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Dinkey Collaborative
* Dinkey North arf§|Jeyted@s

*Fasttork 2011

* Soaproot 2011

*Kings River Experimental Watershed (KREW) 2011
* Snowy Patterson 2012

*Bald Mountain 2014

* Shaver Wishon 2016

*Blue Rush 2017/

*Exchequer 2018

*Exchequer Il 2019

* andscape assessment process, fisher and owl
marking ladder tuel, and reforestation guidance




Our Lessons from The Dinkey Collaboratlve

Challenges for Collabcratlves
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Turnover and Attrition

— Restoring ecosystems and
building resilience takes a long
time

— Long project timelines to address
uncertainties, learning and
adaptive management

—Long-term commitments support
implementation and monitoring for
accountability

_Turnover threatens trust between
members

—Challenges the longevity of
collaboration

—Hinders accountability within
collaborative groups
—Impedes relationship development

Coleman, Butler, Stern and Beck, Journal of Forestry, Vol 119,

2021
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Dinkey and Broader Community Involvement
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Narrow Base of Support

« CFLRP-no funding for forest service staff « USFS prioritizes regional priorities with

« CFLRP-no funding for planning Leadership team, not necessarily what the

« SNC-supportive, but Dinkey competing with Collaborative prioritizes
all other SNC partners and projects « USFS staff are rewarded for outputs

« Cal Fire-very supportive, but only funds on (acres treated, timber) not for
the ground projects collaboration

« RCD’s-very effective support and « Southern Sierra’s have fewer NGO’s,
partnerships donors, forest products companies, and

« California Forest and Fire Task Force-very significant gap between valley and
supportive, but little connection with mountain

specmc forests.
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