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Collaboration in Our Backyard: Lessons from
Community-Based Collaboration in the West

By Whitney Tilt, Sonoran Institute

TheWest hasarich history of fight-
ing over itsnatural resourceswithtim-
ber harvest rates, water allocations,
range stocking levels, and other use-
related issues becoming flash points.
Inthe beginning, loggers, miners, and
ranchers traditionally controlled the
allocation decisions. In the last 30
years, however, other advocates have
enjoyed a greater and greater say in
how grass, wood, and water are man-
aged. Flushwith afeeling of empow-
erment or stung with a sense of lost
opportunity, these factions have
proven timeand time again their com-
mitment to fight, rather than settle,
with lobbying tripsto Washington DC
or capturing media attention by bran-
dishing shovels or chaining them-
selvesto trees.

To many observers, the lasting
legacy of three decades of skirmishes
over management of natural resources
is stalemate characterized by mostly
procedural battles, lawsuits that are
seldom decided on the merits of the
case, and the zero-sum game of |ob-
bying (Chrislip 2000, Snow 2001).
Simply put, victory in the natural re-
source arenahasbecomeincreasingly

difficult to declare. Lost in thisswirl
of heat and smoke is a sense of com-
munity and the associated principle of
stewardship.

Settlers to the West faced many
hardships. While nature’'s challenges
were met with individual hard work
and personal courage, most settlers

Thisisthe secondin our se-
ries “Reaching Across
Fences’ —which examinesthe
challenges and opportunities
of cooper ative management in
the West. In this issue we ex-
amine the environmental ben-
efitsof collaboration. Over the
past decade or so, there has
been a rapid proliferation of
collaborative efforts around
the region. What have they
achieved?

discovered long-term tenure on the
land required a little assistance from
one's neighbors. Ranchers helped
each other round up cattle off the open
range, and farmers helped neighbor-
ing farmers harvest wheat before the
Mormon crickets did.

Over time, this ‘neighboring’
evolved into social custom (Decker
2001). In recent years, with a grow-
ing population of people “from
aways,” the cohesiveness once repre-
sented by ‘ neighboring’ hasfractured
against a growing population, native
and newly minted Westerners alike,
who believe that they don’t need, nor
are they indebted to, the larger com-
munity.

Robert Putnam (2000) warns that
the nation’sstock of social capital (the
fabric of our connection with each
other) has plummeted, impoverishing
both communities and their citizens.
Coupled with federally mandated re-
forms on the western landscape, this
loss of social capital has lead to a
growing sensethat stewardship of the
land is someone else’s responsibility.

Continued on page 22
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TheAge of Collaboration?

Over the past ten years, agrowing num-
ber of efforts have emerged across the ru-
ral West where citizens and local govern-
ments negotiate their way through compet-
ing interests and obligations. David
Chridlip (2000) notesthat these efforts, en-
ergized by afrustration with divisiveness,
are created by processesthat seek common
ground, build socia capital, gaininfluence
through inclusiveness, and create a con-
stituency for change that can hold formal
institutions accountablefor action on their
recommendations.

Instead of awinner takes all approach,
communities begin looking to reconcile
continued economic opportunity with con-
servation of natural resources.

Increasingly, warring parties discover
reasons to work together, if only from
simple exhaustion. “The ranchers know
that if they are to continue to use the
public’s land, they need public support.
The environmentalists recognize that if
they want open space and habitat and a
healthy watershed, the ranchers have to
stay in business” (Marston 2001).

Thisistheroot of community-based col-
laboration.

Simply defined, community-based col-
laboration is the process by which per-
ceived adversariesenter into civil dialogue
to collectively consider possible solutions.
As such, collaboration represents a grow-
ing obligation to public participation that
builds from the act of informing, the will-
ingnessto consult, and theinvitation of in-

volvement (IAP2 2004). Collaborationis
stronger than cooperation and the over-
used phrase of ‘ partnership’ becauseit re-
quires the consideration of shared power
and may be defined asa*“ shared responsi-
bility for achieving results” (Chrislip
2002).

During their brief history, community-
based collaboratives (CBCs) have ad-
dressed a wide array of issues including
water allocations, timber management,
wildlife conflicts, rangeimprovement, ru-
ral community development, and engage-
ment of First Nations in natural resource
policy. Most CBCs are not born of inspi-
ration, but arise from raw necessity.

In the case of the Salmon Mountains
Working Group in Lemhi County Idaho,
for example, reintroduction of grizzly bear
and gray wolf impacted livestock manage-
ment, restrictions on federal land use re-
duced timber availability, and the immi-
gration of retirees radically changed the
area’s demographics. While individual
residents might disagree on the relative
merits of endangered species protection,
they found common ground under the um-
brella of sustaining the Salmon commu-
nity, and this, in turn, provides abasis for
redefining their relationship with the sur-
rounding landscape.

Early inthe 21% Century, the concept of
community-based collaboration began to
be codified into policy and law. The
Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003
(PL. 108-148), for example, cals for the
devel opment of Community Wildfire Pro-
tection Plansthat must be“ collaboratively
developed” by local and state government
representatives in consultation with the
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and other interested parties.

The challenges of policy and law dic-
tating “thou shall collaborate” to agencies
unaccustomed and untrained to undertake
such activitieswill beacommon themein
this paper.

It isimportant to note that community-
based collaboration has its critics who
charge that local groups wield undue in-
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fluence, that urban constituencies are in-
creasingly disenfranchised, and that par-
ticipants may possess dubious political and
financial motivations (Cestero 1999,
Coggins 2001, Dukesand Firehock 2001).

With the criticsin mind, it isimportant

that CBCsIearn from past experience, and
move quickly toward development of best
practices, similar to that experienced by
theland trust movement acrossthe United
States in the last fifteen years.

M ethodology

This paper draws on the experience of
more than 125 collaborative projects sup-
ported by the Resources for Community
Collaboration (RCC) program of the
Sonoran Institutein the period 1998-2004,
as well as dozens of others supported by
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
(NFWF) over the last ten years.

RCC, launched in 1998 with a found-
ing grant fromtheWilliam & FloraHewlett
Foundation, worksto providefinancial and
technical support to organizations under-
taking collaborative efforts acrosswestern
North Americato resolve natural resource
issues. NFWF is a non-profit organiza-
tion, established by Congressin 1984, that
develops and funds conservation partner-
ships benefiting fish, wildlife, and plants,
and the habitat on which they depend.

Acrossthe collaborative spectrum, some
CBCsappear to succeed while others meet
with limited success or outright failure.

Continued on page 24
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What are the lessons to be learned from
these real-life experiments? How can fu-
ture practitioners decide whether they
should use community-based collaboration
as a conservation tool? Drawing on the
collective experience of RCC/NFWF-sup-
ported projectsand others, anumber of les-
sons become clear. While not presented
as an exhaustive or exclusive list, eleven
ingredients are critical for a successful
CBC:

1. Exhaust Traditional Approaches

2. Build aCommon Vision

3. Recognize Challenge and Time In-

volved

4. Ensure Open, Inclusive, and Trans-

parent Process

5. Identify Stakeholders and Opinion

Leaders

6. Provide Facilitation and Process

7. Develop Common Factual Base

8. Ensure Flexibility and Adaptability

9. Secure Operationa Funding

10. Achieve and Communicate Results

11. Meet or Exceed Applicable Laws

and Be Accountable

1. Exhaust Traditional Approaches

While working collaboratively seems
likethe obviouschoice, it should beviewed
asthemethod of ‘latter’ resort, not thefirst.
Much like an apprentice is expected to
learn for years before he can consider him-
self acraftsman, akey ingredient for CBC
success is arealization that traditional fo-
rums for redress have failed. To be suc-
cessful, all partiesinvolved in acollabora-
tive effort must be motivated to work to-
gether. They must be willing to share
power inthe search to devel op alternatives
to the status quo.

Since most adversarial situations are
marked by divergent interests entrenched
in their own camps, exhaustion of tradi-
tional approaches leadsto agrowing will-
ingness to meet with ‘theenemy.’ It isnot
enough to betold that collaboration makes
sense, it must be the collective experience
of the group undertaking the effort.

Organizations intent on embracing col-
laborative approachesto conservation have

to ask themselves the question: “what
would we be doing if not engaged in a
CBC?" If the answer to the question is
‘taking legal action,” ‘ maintaining our role
asoutsideagency expert’ or ‘ seeking apub-
lic referendum,’ theissue and participants
are likely not ripe for engaging in a col-
|aborative approach. If theanswer issome
variation on the ‘we have tried everything
short of breaking the law’ theme, the
ground may be ripe for collaboration.

2. Build a Common Vision

The foundation for uniting a collabora-
tive effort is forging a single vision built
on a passion for place or acommunity of
purpose. In practice, however, many ef-
fortsfail to ensurethat such avisionisde-
veloped common to all at the collabora-
tivetable. Whilethere are many potential
ingredients, acore set of attributeswas con-
sistently recognized by the practitioners
surveyed:

» Thereis a need for passionate and
committed individuals. Whileindividuals
may represent one or more agencies or or-
ganizations, they draw on a personal de-
sire to make the collaboration work.

* The group must shape its own vision
rather than adopt one already fashioned.
There is aneed to work to jointly develop
aset of goal statements and purposes, de-
velop a common vocabulary, and ensure
all stakeholders (including new members)
get an orientation to place them on equal
footings with their peers.

* A good vision focuses on what the
group sharesin common rather than where

thereisdisagreement. Successisglimpsed
Continued on page 25



when individualsfrom different views are
willing, on atrial basis, to put past antago-
nisms aside and work to build trust and
solve problems.

* A good vision statement acts as a
touchstone for all members serving as
milepost for where the group has been,
whereit is at the moment, and whereitis
going. It becomes the benchmark for de-
fining success.

Most collaborative efforts form in the
faceof real or perceived crisis. Faced with
this sense of urgency, it is difficult not to
focus on battling for short-term outcomes
rather than focusing on the broader vision.
But it is the long-term vision that unites
the greatest number of stakeholdersand en-
genders the greatest sense of community.
It isthe ‘what’ that continually helps de-
fine the *how.’

For the core of like-minded people that
often formsthe nucleus of an emerging col-
laborative, it is easy to assume that others
will equally share their vision and eager-
ness to participate. However, experience
shows that the collaborative effort must
budget adequate time and effort for build-
ing a common ground swell of interest,
conducting outreach, and initiating project
planning. Before approaching opinion
leaders and other vital stakeholders, the
emerging CBC must develop acompelling
case for the tangible benefits the commu-
nity will accrue from the project.

Lastly, as collaborative groups work to
shapeacommon vision, theremay be some
stakehol dersthat choose not to participate
for ideological or other reasons. Itisim-
portant to keep in mind the stakeholders
not at the table as a vision is fashioned,
and to continually challenge the group to
work to gain the entry of these individu-
as.

3. Recognize Time Involved

In a world where everything is meant
to be easier and faster, community-based
collaboration takes time—to explore and
identify areas of potential common ground,
to develop the necessary trust, to experi-

ment with possible waysto address shared
problems, to build the coalitions necessary
for affecting policy changes, and to con-
duct the necessary project work, monitor-
ing, and evaluation.

While it is tempting to find short cuts,
these tasks are very necessary to have the
group—especially one that does not trust
each other—work together in the same di-
rection. At the same time CBCs must re-
member what many practitioners have
learned the hard way. It takes weeks and
monthsto build trust and devel op relation-
ships, but seconds to destroy them.

Another outcome of the long and po-
tentially exhausting collaboration process
isthereality that some participantswill be-
come burned out and others disinterested.
Singleinterest ‘whiners will comeand go,
and it can take a long time and a lot of
patienceto get rid of them. Asone practi-
tioner dryly observed, “don’t start unless
you are thick-skinned.” The outcomes,
however, can clearly reward those who en-
dure.

Collaboration
in Our
Backyard

(con't from page 24)

Whiledifficult to quantify, the majority
of organizations polled noted that the so-
cial capital of working together to forge
common goals extended far beyond indi-
vidual project outcomes. While difficult
to measure and quantify, theimpact of col-
laboration on socia capital cannot be ig-
nored, as many practitioners believe it to
be the most significant outcome of their
efforts.

Continued on page 26
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4. Ensure an Open, Inclusive, and
Transparent Process

As abasic tenet of representative gov-
ernment, the need for community-based
collaborativesto be open and transparent’
is, at first glance, astartling glimpse of the
obvious. To actually conduct a collabora-
tive effort in such manner, however, pre-
sents more of a challenge.

Teresa Jordan (1998), member of the
Toiyabe Watershed and Wildlands Man-
agement Team notes that while Wendell
Berry entreats us to think locally and act
locally, the dark side of local control isthe
potential for local tyranny. The collabora-
tive process can escape the taint of local-
ized tyranny only if it remains open and
the ‘optics’ of its actions are transparent.

Two key aspects of an open process are
incorporating the attitudes and viewpoints
of people who are not at the collaborative
table, and insisting on the inclusion of lo-
cal experience-based knowledgeinthe col-
laborative project.

Practitionersalso stresstheneed for col-
laborative groups to continually work to
ensurethat their processincludesall stake-
holders regardless of their views or opin-
ions. CBCs must make sure each partici-
pant understands their role in the collabo-
rative and work to create a climate where
all participantsbelievetheir opinionisim-
portant.

The Clearwater EIK Initiative found that
some membersof itsgroup wanted to jump
right into solving the problem without set-
ting up guidelines and rules. They found
it important to first establish operational
guidelines that ensure the process is open
toal interested partiesregardless of views.
The Idaho-based collaborative worked to
forge ground rules for meetings and dis-
cussions, and then made surethey followed
them so no onefelt that morethan one stan-
dard of conduct existed for the project.

One final pragmatic observation from
the field is to ensure the process and ac-
tions are maintained in a written record.
An open and transparent process is re-
flected in a comprehensive set of meeting
minutes that includes such obvious items

as attendance and decisions made.

5. Identify Stakeholdersand Opinion
Leaders

A community-based collaborative is a
reflection of the strengths and diversity of
itsstakeholders. Failureto addresstheis-
sues of inclusiveness and diversity at the
stakeholder table can render the collabo-
rative process to be little more than arep-
lication of the power balancesthat already
surround a set of issues. Recognizing the
need for inclusiveness and diversity is a
necessary step, but creating it at the col-
laborative table is the hard part.

Half of the stakeholders surveyed in a
random sample of 76 watershed-based
stakehol der effortsin Californiaand Wash-
ington noted that some critical interests
were not effectively represented in their
partnerships (Leech 2004). Leech also
noted that ordinary citizens often face a
lack of motivation or other obstaclesto par-
ticipation, unlike agency, industry, and en-
vironmental representatives.

While one or more disputes have
brought people to the table, it is people,
not issuesthat will make the collaboration
succeed or fail. With that in mind, partici-
pants will likely spend much more time
on people issues than natural resource is-
sues. The field experience of Calapooia
Water Council, WallaWalla Basin Water-
shed Council, and others offers some ad-
ditional insights:

» Do not confuse constituents or part-
nerswith stakeholders. The difference be-
tween them is akin to the difference be-
tween eggs and ham—the chicken is in-
terested but the pig is committed.

* Learnand appreciate variousmissions
of your fellow collaborators even as you
work to have them represent their learn-
ings rather than their organizational inter-
ests.

» Protect ALL stakeholders’ interests
and avoid alienating a party and turning
them into a spoiler.

Continued on page 27



» Agency participants need to work on
connecting with, rather than directing, col-
laborative efforts.

Practitioners consi stently noted the need
for strong leadership as an essential ingre-
dient to the extended life of a successful
collaboration. The presence of credible
leadersin the stakeholder group who help
convene, catalyze, and sustain the process
is critical to the effort’s success. When
viewed from the outside, a collaborative
group drawn from diverse sectors of the
community demonstratesthe group’s com-
mitment to inclusiveness and provides a
forceful statement to outside observerson
all sides of theissue.

6. Provide Facilitation and Process

Having set the collaborative table with
adiverse and representative group of stake-
holders, many of whomwill likely be com-
munity leaders, it isnow timeto ‘ herd the
cats.” Heeding the advice of morethan one
seasoned practitioner to “never attempt to
facilitateand lead at the sametime,” CBCs
should consider engaging outside facilita-
torsto help the group obtain its collective
goals.

Inthe experience of CBC groupspolled,
it was rare for the emerging collaborative
to have strong facilitation experience in-
ternally, which required them to acquire
skilled facilitation from the outside.

In selecting afacilitator, the single most
important attribute is that all participants
in the collaborative process must perceive
any facilitator asfair and legitimate. Over-
all the purpose of the facilitator isto build
aprocess, to work with the group to estab-
lish sideboards, and then work to make
sure they are observed. A facilitator also
makes sure the quieter voices in the pro-
cessdon’t get run over.

Another part of afacilitated processis
to keep the group focused on being proac-
tive, not reactive—to focus on the vision,
not the past. A collaborative effort must
work to make progress happen rather than
sit back and see what happens.

7. Develop a Common Factual Base

A major obstacle facing the resolution
of most natural resource issues is the ap-
parent complexity of the issues at hand.
Creating a common factual base is criti-
cal—"to bound the problem with credible
information” in the words of Wondolleck
and Yaffee (2000). Many CBCs notethat
ideological conflicts (Republican versus
Democrat, meat-eater versusvegan, agnos-
tic versus catholic) do not proveto beover-
whelming barriersto progress, but conflict
over issues of fact can incapacitate a col-
|aborative process.

Recognizing the need for a common
base of scientific information is the first
step. Thenext isto recognizethat the pro-
cess for collecting the information needs
to be a shared effort, not merely a stock-
piling of databy one or more‘ experts.” As
federa and state land management agen-
cies are often the repositories of natural
resourceinformation, their involvementin
acommunity-based collaborative must go
beyond asingular role as providers of ‘ex-
pert’ information.

Regardless of the information’s accu-
racy, the stakeholders around the table
must come to accept the science them-
selves, not have the information force-fed
them from a group of self-proclaimed ex-
perts who already might be viewed by
many of the stakeholders as part of the
problem.

8. Ensure Flexibility and Adaptability
Collaboratives should strive to be flex-
ible in their timetables, keeping in mind
that participants havelives outside the col-
laborative effort. Inthe ranching commu-
nity of Montana's Madison River Valley,
it is a challenge for the Madison Valley
Ranchlands Group (MVRG) to keep mo-
mentum among its members on arange of
issues from invasive plants to elk depre-
dations due to work and seasonal activi-
ties. During the calving season, for in-
stance, it proves nearly impossibleto get a
critical core of the key people involved.
Understanding that members of acom-

Continued on page 28

Collaboration
in Our
Backyard

(con’t from page 26)

April 2005



Collaboration
in Our
Backyard

(con't from page 27)

For more
information
visit the following
web sites:

The Sonoran
Insitute:
www.sonoran.org

The Red Lodge
Clearinghouse:
www.redlodgeworkshop.org

The Ecosystem
Management
Initiative:
www.sner.umich.edu/emi/
evaluation

munity-based collaboration must remain
motivated, CBCs should constantly look
for ways to keep the process energized.
CBCs have successfully used field trips,
specia events, and potluck dinners to get
members involved on-the-ground. More
than one CBC commented on the ability
of food and drink to bring a community
together. Observers a'so comment on the
need to have fun, and maintain a sense of
humor. Useof informal get-togethershelps
build respect and understanding among the
group and throughout the community.
Finally, aspointed out earlier, thingstake
alot longer than anticipated. Recognizing
that stakeholders have jobs and lives out-
side of the collaborative effort, set goals
and deadlines, but be prepared, flexibleand
good-humored when the timetable falls

apart.

9. Secure Operational Funding

The vast magjority of organizations
polled in this research face pressing and
continuing challengesto identify sufficient
funding to maintain their collaboratives.
While the majority of operational budgets
are small, even by non-profit organization
standards, it remains difficult for these or-
ganizations to maintain stable budgets.
Ironically, many collaborativesare success-
ful in attracting sufficient funding for re-
lated restoration projectswhilefunding for
administration is unavailable from these
same Sources.

Equally ironic is the cold fact that an
emerging collaborative effort must have
some start-up resources (personnel and fi-
nancial) to achieve early success or inter-
est, however minor, to demonstrate the col-
laborative potential that most funding
sources want to see before they fund the
project.

The RCC program has witnessed these
challengesfirst-hand. For the period 1998-
2004, the program provided $640,000 to
CBCs, but the program’s funding has con-
sistently fallen short of the demonstrated
need. Recognizing the chalenges, hereare
fiveinsightsinto the world of fundraising
(MEB 1993, Tilt 1996):

» Remember that people giveto people.
Develop relationships with the funding
community. Unsolicited proposals seldom
get funding.

» Develop arealistic budget for project.
Even volunteer organizations need more
financial resourcesthan anticipated to stay
involved and vital.

» Good deeds, on their own, seldom at-
tract funding. Develop grant-writing skills
as soon as possible within the collabora
tive, or find someone who can provide
these skills.

* Build ingtitutional support (adminis-
trative overhead) into project funding.

» Acknowledge your supporters. Say
thank you, and then say thank you again.

10. Communicate Results

The need for good communication is a
constant theme heard from practitioners.
While everyone acknowledgesthe need for
it, few institutions are consistently good at
it. In the arena of natural resource man-
agement, communications have too often
been reduced to a governmental process
of ‘public involvement’ where public no-
ticeisprovided, arequisite number of pub-
lic hearings are held, and the agency makes
a decision that appears totally divorced
from any public input. This serves as a
good model for what CBCs should not do.
Other lessons learned include:

* Involve the public early and often.

» Takefull advantage of existing social
networks in the community and involve
opinion leaders outside of the CBC.

» Work to get the community familiar
with the goals and process of the collabo-
rative.

» Usetelephone, email and web, but not
at the expense of face-to-faceinteractions.

» Keep good records of all events: par-
ticipant lists, minutes, photos, articles, etc.

The experience of the Applegate Part-
nership in southwestern Oregon cautions
against seeking early publicity before re-
lationships and trust are fully developed
asthisearly notoriety can cause damaging

Continued on page 29



internal tension and conflict (KenCairn
1999)

11. Meet or Exceed Applicable Laws
and Be Accountable

In today’s arena of competing interests
and watchdogs, it isnot enough to do ‘ good
work.” CBCsmust be capable of 1) dem-
onstrating their adherence to applicable
federal and state law; and 2) establishing
monitoring and evaluation capacity suffi-
cient to track and document the outcomes
of the effort.

To be viewed as successful, both inter-
nally and externally, CBCs must demon-
strate that their process meets or exceeds
environmental law and policy. The Quincy
Library Group collaboration, for example,
isconsidered by many criticsto have been
aselect group of special interests success-
fully gaining the intervention of Congress
to circumvent existing state and federal
laws (see Cestero 1999 for fuller discus-
sion).

CBCsmust also ensure that their moni-
toring and eval uation protocol s are capable
of assessing environmental, social and eco-
nomic progress. When conducting moni-
toring, CBCs should keep in mind that
more measurement does not equal more
understanding, and there is a need for in-
formation triage since there is an infinite
amount of information available (EMI
2004).

Findly, there is the importance of be-
ing accountable for outcomes. There con-
tinues to be concern among both support-
ers and critics that CBCs do not pay
enough attention to monitoring and evalu-
ating their outcomes. Too often, the envi-
ronmental and social impacts of commu-
nity-based collaborations remain largely
unknown.

Conclusion

The power of community-based col-
laboration is its recognition that humans
are part of the environment and a manda-
tory part of the solution. This paper has
assembled the field experience of dozens

of practicing CBCs. Their experience con-
firmsthat community-based collaboration
can be a fruitful road to long-term solu-
tions, but it takestime, determination, and
strong people skills.

Practicing CBCshavelearned first-hand
that good will, or at least a desire for its
growth, is a fundamental prerequisite for
collaboration. They point out the need to
measure the benefits of CBCs in both so-
cial and biological terms, and to mark
progressagainst agroup’sgoals. They also
point out many practical pieces of advice
such as identifying an easily achievable
first project to build trust and demonstrate
the collaborative’'s worth. And practitio-
ners stress over and over the importance
of building relationships—CBCsare about
working with people and building social
capital. —

Wallace Stegner, quoting historian Ber-
nard DeVoto, dryly observed that the only
true individualists in the West were usu-
aly found hanging from arope, the other
end of which was held by a group of co-
operating citizens(Hahn 1998). Intoday’s
West, conflicts over natural resources are
too important to be left to battles between
individuals, they reguire involvement of
the community with its sense of place, its
sense of economic foundation, and its col-
lective capability toinstill asense of stew-
ardship of natural resources.

That is the lasting impact of commu-
nity-based collaboration.

References

Cestero, B. 1999. Beyond the Hun-
dredth Meeting, a field guide to collabo-
rative conservation on the West's public
lands. Tucson, AZ: Sonoran Institute.
80pp.

Chridlip, D. 2000. Transforming Civic
Culture: Sitka Alaska in the Year 2000.
AnAssessment prepared for thelsland In-
stitute. 7pp.

Continued on page 30

Collaboration
in Our
Backyard

(con’t from page 28)

April 2005



Collaboration
in Our
Backyard

(con't from page 29)

Chridip, D. 2002. Collaborative L ead-
ership Fieldbook: A Guidefor Citizensand
Civic Leaders. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass. 304pp.

Cogains, G. 2001. Of Cdlifornicators,
Quidlings, and Crazies: Some Perilsof De-
volved Collaboration. In Across the Great
Divide. Washington DC: Island Press. p
163-171.

Decker, P. 2001. The Death of John
Wayne and the Rebirth of a Code of the
West. InAcrossthe Great Divide. Wash-
ington DC: Island Press. p 68-69.

Dukes, F. and K Firehock. 2001. Col-
laboration, A Guidefor Environmental Ad-
vocates. Charlottesville VA: University
of Virginia, Institute for Environmental
Negotiation. 72pp.

Ecosystem Management Initiative
(EMI). 2004. Measuring Progress, An
Evaluation Guidefor Ecosystem and Com-
munity-Based Projects. AnneArbor, MI:
School of Natural Resources and Environ-
ment, University of Michigan

Hahn, M. 1998. Two Rivers. In Re-
claiming the Native Home of Hope (Rob-
ert Keiter, Ed). Salt Lake City: Univer-
sity of Utah Press, p 34-42.

|AP2. 2004. Public Participation Spec-
trum. International Association of Public
Participation. www.iap2.org/
pracitionertools/.

Jordan, T. 1998. The Truth of the Land.
In Reclaiming the Native Home of Hope
(Robert Keiter, Ed). Salt Lake City: Uni-
versity of Utah Press, p 43-49.

KenCairn, B. 1999. Applegate Part-
nership. 1n Beyond the Hundredth Meet-
ing, afield guide to collaborative conser-
vation on the West's public lands. Tuc-
son, AZ: Sonoran Institute, p 41-45.

Leech, W.D. 2004. Is Devolution
Democratic, Assessing Collaborative En-
vironmental Management. Sacramento,
CA: Cdifornia State University.

Marston, E. 2001. “ThreeDaysin Estes
Park.” " In Collaborative Leadershipinthe
West Conference Proceedings, Estes Park,
CO. Bozeman, MT: Sonoran Institute.

Management Institute for Environment
and Business (MEB). 1993. Conserva
tion Partnerships. A Field Guide to Pub-
lic-Private Partnering for Natural Resource
Conservation. Washington DC: National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. 35pp.

Putnam, R. 2000. BowlingAlone. New
York: Simon & Schuster. 541pp.

Red Lodge Clearinghouse. 2001. Next
Year Country, A View from Red Lodge.
Proceedings of a Workshop on Collabora-
tive Resource Management in the Interior
West. The Liz Claiborne Art Ortenberg
Foundation (60 pp.)

Snow, D. 2001. “Community-Based
Collaborations in the West” Keynote Ad-
dress. In Collaborative Leadership in the
West Conference Proceedings, Estes Park,
CO. Bozeman, MT: Sonoran Institute

Tilt, W. 1996. Moving Beyond the Past:
a Grant-maker’s Vision for Effective En-
vironmental Education. Wildlife Society
Bulletin 24(4): 621-626.

Wondolleck, J.M. and S.L. Yaffee.
2000. Making Collaboration Work. Les-
sonsfrom Innovation in Natural Resource
Management. Washington, DC: Island
Press. 277pp.




More Free Workshops
(continued from page 31)

Reading the Landscape:
Collaborative Ranching in Action
Facilitated by Kirk Gadzia
August 19, 2005, Ute Creek Ranch,
Mosquero, NM

Erosion/Roads/and Riparian Restoration in the
Comanche Creek Watershed
With instructors Bill Zeedyk and Steve Carson
September 16-17, 2005, Valle Vidal, NM

Monitoring For Planned Grazing Utilization
on the Rowe Mesa Grassbank
With instructor Kirk Gadzia
September 23, 2005 Pecos, NM

Erosion Control and Riparian Restoration
along the Dry Cimarron
With instructors Bill Zeedyk and Steve Carson
Sept. 30 - Oct. 1, 2005, Folsom, NM

YOU CAN NOW REGISTER
ONLINE, VISIT US AT:
www.quiviracoalition.org

The Quivira Coalition
1413 Second St., Suite 1
Santa Fe, NM 87505
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