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.
Delaware Inland Bays

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

Case author(s) Mark T. Imperial
Institution / University University of North Carolina Wilmington
Email address first author imperialm@uncw.edu

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
January 1969 Ongoing Ongoing

4. Please specify the period of the collaboration covered by your research data. Note: This is not
about when you collected the data, but what period your data covers.
Start of period observed End of period observed
January 1969 December 2005

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

Methods Used
Documents o
Interviews O
Observations Social O
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).
Imperial, Mark T. “Using Collaboration as a Governance Strategy: Lessons from Six Watershed Management Programs.’

Administration and Society 37 (no. 3, July 2005): 281 - 320.
httos://iournals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0095399705276111

)

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

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
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 OlInfrastructure & 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
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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 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

policies, senvices,or requiation. 1110 OOE00 MOOOO O
policies, services, o requiation - 110 OOE00 OOC00 O
dver senvices, or rovide reguiaton  1LIE110] OO0 OMOOO O
evaluate mpact of polides senises, o 1IIEI0 OO OO0 OOMOO O

regulation

OO0 d




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

Hiahly confident

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

a) This collaborative effort focused primarily on the problems of eutrophication and habitat
loss/degradation in the Delaware Inland Bays. Eutrophication (i.e., nutrient loading) comes
primarily from urban land use (sewers, septic systems, stormwater) and agriculture (chicken
farms and disposal of manure on surrounding farmland). These water quality problems are
important because the bays are located adjacent to the barrier beaches that are an important
part of the summer tourism industry.

b) Since the problems are the product of lots of small land use decisions and uses, improving
water quality requires a large set of small corrective actions over a sustained period. While the
participants lacked specific goals in terms of the desired level of water quality improvement, they
were motivated by a desire to address the problem.

c) The dynamics of the problem remain largely unchanged since the first collaborative efforts to
address the water quality problems in the 1960s. Development of this rural watershed
continues. Once the beachfront areas were fully developed, residential development has
extending inland and the year round population has grown. Additional housing means additional
nutrient loadings. Similarly, the region remains home to a significant poultry industry with
manure deposited on farmland throughout the watershed. Since groundwater discharges are an
important source of nutrients to surface waters, there is an added time dimension to the problem
that ensures it will last for some time. The residence time for groundwater is anywhere between
15 — 40 years in the system so it will take sustained action for decades to fully address the
problem.



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 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
O0® 00 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 s T I I B O

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

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

D000 0D00D0E 00000 O

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

Hiahly confident



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

a) The earliest collaborative efforts began in 1967 when the state planning office began working
with Sussex County and the soil conservation district to address some of the environmental
problems from residential development. In 1969, the Governor met with state and local officials
and issued his own report that raided attention to the water quality problems in the watershed.
The passage of the Clean Water Act in 1972 then stimulated a section 208 plan for the region.
By the early 1980s, the problems led to the creation of the Inland Bays Study Group, which
consisted mostly of state agency staff, local agencies, and a few influential citizens. It produced
some issue papers and a report by the University of Delaware Sea Grant Program. This led the
Governor to sign an executive order establishing the Governor’s Task Force on the Inland Bays.
The task force issued its own report in 1984. The Governor then signed another executive order
establishing the Inland Bays Monitoring Committee (IBMC), which was to last 5 years and was
provided with a small budget to fund a support staff.

b) DENREC and other state officials became aware of the discussions surrounding the
development of the National Estuary Program (NEP) as part of the CWA reauthorization. They
then worked with Senator Roth and lobbied EPA Region Il to be included in the list of estuaries
for priority consideration. Once the legislation passed, the used the research and
recommendations from the prior efforts to create their nomination package and gain entry to the
EPA’s NEP to initiate another round of collaborative planning. They also hoped that the NEP
designation would help them attract additional federal funds to support their ongoing
implementation efforts in the bay.

c) There has always been a good sense of interdependence between DENREC (the state water
quality agency) and local officials regarding the nature of the water quality problems. Since
resources to address the problem have typically been lacking (it is still largely a poor rural
county) there is a long track record of DENREC working with the county to address water quality
issues. There is more of a disconnect with the agricultural industry in that it does not like being
portrayed as the main source of the problems. There was also less involvement of the industry
and the department of agriculture in the process initially. Interestingly, even though 95 percent of
the roads in DE are state roads, there was little involvement of DEDOT in the process.

d) The big change that occurred during the planning process was a growing recognition that the
water quality problems were intimately connected to land use. EPA and its counter parts in
DENREC largely focused initial efforts at trying to understand how the ecological system
functioned and were focused on modeling water quality rather than on understanding the sources
of nutrient loadings. As the focus shifted in this direction as the planning process went on, it
became increasingly clear that new stakeholders needed to be involved from the agricultural
industry. However, this was a shift from prior efforts and complicated the politics of the
collaboration because the agricultural industry is very powerful and earlier collaborative efforts
largely did not involve these interests.



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

6-10 20+ 6-10 []

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
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations 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 000000040« O:0n+L0EEOd00 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 O 0O00O000O¢:C0O0OOdO0OIRDO 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 OO 0O0O00I8»000MO3d30O 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« 00:0000:0.° 6C0>-d0:0nt«MO0 O
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident



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

a) The collaboration was required to use consensus decision making, although it never really
defined consensus. In practice, they used an iterative process that involved multiple drafts of
controversial aspects of the plan to reach agreement on wording. The membership in the
committee structure (i.e., management conference) was structured. A 4-member executive council
led the effort. The notable omission from the council with the secretary of agriculture. There was
then a 32-member implementation committee that consisted of various agency officials as well as
the chair of the Science and Technical Advisory Committee and a Citizen Advisory Committee.
This committee structure developed the plan.

b) The process was largely inclusive by the time the plan was being developed. Initially, some of
the agricultural interests were not represented. This was not intentional but reflected the way
previous efforts had been structured where agricultural issues and water quality issues were largely
addressed by different processes and programs. Once it became clear the issues needed to be
addressed simultaneously the committee structure was adjusted (Executive Committee added the
Secretary of Agriculture). The STAC and CAC also provided active forums for involvement
because they included citizens who were involved in prior planning efforts in the basin.

c) The process was largely transparent until it got near the end of the process. In order to address
some of the problems that the agricultural industry had with the plan, there were some closed-door
meetings to resolve the wording and a controversial figure was removed that portrayed agricultural
land as the main source of nutrient loadings. However, many participants did not realize this
occurred until they saw the final plan and there was a perception that this was caving in to the
agricultural industry. The EPA also forced other changes to both the plan content and substance
that were resisted by the state. In fact, the EPA had planned to reject the final CCMP until some
last minute political maneuvering on the part of the Governor got the EPA administrator to change
her mind. Interestingly, the EPA’s threat to reject the CCMP helped galvanize all sides in further
support of the CCMP including the Agricultural industry.

d) Once the planning process neared completion, the parties tried to determine a new structure that
could oversee the implementation of the CCMP and structure future collaboration. The settled on a
collaborative structure that was initially called an Implementation Council that would have the
various cabinet secretaries, County Administrator, and representatives of the STAC and CAC,
which would be retained and left to function as separate committees (effectively serving as citizen
representatives. The council met three times and what eventually emerged was support for the
creation of a Section 501(c)3 organization called the Center for the Inland Bays that was chartered
by an act of the state legislature. The Implementation council also drafted the by-laws for the CIB,
which is required to meet at least quarterly. The CIB continues to this day.



5. Leadership

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

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

One lead actor

A few lead actors O O

Shared collective among all actors O

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

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

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 X s 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

OdmoOO0o00o0ERDDO00E0 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 O O O0O000C8O000IO0O0 @&
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 odddobbifbdoibsdoonono O

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



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

a) Rather than a traditional hierarchical leadership structure, leadership was distributed. During the
planning process, the project was funded through DENREC but the program staff worked at the
direction of the executive/implementation committee in much the same fashion that prior efforts
functioned. The prior planning efforts developed a set of individuals who were quite knowledgeable
about the Bay’s problems, filled various roles on different committees, and then went on to serve as
board members in the CIB. These were the same champions for using the nonprofit organizational
model to make sure that the program remained independent.

b) While much of the leadership was shared, there were instances where the leadership of
particular individuals (traditional hierarchical leaders) was needed. These mostly involved
negotiating the wording of the final plan to gain approval of the agricultural interests and negotiating
with the EPA.

c) The leadership dynamics emerged prior to the collaborative planning effort for the NEP and
remain largely unchanged. The main difference was that for the period involved in developing the
CCMP, they were required by EPA to use their mandated structure, which imposed a more
elaborate committee structure than they were used to dealing with as well as pushed the program
to do more research and less implementation as part of the process of plan development. Once
the plan was approved, they moved to the CIB structure that works more like earlier pre-NEW
processes.

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 OO« 0000080300000 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 O0O0O0OT- M0»0O0D0OHO¢0O?0OTIMOIDO @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 OO0 0O0O0O0O000T- -:0O¢0- LM DDO0O:0O 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 0O C8d0O0000-:0 0000 0 M 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
OO0 00000000d0r°rl0 0000 8M3Od0 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 O0O00000001MK-IDO00 0O
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 0000000002007 0O O
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«dOd0O:0noi6E.d>0d0n-dntd:e«bOondod 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) Most of the interactions occurred in the context of regularly scheduled committee meetings
with public workshops used periodically to gauge public support. Plan development was
primarily and iterative process involving the review of subsequent drafts, as they were refined
based on comments and feedback. The focus was mostly on producing a document similar to
those produced in prior efforts. However, the EPA tried to pull the process in a different direction
by trying to force a much more detailed and highly structured plan. This created quite a bit of
tension between state and local officials and their EPA counterparts. Similarly, the agricultural
industry was largely silent during the plan’s development and many assumed this meant they
supported the document. However, that turned out not to be the case and near the end of the
process the agricultural interests forced some changes in the plan’s content as well.

b) The plan never focused on formulating any shared goals or outcomes. Since the agricultural
industry at the time was fearful that the plan was going to be used for regulatory purposes by
either EPA or DENREC, it is unlikely that any specific goals or reductions would have been
agreed to.

¢) The process changed once the CCMP was adopted and the CIB was created. Since the
CCMP was not developed with the CIB in mind, it has not proven to be useful in guiding the
decision making of the new organization. However, the CIB has managed to initiate a number of
collaborative project in the watershed that address water quality issues.

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

) I 6 B W

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«d0000- C-:000TId03000 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 Oodoobibsof0fbsdofbn 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 000000 O00000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] O L O O O 0O MO O OOMMOO O
Civil society organizations L] ] OO0 00 O] OO0 OO0

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 O0O00MO0O00O 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
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Elected politicians OO00OdO0O0O0dOO0OMdO0O0O O

OO OO OO0 E O O OO
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [J 1 I O O OO OM O O OO O O

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

O0MOO000MO00MOOO

Civil society organizations
Affected and/or concerned citizens

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

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

a) The collaboration never developed any formal goals such as nutrient reductions and has not
monitored progress in terms of implementing the CCMP recommendations.

b) The CIB does provide a forum for discussing Bay problems, provides effective oversight in
terms of how EPA funding is allocated and spent, and provides a mechanism for stimulating
other collaborations between organizations in the watershed.

c) The interesting thing is the efforts the preceded the NEP and the efforts post CCMP
development appear to have more productive dynamics in terms of keeping the focus on actions
that can lead to water quality improvements. In retrospect, the NEP planning process was
largely unnecessary since the local actors knew what actions were possible either in terms of
political and economic realities. Instead, EPA pushed for a plan that would not have been
consistent with the realities and had a form and content that was less useful to the organizations
that became part of the CIB.

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

e odeapooedog

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

oo eaooot

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

OO bod«aooodenon

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

Moo not

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO odeapooedog

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OOt

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO odeapooedot

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

OO0dO000o0:ROooo«aooo U

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

oo odedodueodn O

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

LOD00O0000C00000000 L

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

oL odn 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 NMEO0O0000ROO00BROO0O ]

Develop novel production processes for OO0 O000MO00MOO00 0

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between OO0 O0000MO0MDO0O00 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 E' |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| []

investing in future collaborations

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

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal (IO 0RMO0000O000n

consequences

Created negative unintended societal PO ON 000000 1

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 0000MO00MO0 O
Elected politicians O OO0 OO0 OO0 00 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O N O 0 00O MO0 OOMNOO O
Civil society organizations 00000000 O00 O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 000000 OdnO d

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time.

a) | think the main output of the collaboration was effectively another collaboration — the CIB.
Unlike the prior planning efforts, this one has some permanence and fills an important void by
securing regular communication among state agencies and local government, which typically do
not collaborate on a regular basis. This creates opportunities for a wide range of smaller
collaborations that likely would not have occurred.

b) However, the charter for the nonprofit also effectively limits what the CIB can do to address
problems in the watershed. These efforts are largely related to habitat restoration and
environmental education. It is prohibited from lobbying and has to avoid controversial land use
issues. As a result, one of the unintended consequences is that this leaves it unable to address
many aspects of the land development and agriculture loadings that stimulated prior planning
efforts.

¢) While governance has undoubtedly improved, it is an open question whether they are making
substantial progress towards improving water quality.
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	Q13: 
a) This collaborative effort focused primarily on the problems of eutrophication and habitat loss/degradation in the Delaware Inland Bays.  Eutrophication (i.e., nutrient loading) comes primarily from urban land use (sewers, septic systems, stormwater) and agriculture (chicken farms and disposal of manure on surrounding farmland).  These water quality problems are important because the bays are located adjacent to the barrier beaches that are an important part of the summer tourism industry.  

b) Since the problems are the product of lots of small land use decisions and uses, improving water quality requires a large set of small corrective actions over a sustained period.  While the participants lacked specific goals in terms of the desired level of water quality improvement, they were motivated by a desire to address the problem.

c) The dynamics of the problem remain largely unchanged since the first collaborative efforts to address the water quality problems in the 1960s.  Development of this rural watershed continues.  Once the beachfront areas were fully developed, residential development has extending inland and the year round population has grown.  Additional housing means additional nutrient loadings.  Similarly, the region remains home to a significant poultry industry with manure deposited on farmland throughout the watershed.  Since groundwater discharges are an important source of nutrients to surface waters, there is an added time dimension to the problem that ensures it will last for some time.  The residence time for groundwater is anywhere between 15 – 40 years in the system so it will take sustained action for decades to fully address the problem.


	Q21: a) The earliest collaborative efforts began in 1967 when the state planning office began working with Sussex County and the soil conservation district to address some of the environmental problems from residential development.  In 1969, the Governor met with state and local officials and issued his own report that raided attention to the water quality problems in the watershed.  The passage of the Clean Water Act in 1972 then stimulated a section 208 plan for the region.  By the early 1980s, the problems led to the creation of the Inland Bays Study Group, which consisted mostly of state agency staff, local agencies, and a few influential citizens.  It produced some issue papers and a report by the University of Delaware Sea Grant Program.  This led the Governor to sign an executive order establishing the Governor’s Task Force on the Inland Bays.  The task force issued its own report in 1984.  The Governor then signed another executive order establishing the Inland Bays Monitoring Committee (IBMC), which was to last 5 years and was provided with a small budget to fund a support staff.  

b) DENREC and other state officials became aware of the discussions surrounding the development of the National Estuary Program (NEP) as part of the CWA reauthorization.  They then worked with Senator Roth and lobbied EPA Region III to be included in the list of estuaries for priority consideration.  Once the legislation passed, the used the research and recommendations from the prior efforts to create their nomination package and gain entry to the EPA’s NEP to initiate another round of collaborative planning.  They also hoped that the NEP designation would help them attract additional federal funds to support their ongoing implementation efforts in the bay.  

c) There has always been a good sense of interdependence between DENREC (the state water quality agency) and local officials regarding the nature of the water quality problems.  Since resources to address the problem have typically been lacking (it is still largely a poor rural county) there is a long track record of DENREC working with the county to address water quality issues.  There is more of a disconnect with the agricultural industry in that it does not like being portrayed as the main source of the problems.  There was also less involvement of the industry and the department of agriculture in the process initially.  Interestingly, even though 95 percent of the roads in DE are state roads, there was little involvement of DEDOT in the process.  

d) The big change that occurred during the planning process was a growing recognition that the water quality problems were intimately connected to land use.  EPA and its counter parts in DENREC largely focused initial efforts at trying to understand how the ecological system functioned and were focused on modeling water quality rather than on understanding the sources of nutrient loadings.  As the focus shifted in this direction as the planning process went on, it became increasingly clear that new stakeholders needed to be involved from the agricultural industry.  However, this was a shift from prior efforts and complicated the politics of the collaboration because the agricultural industry is very powerful and earlier collaborative efforts largely did not involve these interests. 
	Q29: 
a) The collaboration was required to use consensus decision making, although it never really defined consensus.  In practice, they used an iterative process that involved multiple drafts of controversial aspects of the plan to reach agreement on wording.  The membership in the committee structure (i.e., management conference) was structured.  A 4-member executive council led the effort.  The notable omission from the council with the secretary of agriculture.  There was then a 32-member implementation committee that consisted of various agency officials as well as the chair of the Science and Technical Advisory Committee and a Citizen Advisory Committee.  This committee structure developed the plan.

b) The process was largely inclusive by the time the plan was being developed.  Initially, some of the agricultural interests were not represented.  This was not intentional but reflected the way previous efforts had been structured where agricultural issues and water quality issues were largely addressed by different processes and programs.  Once it became clear the issues needed to be addressed simultaneously the committee structure was adjusted (Executive Committee added the Secretary of Agriculture).  The STAC and CAC also provided active forums for involvement because they included citizens who were involved in prior planning efforts in the basin.  

c) The process was largely transparent until it got near the end of the process.  In order to address some of the problems that the agricultural industry had with the plan, there were some closed-door meetings to resolve the wording and a controversial figure was removed that portrayed agricultural land as the main source of nutrient loadings.  However, many participants did not realize this occurred until they saw the final plan and there was a perception that this was caving in to the agricultural industry.  The EPA also forced other changes to both the plan content and substance that were resisted by the state.  In fact, the EPA had planned to reject the final CCMP until some last minute political maneuvering on the part of the Governor got the EPA administrator to change her mind.  Interestingly, the EPA’s threat to reject the CCMP helped galvanize all sides in further support of the CCMP including the Agricultural industry.  

d) Once the planning process neared completion, the parties tried to determine a new structure that could oversee the implementation of the CCMP and structure future collaboration.  The settled on a collaborative structure that was initially called an Implementation Council that would have the various cabinet secretaries, County Administrator, and representatives of the STAC and CAC, which would be retained and left to function as separate committees (effectively serving as citizen representatives.  The council met three times and what eventually emerged was support for the creation of a Section 501(c)3 organization called the Center for the Inland Bays that was chartered by an act of the state legislature.  The Implementation council also drafted the by-laws for the CIB, which is required to meet at least quarterly.  The CIB continues to this day.  


	Q37: 
a) Rather than a traditional hierarchical leadership structure, leadership was distributed.  During the planning process, the project was funded through DENREC but the program staff worked at the direction of the executive/implementation committee in much the same fashion that prior efforts functioned.  The prior planning efforts developed a set of individuals who were quite knowledgeable about the Bay’s problems, filled various roles on different committees, and then went on to serve as board members in the CIB.  These were the same champions for using the nonprofit organizational model to make sure that the program remained independent.  

b) While much of the leadership was shared, there were instances where the leadership of particular individuals (traditional hierarchical leaders) was needed.  These mostly involved negotiating the wording of the final plan to gain approval of the agricultural interests and negotiating with the EPA.

c) The leadership dynamics emerged prior to the collaborative planning effort for the NEP and remain largely unchanged.  The main difference was that for the period involved in developing the CCMP, they were required by EPA to use their mandated structure, which imposed a more elaborate committee structure than they were used to dealing with as well as pushed the program to do more research and less implementation as part of the process of plan development.  Once the plan was approved, they moved to the CIB structure that works more like earlier pre-NEW processes.


	Q47: a) Most of the interactions occurred in the context of regularly scheduled committee meetings with public workshops used periodically to gauge public support.  Plan development was primarily and iterative process involving the review of subsequent drafts, as they were refined based on comments and feedback.  The focus was mostly on producing a document similar to those produced in prior efforts.  However, the EPA tried to pull the process in a different direction by trying to force a much more detailed and highly structured plan.  This created quite a bit of tension between state and local officials and their EPA counterparts.  Similarly, the agricultural industry was largely silent during the plan’s development and many assumed this meant they supported the document.  However, that turned out not to be the case and near the end of the process the agricultural interests forced some changes in the plan’s content as well.  

b) The plan never focused on formulating any shared goals or outcomes.  Since the agricultural industry at the time was fearful that the plan was going to be used for regulatory purposes by either EPA or DENREC, it is unlikely that any specific goals or reductions would have been agreed to.  

c) The process changed once the CCMP was adopted and the CIB was created.  Since the CCMP was not developed with the CIB in mind, it has not proven to be useful in guiding the decision making of the new organization.  However, the CIB has managed to initiate a number of collaborative project in the watershed that address water quality issues.  


	Q54: a) The collaboration never developed any formal goals such as nutrient reductions and has not monitored progress in terms of implementing the CCMP recommendations.

b) The CIB does provide a forum for discussing Bay problems, provides effective oversight in terms of how EPA funding is allocated and spent, and provides a mechanism for stimulating other collaborations between organizations in the watershed.  

c) The interesting thing is the efforts the preceded the NEP and the efforts post CCMP development appear to have more productive dynamics in terms of keeping the focus on actions that can lead to water quality improvements.  In retrospect, the NEP planning process was largely unnecessary since the local actors knew what actions were possible either in terms of political and economic realities.  Instead, EPA pushed for a plan that would not have been consistent with the realities and had a form and content that was less useful to the organizations that became part of the CIB.


	Q61: a) I think the main output of the collaboration was effectively another collaboration – the CIB.  Unlike the prior planning efforts, this one has some permanence and fills an important void by securing regular communication among state agencies and local government, which typically do not collaborate on a regular basis.  This creates opportunities for a wide range of smaller collaborations that likely would not have occurred.  

b) However, the charter for the nonprofit also effectively limits what the CIB can do to address problems in the watershed.  These efforts are largely related to habitat restoration and environmental education.  It is prohibited from lobbying and has to avoid controversial land use issues.  As a result, one of the unintended consequences is that this leaves it unable to address many aspects of the land development and agriculture loadings that stimulated prior planning efforts.

c) While governance has undoubtedly improved, it is an open question whether they are making substantial progress towards improving water quality.  
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