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Escalante River Watershed Partnership
Promotinghealthy ecosystems and livelihoods

1. Introduction: An Overview

The Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP) was established in southern Utah in June
2009.The major event that triggered ERWP was the growing threat of RussialiEléagnus
angustifolig encroachment in riparian ecosystemss$tan Olive (B) is an exotic tree from Eurasia
(Figures 1 and 3 whose aggressive growtiasaltered every major ecosystem component in the
Escalante watershed (hydrology, riparian communities andiadjfe)t Since its formation e aimof
ERWPhas beelfl) to coordinate riparian restoration activities in the watershed; (2) to maintain the
natural ecological conditions; (3) and to involve local communities in more sustainable land and water
use pragtes.

Figure 2. Russian Olivéhas a veraggressive
growth behavior and miglktventuallyeliminate
native vegetation

o3

Figure 1. Russian Olive

Source: Escalante River Watershed Partner<Ripil 6
http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.orgfthtershed/invasive
species/

Threestakeholders played a key role to initiate ERVP theNational Park Foundatignvhich
provided initial funding; (2) Gle€anyon National Recreation Areand (3)The Nature Conservancy,
which organized a workshop aimed to explore how stakeholders could better cooperate and coordinate
restoration efforts in the Escalante River watershed. Today, ElRA&/Bozens of signatorydn
participating mamb eandispétoadargé hetwork & morewatershed
partnershipsvithin the Colorado River BasifEscalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016).

ERWPsoon realized that they would have to broaden their scope and start to tackle other key
issues in the watershed such as sensitive species and fiskniieg surveys, forest health, beaver
reintroductiontree mortality, invasive aquatic animals, heathssaforestsscholarly research and
education, and outreachhat new approach led to the establishmentER®WPsubgroup in early 2010
(the Action Plan Committee) aimed to develop and ratify a document (the Action Plan for the ERWP)
with short and longerm goals (16/ear period) that could guide all types of restoration activities in
collaborative ways.
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The TenYear Action Plan was finished in October 2011 (Figure 3) and its implementation
started right away, but ERWP knew that this process would baadojpt an adaptive management
approach, through which a series of periodic revisions would be necessary as activities were
implemented and opportunities and challenges were identified. Figure 4 ahionedine of important
events foERWP.

Figure 3. ERWPTenYear Action Plan

ESCALANTE RIVER WATERSHED PARTNERSHIP

TEN-YEAR ACTION PLAN

Escalate River sear Utsh Hwy 12, © Tim Palmer

By
Joel S. Tuby

The Nature Conservancy, Moab UT

John Spence
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Page AZ

October 31, 2011

Source: Tuhy & Spence, 2011

Nowadays ERWP has a great concern abc
involving younger generations in becomi
future land and water stewards and tr
connecting youth and public land&ince
2009, ERWP has provided job and trainin
opportunities to develop skills in, for examp
chainsaw use, backcountry livin
horsepacking, LeaveNo Trace, plant
identification, Wilderness First Aid, and flas
flood preparedness.

ERWPis also concerned about engagngre
private landowners in the partnership as tl
are seen as key stakeholders in the water:
conservation (Escalante River Watershe
Partnership, 2016).

Figure 4. Timeline of important events f&RWP

ESCALANTE RIVER |

PARTNERSHIP

2009 EWRP is 2010 Action 2011 Ten-year Action
born Plan starts to Plan is ready to be
be written implemented
ERWP selected by DOI
as one of America's
2010 Action Plan Great Outdoors
Committee is Rivers Initiative.
established

2012 Five long-
monitoring term
sites are
established

2013 Riparian conifer
removal completed,

resulting in reduced risk are planted in
of forest fires

NPS National Award in
the category “Natural
Resource Stewardship
and Science”

2014
Ponderosa trees

2015
ERWP was
nominated the

2016
80% of ER
corrider and its
21% Century side canyons has
Conservation been cleared of
Service Corps RO.

Champion of
2016

recent wildfire
burn areas

Source: Escalante River Watersh&artnership (2016).
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2. The Escalante Véitershedand the Spatial $ale of ERWP Action

The Escalante RivéER) s a tributary of the Colorado River, formed by the merginigvof
creeks(North and Birch Creeksh Garfield County, UtalfFigures5 and §. It was the last river of its
sizediscovered in the lower 48 statd@e river is born at elevations of 3,350 m and flows down for 145
km until it joins Lake Powell (Kane County). The Escalante Watershed (EW) covers 525,000 hectares
(Spence et al2016).The floodplain formed by ER range from 50 to 300 in width, being constrained by
Navajo and Wingate Sandstone cliffs (Spence and Whitham, 2015).

Figure 5. Aerial view of Escalante watershe Figure 6. Land avnership in Escalante watershec
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Land Owner
BLM

[ DNR
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Private
SITLA
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Watershed
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Watershed

O

. A - r
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016).  BLM Bureau of Land Management
htp://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.orgftatershed/googiéy-thru/ DNR Utah Department of Natural Resources
NPSNational Park Service
SITLA State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration
USFSUS Forest Service
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016).

Figure6 showsthatEW headwateraniddle and lower sections of the watershed are
administered by distinct stakeholdeftie headwaters drain from the forested highlands of the Aquarius
Plateau and Boulder Mountain, administered by the Dixie National Ktt&st-orest ServiceMost of
EW area isadministered by the Bureau of Land Management (Grand Staitsas¢ante National
Monument)in the middle reaches of ERhile lower reaches amministered byhe National Park
Service (Glen Canyon National Recreation Ar&mth areas are arsemidesert lands. There are also
blocks of private land surrounding Escalante and Boulder municipalities. The watershed covers
approximately 1.3 milbn acres or 2,000 square miles (Grand Staircase Escalante Partners, 2016).

The Escalante River Watershedrtnership is part of a larger network2éfwatershed
partnershipsn totalwithin the Colorado River Basin (Figur@. The network is called the Cross
Watershed Network (XWN) and it aims to connect stakeholders from all watersheds through
information $iaring, collective capacity building and collaborative initiativesoés Watershed
Network, 2016).


http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/the-watershed/google-fly-thru/

Figure 7. Escalante River Watersh@olue arrow) and its2 sister watershed partnerships
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There are two small towns in the Escalante Watershed (Figure 8): Escalante (800 people) and
Boulder (180 peoplefsarfield County (GC) is the least densely populated in Utah and had just 4,599
people in 2002. Nonagricultural agties employ almost half of GC population. In this share, services
(45.2%) and government (28.7%) are the biggest employers. Tourism has expanded because of the
designation of the Grand StaircaSscalante National Monument. Livestock sales (82%) are
precominant over crops sales (18%) and the market value of agricultural products totaled $7.6 million in
1997. It's documented that 90% of GC is federally owned, 5.4% is state owned and just 4.6% is private
land (MSE, year not available).

Figure 8. EscalantdRiver watershed
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The EW harbors high levels of biodiversior example, a small area of 1,600 hectares
surveyed along Deer Creek (0,3 % of the watershed) contains 10% of all native vascular plant species of
the state of Utah (Crossroads in Science, 200i&).ER has large and vetall riparian gallery forests,
reaching up 35m in height. The dominant specidgémnont cottonwoodRopulus fremont)i but
various willow species also occepecificallythe tall Goodding willow $alix gooddingii. Smaller
willow species occur in the understory seepwill@®ag¢charis alcina), as well as grasses and rushes
(Juncusspp.) (Spence and Whitham, 2015).

The ER riparian corridor is home to more than 200 migratory bird species, including endangered
and threatened species such as the Southwestern willow flycatcher, thelyididwuckoo, the spotted
owl and the peregrine falcon (Figudg


http://gsenm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/ERWP-FAQs.pdf

Figure 9. Endangered and threatened bird species occurnrikggalante watershed

Source: Audubon, 2016 http://www.audubon.org/fieldjuide/bird/willow-flycatcher http://www.audubon.org/fieldjuide/bird/yellowbilled-cuckoo
. ’

http://www.audubon.org/fieldjuide/bird/spottedwl http://www.audubon.org/fieldjuide/bird/peregrindalcon

The ER also harbors six native fish species: Flannelnsudker, Roundtaillub, Bluehead
sucker, Speckled dacgéplorado river atthroat trout and Mottled sculp{frigure10). A major
conservation action has managed to remove nonnative fish from 17 miles of stream in the watershed.
Figure 10. Native fish sped@s found in Escalante watershed

Colorado river cutthroat trout Flannelmouth sucker Speckled dace

Roundtail chub Bluehead sucker Mottled sculpin

P

Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (201i§)://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.orgfthershed/nativéish/

Vi i

These six native fish species of the Colorado River basin ajgritmjity conservatioriargets
because they are endemic to the region. They have historically been well adapted to local climatic
conditions and flow regime of the ER, but now they are threatened by human interventions such as
regulating river flows, habitat fragmentation frominas, diversions, road culverts, and the introduction
of nonnative species. The result of all these activities has been the decline in numbers of native fish
speciesand such loss will have a huge impact on ecosystem integrity, food web and nutrieniqgocess
(Grand Staircase Escalantetfars,2016)


http://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/yellow-billed-cuckoo

3. Watershed Concerns

The EW has faced huge conservation and developchaliengesFirst, there is a growing
demand for new water development projects, as population grows in other parts of Ladfaeendt
statesSome of potential new water developments include small power plants, small earthen dams on
tributaries, and increased groundwater extradfiarny & Spence, 2011)Second, increasing tourism
and recreation due to the proximity of fBeard Staircasdescalante National Monumeista cause of
concern because of their impacts on the environment. Third, several processes have caused degradation
in both water quality and quantity. For example, the biological decline of key species sucheavéne b
barkbeetle infestations, ailing aspen forestspwpack decreasing each yaadlocal effects of climate
change leading thotterand drier conditions in the watersh@@marisk @alition, 2016).

The major concern that led to the formation of ERWP, the invasion of noxiousatioe plants,
is still the greatest threat the EscalantdRiver and its riparian ecosystems. Two species are particularly
endangering the ecosysteRussian olive Elaeagns angustifolid and tamariskTamarix
ramosissimaAf t er being deli berately introduced durin
Russian olive hasapidly spread throughotiie Escalantavatershed in the pagireedecadegEscalante
River Waterkbed Partnershj2016).

Two otherinvasive speciesccur in the EWRussian knapweegéntaurea repensand
Ravenna grassS@ccharum ravenna€lhese species compete with native vegetationstrainand
deepens thaver channel, choke water flows, trapdiment, change flooding dynamics, and alter water
temperature by shading the river. Russiive also have a huge impact on native wildlifeeliminates
riffles, buries rocky stretches, provides poor habitat for migratory species of birds, ancgkyentu
eliminates native vegetation altogeth&uch as willow and cottonwog@Bscalante River Watershed
Partnership2016).

These species, especially Russdave, have beeronsistently removed froe watershed for
over 15 years now, but as theyntinued to rénvade the region, ERWP started a coordinate effort to
control them and totally eliminate them from the ESihceERWPwas formed, abo80% ofthe ER
corridor and its side canyonsvgbeen cleared of RO. It is believed that 100% of RO h@le been
eliminated by 2018 in public lands, but work on private lands will still need to be 8peade et al.,
2016. Another concern has been the introduction of nonnative fish species that compete with native
species in the watershed.

4. Purposeand Srategies

Faceal with multiplewatershed concernsicluding growing development and tourism,
threatenedvater quality, and invasive specitdse ERWPseeks taeestablish a healthy and sustainable
watershedT h e E RmWBidnsand vision statemenlisted belowhavenot changed since its
inceptionin 2009(ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).

MissioniTo restore and maintain the natur al
River and its watershed and involve local communities in promoting and implementing
sustainate land and water use practiodEscalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016)

Vision:Arestoring and maintaining a eranditati vel
associated watershe(Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016)
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The partnershipot only focuses on riparian and watershed restoration, but emphasizes the
importance of community welbeing within the watershe@RWP openly acknowledgéisat the
success of creating a healthy ecosysteumst encompagie community surrounding that ecosystem,
and the fArel ationshi ps imdividlialseanpaanidatom Escalat® Riverc o0 mmu
Watershed Partnership016).Handson restorationalternative spring breaks, citizen science initiatives,
working with landowners, and tabling at community evé€higure 11)are some of several ways ERWP
is acknowledgingommunity weklbeing.

Volunteer groups such as Great Old Brodtldderness Volunteergnd Conservation Corps
crews share stories of lighanging experiencdgd throughandson restoration project®©ne
volunteercommentsi Ea ¢ h  me mb e r asarfspiringnaed helped mmepunderstand that anything
is possiblé Though the work was hard and the nights were cold, | will never forget this experience and
will treasur e | Escalame RiveyWakeested Rartnershg®é6).e r 0 (

Figure 11.The Partnershigoes outreach through a booth at a community event

Rogers
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnershipwegdoleducatioroutreach/

Oneprojectfocused on community webleing has beenup on hold due to resistance within the
local communityERWP, personal communication, March 2010f)e water inventory initiativevould
aim to measure water supply and demand within the watershédanodelvater levels undescenarios
such as drought armhgoingdevelopmentThe results would be publy available, in order to create
more apprpriate strategies for water use and sustainalfliscalante Riger Watershed Partnership,
2016) Because ofensitivity to water riglgtin the western U.Sat this time local communities in the
EW feel thretened by this projedERWP, personal communication, March 2017).
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To achieve a healthy watershed, the partnenshgertakes activitiegithin three general
categoriegEscalantdriver Watershed Partnership, 20BERWP, personal communication, March
2017):

Watershed Restoration:

- Planting native trees and plants

- Woody invasive contralRussian olive, tamarisk)
- Beaver asessments and reintroduction

- Native fish habitat restoration

Education and Awareness:

- Topicscovered fish, apen, beaver, water qualitiRussian olive removaand more

- Citizen science initiativesncluding monitoring and restoration

- Hosting community events

- Tabling at community fairs

- Communicatiorand workingwith landownes

- Partners communicateh e fiecol offi t Ak ¥alk aé somanigabons o t |

Science and Research:

- Impacts of the tamarisk beetle

- Sedimentation

- Springs and seep inventory

- Legacy cottonwoods census

- How the Russian olive came invade the EW

- Fish species conservation

- Impacts of woody invasive removduture projeck
- Water inventoryon hold)

Monitoring is done on @roject by project basis, amglestablished and overseenthg sub
committeeappropriate for eacproject. Subcommittees and structureaeut | i ned i n A6. S
Governance, and Process. o0

5. Participation

Participants in the ERWP span a diverse audience, contribbtimggh attending meetings,
becoming a committee membemsing thePartnership reement, ovolunteeringThey include
federal and state resource managing agencies, nonpvofiteteer groupsndividuals,research
scientists, and private landownéFsgure 13. Participation is open to the public, amete is no créria
to join the effort The ERWP website provides contact detailgtiose wishing to participate, and
det ai | s t he Efcélante Ricet Vdateishednh sy naaft o r yEscBlante RimegVatershed
Partnership, 2016).

Participants can be broken down intotwo general categories, as described below:

Signatory Partners:

- Includesvolunteer groupsionprofits, federal and state resource managing agencies, and
private landowners

(continued on next page)
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Signatory Partners( con ot )

- Have signed the Partnershigemen{seef6. Structure, Governance, and Proae&s,

details on the Partnership Agreement)

- Mustprovideashortd escr i pti on

personal communication, Mar@@17).

Active Participants:

- Includes volunteers, volunteerrgups, nonprofitsfederal and state resource managing

agencies, andrivate landowners

- Responsi ble for

on how t Iseffprts(@RWP|

attendi and

ng

c

construct.

0

on

Y
A

Agreement ,

through on agreements and assupgunyeady. t asks.
- Have not signed the Partnership
fundi ng and/ or expertise. o0 Private -dneshdtmonwner s

work on their own lands€Hscalate River Watershed Partnershif16).

Figure 12 Members and participants of ERWP

Signing Members of ERWP Partnership
Agreement

Boulder Community Alliance

Conservation Legacy

Escalante Canyon Outfitters

Escalante Outfitters

Grand Staircase Escalante National Monumen
Bureau of Land Management

Four Corners School Outdoor Education, Cany
Country Youth Corps

Grand Canyomrust

Grand Canyon Wildlands Council

Grand Staircase Escalante Partners

Great Old Broads for Wilderness

Glen Canyon National Recreation Aré&tional
Park Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service
The Nature Conservancy

Partners for Fish and Wildéf US Fish &
Wildlife Service

Private Landowners

Rim to Rim Restoration

Tamarisk Coalition

Trout Unlimited

Dixie National ForestlJS Forest Service

US Geological Survey

Utah Conservation Corps

(continued on next page)

Active Participants in ERWP*

Conservation Lands Foundation

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Private Landowners

Utah Department of Agriculturend Food
Utah Dept of Natural Resources

Utah Division of Forestry Fire & State Lands
Utah Partners for Conservation and Developm
Utah State Institutional Trust Lands

Utah State University Extension

Walton Family Foundation

Wilderness Volunteers

*Theseorganizations are not signatory partners
the ERWP, but work with ERWP on projecasd
provide funding and/or expertise
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Signing Members of ERWP Partnership
Agreement( con 6t )

Utah Division of Water Quality
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
Wild Utah Project

Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2011§)://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.orgiwleare/partnershignembers/

At this time, local government entities hold a clear stake in the issue but are not participating in
ERWP. Government entities include County Commissions, and city gover(aiwP, personal
communication, March 2017).

Volunteers are an essentrt d the ERWP, as thegarry out the handsn restoration
activities that are vital to a healthy E{i¥igure 13) Because Russian olive removal is a project of focus
at the momentnany volunteer groups spend up to seven days working on cl&uswgan oliven the
backcountryVol unt eer s al so s er v e properties. Says one landopnirnl v a tme
so grateful for the work done this summer on my property by the conservation corps crew that was
supported by the Escalante River Watershed Braj;r d Boul der Co nihisworkt y Al | i
wouldhar e b een al motshaveiacogmplished aloh@eséalate River Watershed
Partnership2016).

Figure 13 Left: A volunteer clears invasive spegi&ght: A cleared riparian area

Y. 0 N Sy L3
7 ¢ ," we Y : : ,; LR ‘
[l A%w > .l.sJ- 2'c Q:'g‘( LF L 1 A - \' R TIE
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (201i)://escalanteriverwatershedpa
communitiesstory/privatelandsowners/

rtnership.org/suestesies/healthyivers-andhealthy

6. Structure, Governance and ProcesgCharter, 201@unless otherwise cited)

The original partnership structure consisted of afigeson Executive Committeleat included
the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Managemef,Rdrest Service, The Nature Conservancy,
and a private landowner representatiie 2013, the partnship moved to a Coordinating Committee
structuremade up oEommittee cechairs, as well as a representative from each of these stakeholder
interestsof federal agencies (8. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and National Park
Service), state amcies, Conservation Youth Corpsidlocal nonrprofit organization(s) doing ethe
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ground work on behalf of ERWPAdditionally, it was approved thane individual could represent
multiple interests on the Coordinating Committiee examplea federal gency representativeould
also be a committee axhair.

The Coordinating Committee assumes the following responsibilities:

- Work with the facilitator to convene meetings, prepare agendas and coordinate with
Partners;

- Coordinateacross committees, develop a lelegnm fundraising plan, and review
committees' annual budgets, to enable ERWP to meet its mission;

- Work with substantive committees to clarify and facilitate tasks for ERWP to
implement the Annual Plan of Work (this dmaent will also delineate committees, and chairs
and members of each committee);

- Coordinating Committee members may act as an ERWP spokesperson, communicating
progress and milestones when appropriate;

- Coordinating Committee members may assume respility for special tasks.

ERWP originally established multiple standing committe&stion Plan Committee, Education
and Outreach Committee, Funding Committee, Headwaters Committee, Science Committee, Streams
Committee, Woody Invasives and Active ReationCommittee. Committees are open to the public
and allow anyone to joinln 2013, the Coordinating Committee reduced the number of committees
to four and went to a coechair structure for each committee:

(1) Education and Outreach Committee:

- Engages the local, regional, and national communities in ERWP activities and
disseminates information locally and regionally.

- Advises and assists other committees on education and outreach opportunities.

(2) Woody Invasive Control and Restoration Cormittee:

- Works on woody invasive removal and follay restoration efforts omoth public and
private lands.

- The committee works with public and private land managers to set project areas, meet
compliance, apply for grants, and coordinate alttemground work being done in regards to
woody invasives.

- The ERWP maintains a GIS database to track all public and private lands restoration
work being done within the watershed.

(3) Conservation Targets Committee:

- Implements restoration efforts for conservation targets outlined in th&@@anAction
Plan, including riparian areas, cold and warm water streams, springs and seeps, aspen
communities, restoring beaver habitat, and expanding and protecting nativepiightions.

(4) Science Committee:

- Assesses the science and research needs and opportunities of ERWP programs;
identifies important data gaps and finds ways to fill them; advises other committees on science
issues; helps assure the quality and effentgs of ERWP projects.

14



In December 2015, the Coordinating Committee further reduced the number of committees
to two, maintained the cechair structure for each committee, and added a subcommittee:

(1) Woody Invasive Control and Restoration Committee:

- Works on woody invasive removal and followp restoration efforts on both public and
private lands.

- The committee works with public and private land managers to set project areas, meet
compliance, apply for grants, and coordinates allh@ground wok being done in regards to
woody invasives.

- The ERWP maintains a GIS database to track all public and private lands restoration
work being done within the watershed.

- This committee is also responsible for project specific outreach and fundraising

(2) Joint Science/Conservation Targets Committee:

- Implements restoration efforts for conservation targets outlined in th&' @@nAction
Plan, including riparian areas, cold and warm water streams, springs and seeps, aspen
communities, restoring beavieabitat, and expanding and protecting native fish populations.

- Assesses the science and research needs and opportunities of ERWP programs;
identifies important data gaps and finds ways to fill them; advises other committees on science
issues; helps agee the quality and effectiveness of ERWP projects.

- This committee is also responsible for proje@dsfic outreach and fundraising.

(1.a) Outreach & Funding Subcommittee of the Coordinating Committee:
- Responsible for implementing outreach gdtnership capacity fundraising in
accordance with the Outreach & Funding Plan.

ERWP contracts with a thirgarty facilitator from the Environmental Dispute Resolution
Program from the University of Utah. The partnership will move toefaeihtation if and when the
Partners reach a consensus decision to ddke.facilitator is responsible for the following:

- Facilitate all full partnership meetings and committee meetings as requested by the
Coordinating Committee;

- Ensure that meeting agendas followed, discussion items are brought to decision as
needed, and enforce ground rules as necessary to maintain constructive conversation;

- Draft meeting summaries that capture the meeting highlights, including list of attendees,
record of critical gents, assignments, decisions, etc., that are ultimately posted on the ERWP's
website for public viewing;

- Distribute draft meeting summaries to Coordinating Committee;

- Work with Coordinating Committee to establish goals and set workable agendas for
each meeting; and,

- Follow up with Partners and others between meetings to assure that action items are
timely implemented, as requested by the Coordinating Committee.

This structuras subject to change based on the needdastlinterestsf the pamership.
Presently, the Coordinating Committee is made up of representatives who are appointed by the Partner
whom they represent. Other committee membership and leadership is voluntary, and is open to all
Partners and Participants. "Participants" ateve participants in the ERWP who have not signed the
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Partnership of AgreemenMembership in the ERWP is limited to thiginatories to the Partnership
Agreementhowever meetings, events, programs and other ER§p@Rsored activities are open to
anyone vishing toattendparticipate.

To clarify, "Partners” have signed a Partnership Agreement. Their responsibilities are as

follows:

- Attend meetings and present the views of their constituents or organizations as part of a
respectful, constructive diajoe;

- Participate in committees;

- Promote the mission of the partnership, including providing factually accurate
information to their constituents and the public, as appropriate, about the ERWP, its activities,
Partners and Participants;

- Come to metings prepared,;

- Read the last meeting's minutes in advance; and

- Follow through on agreements and assigned tasks.

Each ERWP Partner retains authority to make decisions as appropriate as an independent agency
or entity. However, decisions relatitgthe goals and objectives of the Partnership will be made after
the Partners consider the ERWP's goals, and alert ERWP if the individual agency or entity is pursuing a
path that may affect ERWP and its work.

As a partnership, the following types of deisions will be made collectively:

- Partnership structure;

- The TenYear Action Plan, approved by consensus of the partnership, reflects the
prioritization of strategies, actions and funding to meet ERWP's goals and objectives, regardless
of whether tle actions will be taken or the funding sought by individual ERWP Partners or
Participants, groups of Partners or Participants, or the partnership as a whole. Significant
changes to the action plan should be approved by partnership consensus. (Impéenodribet
approved plan is accomplished at the committee level.)

- Representatives to the Coordinating Committee will be appointed by the Partner whom
they represent. Other committee membership and leadership is voluntary, and is open to all
Partnersand Participants.

All decisions made by the full partnership or any committee will be made by a consensus of
ERWP Partners present, and therefore, all ERWP Partners agree to work toward consensus and not
simply block a decision they disagree with. Bansensus is not reached following a reasonable time
for discussion, the Partners will determine whether all available facts or information have been shared.
If not, it will be collected and reviewed together. They will work together to clarify the afeas
agreement and disagreement. Those Partners who do not consent are responsible for suggesting
alternatives that meet the needs of all parties and incorporating the differing perspectives. All Partners
should be present during deliberations in orden#éie informed decisiemaking decisions. Absence
will be equivalent to not dissenting. If consensus cannot be reached following this process, the group
will vote by supermajority (80% of ERWP Partners present) whether to decide the issue by a super
majarity vote; or, to table the decision with suggestions to make future progress toward consensus.
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Full partnership meetings are held four times a year. Committees meet about every other month,
based on need of current activities. The yearly work @emestablished at the beginning of each year,
and proposed/tabled to the full partnership for approval before any action takesBahegioral
norms have been established that the Partners and Participants are required to follow in all forms
of communications, to include the formal meetings. These are as follows:

- Only one person will speak at a time, and no one will interrupt when another person is
speaking.

- Each person will express his/her own views and/or those of their constituents or
organizdion, rather than speaking for others at the table.

- No one will make personal attacks or issue statements blaming others for specific
actions or outcomes.

- Each person has an equal right to speak and be heard. Individuals will speak briefly and
cleaty, and avoid grandstanding and digressions.

- Side conversations are unacceptable, as they prevent others from participating fully in
group discussion. Side conversations can be held before or after the meeting, or during breaks.

- Meetings will begiron time. Meetings will end on time, unless there is group consensus
to continue discussion past the agrepdn ending time.

- If an ERWP Partner cannot attend a regularly scheduled full partnership meeting, he/she
will send an alternate or provide reletanformation before the meeting via email. Partnership
decisions made during a Partner's absence will not be revisited.

- Whenever ERWP Partners or Participants communicate with the public, they should
clearly state that they are speaking for themsebrdy, and not as a representative of the ERWP
(unless their communication as a spokesperson of ERWP has been approved by the Coordinating
Committee). Opinions should be clearly identified as personal opinions, not those of the ERWP.

- ERWP Partners arfdarticipants shall at all times provide factually accurate information
about ERWP, its activities, Partners and Participant.

- Violation of the behavioral norms may result in removal or the Partner or Participant
from a meeting at which the violation acced. The Coordinating Committee or facilitator will
meet with the individual allegedly violating the behavioral norms. In a case of significant or
repeated violations of the behavioral norms or other responsibilities under the Partnership
Agreement othe Charter by an ERWP Partner, the remaining ERWP Partners may decide by
consensus whether to terminate the ERWP partnership Agreement with the violating Partner.

While the Partnership is "interested in having as many people at the table as possible," i
important "that they are really committed to moving forward with the Partnership's mission and
direction" (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).

7. Resources and Capacity

ERWP does not have legal status, therefore all funding comes through Partner organizations. As
a result, there are no paid positions. The vital Partnership coordination is shared between Linda
Whitham of The Nature Conservancy and the staff of the GBtaidcaseEscalante Partners. Grants are
received to compensate those serving in this position. Thephity facilitator receives compensation
through The Nature Conservancy's grant fundiERWP, personal communication, March 2017).

Fundraising effrts have resulted in numerous restoration projects and monitoring efforts
throughout the Escalante River Watershed. Fundraising for specific projects is done by the relevant
committee and/or the Partner organization who will be completing the work. pgedlering entity is
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encouraged to continue to raise funds that meet the goals and objectives laid out in the Woody Invasive
Control Plan, Annual Work Plans, and the T¥ar Action Plan. All Partners regularly share

information about their independenintdraising efforts with the Coordinating Committee, to ensure
strategic and coordinated submission of funding requests, and to provide the identification of potential
funding matche$ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).

Volunteers are crucial to @eting the goals set by ERWP. There is no tracking data to determine
the exact numbers of volunteers who contribute their time to work on various planned projects.
Volunteer groups help with the Russian olive removal and do the citizen science watgr qual
monitoring. Many of the partner organizations do ERWIRted tasks that they don't receive
reimbursement for and therefore is also categorized as volunteer @ERW&P, personal
communication, March 2017).

Table 1 below provides a snapshot of B®WP's fundraising efforts, whileigure 12provides a
chart of the partnership's financial distribution.

Table 1.ERWP Fundraisin@016

Source (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017)
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