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

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

Key definitions and scope conditions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions to contributors

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

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

Content of survey
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unique name for the case you are describing.
Aquaculture Partnership

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s) Saba Siddiki, William D. Leach, Christopher M. Weible, John Calann

Institution / University Syracuse University, University of Southern California, University of
Email address first author ssiddiki@syr.edu

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
January 1998 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
January 1998 December 2010

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

Methods Used
Documents o
Interviews O
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).
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/puar.12800

https://academic.oup.com/jpart/article/24/3/591/898988

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

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

observed observed observed
Local 0 O i
Regional o o o
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 Select Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

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

m] Agriculture [JEnvironment & Climate [JSocial/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure ClInfrastructure & Planning [ITechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[1Education [ISecurity & Public Safety

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)
Ambitions of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

o e e oMl OO0 0000 OOO00E]
Develop areguiatory famework fora - MMM OO0 OOOOE
Soicis. Broarams. amotees. S OO0 OMOOO OOOO
inorease effidency by lowering costs or M Mo OO0 OOO0OE
et miavertione o2 OO0 COOOO @MOOOO
diftoront constiena < peetamens MMM O<O0O0 OEOOO
S o eonte smiaevey 11000 IOOOO OOOO
e s ke MM OO0 0 MOOOOD ROOOO
SR Y o o o o o o

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)
Purpose of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Cotston ety eerty enies (OO0 D000 DO00E O
Coderdop bty ceste e arance (s} QOO0 E OOO0E O
Coprodvcter Imenenpoees. 000 MO000 0000 O
Cogsessnent by roierend | @00 0000 00E00 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.

The aquaculture partnership was created by legislation in 1998. Members of the aquaculture
industry seeking more representation in the regulatory decision making processes impacting
their practices supported the creation of the partnership. Members of the aquaculture industry,
state agriculture and environmental agencies, and academic institutions collaborate in the
partnership to develop aquaculture development plans and official policies to manage the
practices and development of the aquaculture industry in the state in which the partnership in
housed, and issues arising in connection with the industry. When the partnership was created
there was an explicit attempt to frame aquaculture as an agricultural issue instead of a natural
resource issue, as it was previously characterized. In connection with this reframing, the
partnership was housed within the state department of agriculture. Viewing aquaculture as an
agricultural activity would mean emphasizing the economic/marketing aspects of the industry,
instead of environmental aspects. However, while industry development, marketing, and the
development of policies relating to each of these activities was a primary focus of the
partnership, it also dealt with a variety of other issues associated with the industry more broadly
on an as needed basis. Example of issues relating to the aquaculture industry, which the
partnership also advised on to various degrees, include: degradation of marine ecosystems,
aguatic health, conflict among resource users, and conflict in coastal development priorities.

The partnership was actively involved in producing recommendations and statements to the
State agencies on issues of interest to them. The partnership also submitted draft policies and
best management practices to be considered for adoption at the state level, including a producer
marketing initiative and revisions to land use regulations. In terms of physical outputs, a
marketing initiative and an aquaculture development zones leasing policy were cited as being
noteworthy accomplishments. Generally, partnership participants note that the process for
developing these outputs was a slow one.

While the partnership was developed more as a mechanism to generate policies pertaining to
the development of the aquaculture industry, and not necessarily as a forum for diverse
aquaculture stakeholders to resolve conflict or improve relations among each other, partnership
partnerships did note positive relational outcomes resulting from the collaborative process. They
noted that having a forum to engage in sustained dialogue was important for generating desired
outputs. Indeed, partnership members cited the ability to engage a diverse group of stakeholders
in discussions regarding aquaculture issues as the group's biggest accomplishment.



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

OO 0o oo O

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)
Score Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O O O O
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Externally directed by law or authority

17. To what extent did the participants have more or less equal levels of resources, (e.g. knowledge,
influence, skills) to bring to the collaborative process? (1 = Highly unequal, 5 = Highly equal)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

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

N s Y N e

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

N s T Y A N B Y I I B O

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

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

D 00000000000 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.

The partnership was created through legislation. Participation in the council is determined by
professional affiliation or by appointment. Four positions are occupied by representatives from
state agencies; in other words, the individuals that occupy these positions do so by default of
their professional roles. Some seats are also reserved for individuals in academic/research
institutions. The remainder of the participants are appointed by the Governor or policymakers.
The prehistory and past interactions of participants is unknown, however partnership participants
reported engaging significantly in formal and informal coordination around partnership issues and
documents. The coordinator of the partnership noted that the success of the partnership was
linked to the participation of industry members, who are highly competent in the operational
aspects of aquaculture production. The coordinator noted the complexity of regulatory issues
which the partnership dealt with and thus the need for industry expertise in regulatory decision
making. Conversely, one of the participants noted that having the authority and the commitment
of regulatory bodies was also important for advancing industry interests. Thus, partnership
participants appeared to rely on each other for different types of resources. Regulatory officials
relied on industry, and researchers, for topical expertise. Industry relied on government agencies
for political support and authority resources.

Participants did not note major changes in the dynamics reported here throughout the duration of
the partnership process that was studied.



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+ 11-15 ]

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

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

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

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O 0O 0000 000 0 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 0OFO0O00O0EOOOO0OIMCEO 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
OO 0O O OO0 MO O0FC>0O3000 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 O 0O 0O0000 00000 C€ 0 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

Partnership participants indicated that decision making processes were formalized; for example,
the partnership formally operated by Robert’s Rules of Order. Partnership participants also
indicated, however, that decisions were often reached by consensus.

The partnership was designed to be inclusive of government agency representatives, academics,
and industry members. Partnership participants noted various dynamics regarding the composition
and perceived inclusivity of the partnership. One of these dynamics was over-representation of
agency representatives. This sentiment was mostly expressed by members of the aquaculture
industry. According to industry members, the over-representation of agency officials associated
with an imbalance in viewpoints represented as well as an over-reliance on administrative
processes and protocols (i.e., "red tape"). Additionally, participants noted relatively high turn over
among agency representatives along with change in government.

The partnership process was led by an agency official, which influenced the partnership
process/outputs according to one partnership participant. The following quotation is illustrative of
this point: "I think the head of the [partnership] being in the hands of the the state agencies has
some benefits but it also tempers what the [partnership] can say. Things tend to be put in watered
down language rather than being blunt. And so if it was in the hands of the producer [industry
member] or something | think you would see something very different...but then again you might
not have the participation of the state agencies...so it is a double-edged sword and whether the
producer community would be able to step up and do that...I don't know..."

Partnership meetings were not typically attended by all participants. Also, many partnership
participants noted changes in participation over time; more specifically, declining participation over
time.

Partnership participants also noted various stakeholders that were not included in the partnership
process that should have been; mostly by members of industries related to aquaculture or by
individuals from other parts of the industry. Examples of the latter include trout growers and
ornamental fish producers. Participants also noted a desire to have additional high level executives
(ex. Commissioners) and policymakers participate in the partnership process. Further, while some
participants identified a a lack of formal inclusion of the above types of stakeholders in the
partnership process, others noted that meetings were open to any interested parties.
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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 O
Shared collective among all actors

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

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

Private non-profit organizations
Citizens / informal citizen groups

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

I It I I I R 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

D e 000D 0o00R 0000 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 0O0O0000204020:0:030000 O
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for
creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O O0dddobbobododobdifb0 O«

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

The only formal position in the partnership was that of Chair, and this position was filled by an
administrative official (the acting Secretary of Agriculture). This person was responsible for
facilitating meetings and setting agendas for partnership meetings. However, according to
partnership participants, agendas were constructed with feedback from participants; in other words,
they were not entirely decided upon by the partnership Chair. Partnership participants noted that
the Chair in place prior to the beginning of the study period, but what would be appear to be the
middle of the collaboration period examined, was particularly effective in facilitating the work of the
partnership. Partnership members noted that he was effective at getting things done, while also
delegating tasks as needed among other partnership members. The partnership, in addition to
hosting large group deliberations, also relied on a committee structure. Specific tasks relevant to
the work of the council were addressed by sub-committees. Many of the partnership participants
made remarks about the personality of this leader being conducive to the partnership's generation
of policy outputs.

10



6. Collaborative process

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O O O O O O O O R O O []
39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 =
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O 0O M OO0 0 M OO O O [ []
40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 =
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O O 0O M O O O O R O O []
41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1

= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O OO0 »O0O0O0O0O OO OO - []
42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values

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

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O OO 00O OO0 0O
43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0O O 0000000063040 O
44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O OO0O00TICO0004dIEO 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 O O 0O 000 00 0030 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?
Mostly 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.

The research project entailing a study of the aquaculture partnership was specifically designed to
assess how partnership members coordinate with one another as well as factors motivating
coordination. With respect to coordination networks, the majority of industry members indicated
that they tended to coordinate most with other producers. Some industry members also
mentioned coordinating with University researchers and a state agency representative (from the
Department of Environmental Protection) currently serving on the Council. Coordination in most
cases was attributed to shared beliefs and/or areas of expertise. Coordination varied from
informal discussions between coordinating parties to working together to produce policy
recommendations and/or statements.

With respect to policy outputs, as noted previously, the partnership has been very effective.

However, partnership participants note that these outputs were not quickly generated. Instead,
they were heavily deliberated over the collaboration period assessed.

12



7. Accountabilit

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

O O 00MOdO0O0IC0O04000 B O

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

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O0diC0dodn-dndECDOd>-dO-ddEe 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 O« 000°0IC00000M0O0 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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians O000CO 0000 O000F O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] [ O el OO OO R O OO O O
Civil society organizations IO OO0 0000 0O OO0 0O

Affected and/or concerned citizens O0O000CD0O000CMO0O0OOR O

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

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t

observed observed observed know

12 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
Elected politicians OO0 CO0000MCOOOO [
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts) [ ] [1 [1 [ [e] (11 [0 el (000000 [
Civil society organizations ol L1010 0T [l O] 0000 ][] 0C10C]0ET [
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 CWN0O00O0MO0OON O

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

Mostly 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.

Goals of the partnership were explicitly indicated in the legislation that created it. Oversight of
the partnership was conducted indirectly through a review of partnership outputs. For example,
throughout the collaboration period examined, the partnership generated aquaculture
development plans which referenced it's activities, perceived priorities, and perceptions of
strategies for further development of the aquaculture industry and resolving issues challenging
such. These plans (or reports) were also mandated through the legislation establishing the
partnership. The following statement taken from one aquaculture development plan conveys how
they are utilized toward partnership oversight: "This report [aquaculture development plan],
periodically required pursuant to the [partnership establishing] Act, is developed by the
[partnership] and is being presented to the Governor, Legislature, and to the citizens of the
State...to describe the progress that has been in aquaculture development, what is still possible,
and to set forth recommendations for more fully achieving aquaculture's potential."

As noted previously, partnership meetings were made open to the public allowing anyone to
participate in them and observe partnership deliberations.
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8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low,
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10.
Produced outputs and outcomes Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1.2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

proiem ot socetarssoe . 000000000000

Develop a regulatory framework for a |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z|

policy domain or industry

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 00000000 00T

boosting benefits

Increase effectiveness by increasing El |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:|

impact of interventions

Increase legitimacy and support among |:| |:| E' |:| |:| |:| |:| D |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|

different constituents

Organize crisis and emergency 0000000000000 n

planning, response and/or recovery

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders oo dddddoooon

N O O A (=

Other, namely: OO0 000 0O0OoooOooOooooor

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

(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.
Realized collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1.2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

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

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange |:| |:| |:| |:| |z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|

policies, services, or regulation

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

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

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

gieevnettlsognndogglrtp;gdsucts or services for OOoO00O000000000000 0
Develop novel production processes for |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| E

producing products or services
Novel ways of coordinating between
roles and/or services of participants D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D E‘
58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little
outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims)
Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

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

investing in future collaborations

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

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal (0000000000000 nony g

consequences

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

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 OO OO0 OO0 0T O
Elected politicians o (1100 0T o] 101 0C] 0] [ 0] 01T [
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (1 O O P O 00 0ON O OOOBM O O
Civil society organizations Ol IO IO e 10 1] [

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 O00O0OO0«KOO0O0O0O o

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

As previously noted, the partnership was productive. It was designed to address the development
of policy to encourage the economic development of the industry and marketing of aquaculture
products. Relating to these specific objectives, the partnership generated plans, reports, and
recommendations. The partnership also developed policy recommendations on other types of
issues relating to the aquaculture industry on as needed basis; for example, aquatic health and
land use. However, partnership participants clearly viewed the marketing related outputs to be
the partnership's biggest accomplishment.

Beyond the tangible outputs referenced above, that relate specifically to the primary charge of
the partnership, participants reported various social learning outcomes resulting from their
participation in the partnership process. A major focus of the research project entailing a study of
the partnership was assessing scientific and policy learning among partnership participants.
Partnership participants expressed varying degrees of scientific/technical and policy learning as a
result of participating in the partnership. Most of the time learning was said to be a product of
being able to hear differing viewpoints and engage in frank discussions with other partnership
members.
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