was to develop the operating license for a hydropower dam in Washington
state, USA. The dam was built in the mid-1900s, so this new license would (in theory) bring the
dam in line with current environmental and social values. Key issues raised in the relicensing
process were: guaranteeing cheap, reliable electricity from the hydropower project; protecting
downstream communities against flooding; providing recreational access (including boating and
fishing in the reservoir and river); enhancing habitat for salmon and other fish species (including
tribes with treaty rights to fish salmon). The goal of the collaboration was to develop a license
that addressed as many of these issues as possible, and then to implement that license.

| divide this collaboration into three phases, each of which has fairly distinct goals:

1. Phase one (early phase) is initiation of the collaboration, determining what resources might be
affected by the dam, conducting studies to quantify those impacts, and negotiating a settlement
agreement re: how the dam should be operated such to minimize/enhance as many resources
as possible. The settlement agreement directly informed the hydropower utility's license
application to the regulatory agency (the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or "FERC").
2. Phase 2 begins when the hydropower utility submitted the license application, so official
decisions about the dam are out of the collaborative group's control. At this point, the
collaborative group continued to meet, developing detailed plans for implementation of the
settlement agreement.

3. Phase 3 begins after the new license was issued. At this point, there was no longer an
external regulatory requirement to work together, but a subset of actors continue to meet
regulatory and work on implementing the license.



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 OO0 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
oDo00do o
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Self-initiated by participants

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 Ny % o N

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 s T 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

DR O000DRDO000E000 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.

a. | have no information on the prehistory or past interactions of participants.

b. This collaboration is broadly regulated under the Federal Power Act. At the time the
collaboration was initiated, hydropower utilities had one of two options for conducting the
relicensing process. In the "Traditional Licensing Process", the utility would develop a license
application unilaterally, and then other parties would have the opportunity to provide input after
the application was submitted to FERC. In the "Alternative Licensing Process", the option
selected by this utility, the utility would develop a settlement agreement with stakeholders, and
the settlement agreement would essentially serve as the license application. Thus, the
collaboration was suggested by FERC, but the utility chose to go above and beyond required
levels of stakeholder engagement. The collaboration itself began with a stakeholder planning
meeting hosted by the hydropower utility, with the aim of co-designing how the relicensing
process would be structured.

c. The main incentive to participate in the collaboration was the idea that if a management
requirement was included in the settlement agreement, it was more or less guaranteed by FERC
to be in the official license. Thus, for all actors other than the utility, by participating in the
collaboration they were more likely to have their individual interests (elk habitat, salmon,
recreation, etc) included in the license than if they waited to submit formal written comments to
FERC. For the utility, by collaborating with other stakeholders, they had more certainty over what
changes would be required of them rather than waiting until FERC's final decision.

d. As the goals of the collaboration changed over each time period, so too did the incentives to
collaborate. In particular, the primary incentive (having one's interests included in the settlement
agreement and therefore license) was no longer present by the end of the first period. For the
second and third phases, the main incentive to participate was to make sure that one's interests
were best represented by the management plans developed and by how the new license was
being developed. (Note that this shift did affect the number of stakeholders involved, as
discussed in the next section.)



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

20+ 20+ 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
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations o] o] o] |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] 5] [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups [E] [c] [c] 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 0O 0O« OO0 0O 0O OO [ [
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 000 DOD0O0O0OOdTIEMDOOdOQODn »O

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
O O O OO0 000300 MO 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 ooCMOddnOd«DodndnonE 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?
Mostly 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. Ground rules were developed at many different levels, including an overall communications
protocol, separate sets of ground rules developed internally by each technical working group
(subsets of collaborative participants focused on distinct topic areas), and a set of ground rules for
developing the settlement agreement. These rules were developed jointly by members of each
individual working group. (Unfortunately, | no longer have access to the original documents, so
cannot summarize what they contain.)

b. I define inclusiveness as the extent to which diverse participants were able to participate equally
in decision-making. While the individuals involved in the collaboration fluctuated over time,
throughout the two-decade process there was a diverse mix of organizations representing all of the
key interests that one might expect (recreation, flood control, fishing, tribal rights, hydropower, etc).
These organizations included federal agencies, state agencies, local governments, NGOs, Native
American tribes, businesses, and private citizens. Additionally, decision-making influence was fairly
equally distributed across all these individuals. Meetings were organized as shared discussions,
with fairly equal representation regarding who spoke during meetings across organization types.
And meetings moved locations to make them more convenient for attendees (and so a single
organization wasn't always hosting).

c. Decision-making was quite transparent. All meetings were open to the public, and meeting
summaries or more detailed minutes were published online for every meeting.

d. The stakeholder group did evolve over each phase. Attendance was fairly stable during the first
phase, as an individual who attended one working group meeting was highly likely to attend the
following meeting in that same working group. However, once the application was submitted,
attendance became much more volatile, with high turnover in who participants were from meeting
to meeting. In Phase 3 (license implementation), attendance again stabilized, although this time
with a smaller subset of organizations than participated in developing the license. (All key interests
were still represented during Phase 3, just fewer organizations.) Changes in the collaborative
network are documented in detail in the Scott et al. (2018) reference.

| don't have any indication that either groundrules or transparency changed over time.



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

Shared collective among all actors O 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
Public organizations / civil servants 0 o
Private, for-profit organizations o o
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

A Iy s I Y I I 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 moO0O0o0o0RODO000E 0O

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 OO 0O0O0O00I68O0O0O00000 @
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

I I A I Y AR B

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?
Mostly 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.

a. Leadership was fairly distributed across a variety of organizations. The lead organization--the
hydropower utility--primarily served as a convening organization, inviting participants, securing
meeting space, and funding the collaboration. Third-party facilitators were used for almost all
meetings; they ran the meetings, prepared meeting minutes, and helped with overall planning of the
process. The facilitators were selected by the full stakeholder group. Additionally, the utility hired
technical consultants to conduct scientific studies, advise on potential management approaches,
and oversee implementation of the license; the consultants were picked by the utility with input from
other participants. Finally, a range of other organizations (including federal agencies, state
agencies, tribal representatives, local governments, and NGOs) served in other leadership roles,
including giving presentations during meetings and helping develop key decisions.

b. I think that having a fairly distributed leadership style made the process more inclusive and
created opportunities for deliberation. Rather than having one or two actors/organizations shaping
the agenda, decisions about what to do next were shared across multiple players. Additionally, by
giving people a leadership role to play in the collaboration, it likely also created buy-in for continued
participation (although this last point is my conjecture).

c. Overall, the general leadership trends were fairly consistent across each Phase, with one
exception. The utility played more of a prominent role in shaping the content of meetings and
discussions during Phase 1 than in subsequent phases.

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 0O 0OO0O0O0-:M>Od0 00 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 0OCd0000¢-d0O0O000T MO @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 oodidiobOn0fd:«dDod:non:«Dogoonood 0O
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 0O0O0-0H0O0000I0H0O 00 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 oeEbOd0-d0:0-dT°ilE >00:0°n0a0n0.:RamO-4dg 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 O0Oo0o0Cd0O00O00dd0dOdo0obo«da 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 0000006 d0000°:6 O+d0m80 4
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 o0odi«dadO0+0O:0>nHOa0-4d-: dD»O-+Oa000n0:E 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?
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 achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the
process changed over the period observed.

a. This process was very much oriented toward a deliberative, consensus-based process.
Documents repeatedly mention consensus as a norm, and the group sought consensus on both
small decisions like when to meet and large decisions like how to manage the dam. The vast
majority of meetings (89% of meetings analyzed) used full group discussion, rather than having
one or two participants give a presentation followed by an audience Q&A session. The group
also aimed for an interest-based negotiation process, with explicit exercises to share participant
interest (developed by the facilitation team).

The one exception to the deliberative process was a lawsuit filed by several local governments.
Early in the process, the county government submitted a comment that it wanted to add flood
control to the potential issues discussed, which they reiterated in repeated letters to FERC. Their
requests were ultimately heard (to some extent), and the settlement agreement stipulated that
additional flood control be added to project operations, subject to approval by a regulatory
agency (USACE). However, the county and several municipal governments were still dissatisfied
because they wanted flood storage to be certain and not be delayed by additional studies by
USACE, so they sued the utility. After several years in the courts, the parties negotiated an
agreement and signed an amendment to the original settlement in which the utility agreed to
seek funding for modifications that would allow additional flood storage and the county agreed to
cease any challenges to the settlement agreement.

b. This process was heavily science based. The stakeholder group developed and hired
consultants to carry out studies to assess whether current project operations affected resources
of concern, like boating, temperature, and fish spawning habitat. Under the guidance of a
facilitator, resource-specific working groups (such as Aquatics or Recreation) then used study
results to identify key problems and to draft Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement measures
(“PM&ESs” in relicensing jargon) to solve the problems. Consider, for example, the Aquatics
working group's process. After hearing the results of the studies, the facilitator took stakeholders'
interest statements and framed them into 52 issues. A utility representative then narrowed this
list to eight overarching issues, which were shared with working group members “to see that the
interests of their organizations [were] represented” (meeting minutes, July 11, 2002) and to flag
areas that needed additional data before solutions could be identified. The working group then
brainstormed management ideas, using a computational model to test the impacts of potential
scenarios on resources. Some ideas did not move forward (for instance a suggestion to create
unique flows for wet vs. dry water year types), while others did. In discussing requirements,
stakeholders regularly mentioned specific constraints—for instance, the utility needing to
generate power during high-demand times of day—that informed the decisions. Through this
iterative process, they developed the final recommendations that fed into the final settlement
agreement.

c. The orientation toward deliberation and consensus lasted through all three phases, but the
desired outputs and outcomes changed (as will be discussed later).

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

L Iy s )y I I % [ 6 R I

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 &d0O0000- C-:0000-:0 800 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 Oodoobibsoo0of0fbddobn O

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 o000 ooogogogoddnO ©
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] O O O 0O MO OOOMMO Od
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 NOO0O0OdO0O0O0OMO0O0O00O O

C1 O OO0 E OO0 0 O OO
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [« ] (1 1 O O LN OO OO MM OOO O O

C1 O] 00 C1 00 01 00 O [0 0 0O C

LOOOOMNOOOO0OMMOOOO

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?

Reasonably 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. The members of each working group co-developed a mission statement, which directed their
overall goals. These mission statements were regularly revisited during meetings. Additionally,
during each meeting, action items were recorded (things that needed to happen and who was
responsible for ensuring that those things happened); these were captured in the meeting notes.
At the following meeting, the group would revisit the action items and follow up on any that were
outstanding.

b. The collaboration was primarily accountable to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC), which set deadlines for key submissions and set up the regulatory framework for how
decision making would proceed. As such, the collaborative group sent regular (annual) updates
to FERC on the status of their decision-making, including describing the collaborative process
they were using. However, FERC didn't really have oversight over the collaboration itself--they
only cared that needed decisions were reached on time. (In fact, there are many other FERC
relicensing processes that do not use collaboration at all.) The group's decisions were also
statutorily required to be consistent with the goals of several other regulatory agencies, including
the Washington Department of Ecology, the US Fish & Wildlife Service, the US Forest Service,
and the National Marine Fisheries Service; representatives of each of these organizations
participated in the collaboration, and served as the conduit for accountability to higher-ups in
their organizations. | have no evidence of other outside bodies, including elected officials,
playing much of a role re: accountability.

c. The primary shift in accountability dynamics during the relicensing was that in Phase 3,
FERC's role as an oversight body changed somewhat. Before the license was issued, FERC
was responsible for setting broad time lines, reviewing submissions by the utility/collaboration,
and issuing decisions on open questions (like determining final lists of scientific studies). After
license issuance, FERC played a smaller role, instead just receiving annual reports about how
the license was being implemented.

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 45 1 2 3 45

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

ool bodeapoooooot

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

OO eEooon

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

OO0 OOl

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

oo ooeog

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO0 DOdooodoned

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OO odeapoodenon

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO oooot

Other, namely:

O0O000dodn

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

00000 Oooo«aooo U

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

Ooidoodedod[oogdn O

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

LOD00O00000M0O0000K L

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

LO0doO0ddodooode 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 OO0 00ROO0000FC ]

Develop novel production processes for 00000000 OMDO0O0 0

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between MOOO0OMO000MO0O0OnO 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 |:| I:l I:I |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| @

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| |:| |z| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| []

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal IR O000 OO0 00 00

consequences

Created negative unintended societal IO ON0 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 0000 O000 O
Elected politicians OO0 OO0 0000000000 [E]
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O N O 0 00O MO0 OOMNOO O
Civil society organizations 0000000 00MO0O O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO00O00O00O0O00oOOoo0gno @

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?
Mostly 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 primary output of the collaboration (and the primary reason the collaboration existed) was
the new operating license for the hydropower project. Compared to a number of other licenses
I've evaluated, the Baker license is quite innovative in its ability to meet the needs of a number of
different stakeholder interests (with the same limited supply of water). According to the license,
operating requirements serve to protect or enhance “fish and wildlife resources, riparian
vegetation, aesthetic resources, water quality, recreation resources, [and] flood control” in
addition to energy production—a diverse suite of resources. To meet these needs, the
requirements set very detailed minimum and maximum instream flow requirements, changing on
a weekly or monthly basis depending on the key resources at that time (e.g,. when fish are
spawning, when whitewater boating is popular). The license also stipulated construction of two
new generating units, to allow the utility more flexibility in regulating downstream flows and
increasing power production.

b. In a survey of participants in the relicensing, average responses (on a scale of 1-7, with seven
being the highest) to the following questions were:

- Overall, how effective was the relicensing process in developing a new license? 6.3

- How would you rate the quality of working relationships that developed between you and other
participants? 6.0

- How enthusiastic would you be to work with the same group of participants in another
relicensing? 5.5

- Overall, to what extent does the license reflect an innovative approach to managing hydropower
resources? 5.2

- Overall, to what extent did the relicensing process help to minimize power differences between
participants? 4.8

Each of these numbers is substantially higher than the mean across all 24 relicensings that |
surveyed, indicating fairly high satisfaction with the outcomes of the relicensing.

c. It's very hard to distinguish particular outcomes from each phase. The settlement agreement
(which basically captured what would eventually become the license) marked the end of Phase 1,
the actual license issuance marked the end of phase 2. As for collective outcomes, | don't have
data on changes in social learning or problem solving capacity over time.
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c. Decision-making was quite transparent. All meetings were open to the public, and meeting summaries or more detailed minutes were published online for every meeting.

d. The stakeholder group did evolve over each phase. Attendance was fairly stable during the first phase, as an individual who attended one working group meeting was highly likely to attend the following meeting in that same working group. However, once the application was submitted, attendance became much more volatile, with high turnover in who participants were from meeting to meeting. In Phase 3 (license implementation), attendance again stabilized, although this time with a smaller subset of organizations than participated in developing the license. (All key interests were still represented during Phase 3, just fewer organizations.) Changes in the collaborative network are documented in detail in the Scott et al. (2018) reference.

I don't have any indication that either groundrules or transparency changed over time.
	Q37: a. Leadership was fairly distributed across a variety of organizations. The lead organization--the hydropower utility--primarily served as a convening organization, inviting participants, securing meeting space, and funding the collaboration. Third-party facilitators were used for almost all meetings; they ran the meetings, prepared meeting minutes, and helped with overall planning of the process. The facilitators were selected by the full stakeholder group. Additionally, the utility hired technical consultants to conduct scientific studies, advise on potential management approaches, and oversee implementation of the license; the consultants were picked by the utility with input from other participants. Finally, a range of other organizations (including federal agencies, state agencies, tribal representatives, local governments, and NGOs) served in other leadership roles, including giving presentations during meetings and helping develop key decisions.
b. I think that having a fairly distributed leadership style made the process more inclusive and created opportunities for deliberation. Rather than having one or two actors/organizations shaping the agenda, decisions about what to do next were shared across multiple players. Additionally, by giving people a leadership role to play in the collaboration, it likely also created buy-in for continued participation (although this last point is my conjecture).
c. Overall, the general leadership trends were fairly consistent across each Phase, with one exception. The utility played more of a prominent role in shaping the content of meetings and discussions during Phase 1 than in subsequent phases.
	Q47: a. This process was very much oriented toward a deliberative, consensus-based process. Documents repeatedly mention consensus as a norm, and the group sought consensus on both small decisions like when to meet and large decisions like how to manage the dam. The vast majority of meetings (89% of meetings analyzed) used full group discussion, rather than having one or two participants give a presentation followed by an audience Q&A session. The group also aimed for an interest-based negotiation process, with explicit exercises to share participant interest (developed by the facilitation team).
The one exception to the deliberative process was a lawsuit filed by several local governments. Early in the process, the county government submitted a comment that it wanted to add flood control to the potential issues discussed, which they reiterated in repeated letters to FERC. Their requests were ultimately heard (to some extent), and the settlement agreement stipulated that additional flood control be added to project operations, subject to approval by a regulatory agency (USACE). However, the county and several municipal governments were still dissatisfied because they wanted flood storage to be certain and not be delayed by additional studies by USACE, so they sued the utility. After several years in the courts, the parties negotiated an agreement and signed an amendment to the original settlement in which the utility agreed to seek funding for modifications that would allow additional flood storage and the county agreed to cease any challenges to the settlement agreement. 
b. This process was heavily science based. The stakeholder group developed and hired consultants to carry out studies to assess whether current project operations affected resources of concern, like boating, temperature, and fish spawning habitat. Under the guidance of a facilitator, resource‐specific working groups (such as Aquatics or Recreation) then used study results to identify key problems and to draft Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement measures (“PM&Es” in relicensing jargon) to solve the problems. Consider, for example, the Aquatics working group's process. After hearing the results of the studies, the facilitator took stakeholders' interest statements and framed them into 52 issues. A utility representative then narrowed this list to eight overarching issues, which were shared with working group members “to see that the interests of their organizations [were] represented” (meeting minutes, July 11, 2002) and to flag areas that needed additional data before solutions could be identified. The working group then brainstormed management ideas, using a computational model to test the impacts of potential scenarios on resources. Some ideas did not move forward (for instance a suggestion to create unique flows for wet vs. dry water year types), while others did. In discussing requirements, stakeholders regularly mentioned specific constraints—for instance, the utility needing to generate power during high‐demand times of day—that informed the decisions. Through this iterative process, they developed the final recommendations that fed into the final settlement agreement.
c. The orientation toward deliberation and consensus lasted through all three phases, but the desired outputs and outcomes changed (as will be discussed later).
	Q54: a. The members of each working group co-developed a mission statement, which directed their overall goals. These mission statements were regularly revisited during meetings. Additionally, during each meeting, action items were recorded (things that needed to happen and who was responsible for ensuring that those things happened); these were captured in the meeting notes. At the following meeting, the group would revisit the action items and follow up on any that were outstanding.

b. The collaboration was primarily accountable to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), which set deadlines for key submissions and set up the regulatory framework for how decision making would proceed. As such, the collaborative group sent regular (annual) updates to FERC on the status of their decision-making, including describing the collaborative process they were using. However, FERC didn't really have oversight over the collaboration itself--they only cared that needed decisions were reached on time. (In fact, there are many other FERC relicensing processes that do not use collaboration at all.) The group's decisions were also statutorily required to be consistent with the goals of several other regulatory agencies, including the Washington Department of Ecology, the US Fish & Wildlife Service, the US Forest Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service; representatives of each of these organizations participated in the collaboration, and served as the conduit for accountability to higher-ups in their organizations. I have no evidence of other outside bodies, including elected officials, playing much of a role re: accountability.

c. The primary shift in accountability dynamics during the relicensing was that in Phase 3, FERC's role as an oversight body changed somewhat. Before the license was issued, FERC was responsible for setting broad time lines, reviewing submissions by the utility/collaboration, and issuing decisions on open questions (like determining final lists of scientific studies). After license issuance, FERC played a smaller role, instead just receiving annual reports about how the license was being implemented. 
	Q61: a. The primary output of the collaboration (and the primary reason the collaboration existed) was the new operating license for the hydropower project. Compared to a number of other licenses I've evaluated, the Baker license is quite innovative in its ability to meet the needs of a number of different stakeholder interests (with the same limited supply of water). According to the license, operating requirements serve to protect or enhance “fish and wildlife resources, riparian vegetation, aesthetic resources, water quality, recreation resources, [and] flood control” in addition to energy production—a diverse suite of resources. To meet these needs, the requirements set very detailed minimum and maximum instream flow requirements, changing on a weekly or monthly basis depending on the key resources at that time (e.g,. when fish are spawning, when whitewater boating is popular). The license also stipulated construction of two new generating units, to allow the utility more flexibility in regulating downstream flows and increasing power production.

b. In a survey of participants in the relicensing, average responses (on a scale of 1-7, with seven being the highest) to the following questions were: 
- Overall, how effective was the relicensing process in developing a new license? 6.3
- How would you rate the quality of working relationships that developed between you and other participants? 6.0
- How enthusiastic would you be to work with the same group of participants in another relicensing? 5.5
- Overall, to what extent does the license reflect an innovative approach to managing hydropower resources? 5.2
- Overall, to what extent did the relicensing process help to minimize power differences between
participants? 4.8

Each of these numbers is substantially higher than the mean across all 24 relicensings that I surveyed, indicating fairly high satisfaction with the outcomes of the relicensing.

c. It's very hard to distinguish particular outcomes from each phase. The settlement agreement (which basically captured what would eventually become the license) marked the end of Phase 1, the actual license issuance marked the end of phase 2. As for collective outcomes, I don't have data on changes in social learning or problem solving capacity over time.
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