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Escalante River Watershed Partnership 

Promoting healthy 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 Russian olive (Eleagnus 

angustifolia) encroachment in riparian ecosystems. Russian Olive (RO) is an exotic tree from Eurasia 

(Figures 1 and 2) whose aggressive growth has altered every major ecosystem component in the 

Escalante watershed (hydrology, riparian communities and aquatic life). Since its formation, the aim of 

ERWP has been (1) 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 practices. 
 

 

 

Figure 1. Russian Olive 

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016) 

http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/the-watershed/invasive-

species/ 

 

Figure 2. Russian Olive has a very aggressive 

growth behavior and might eventually eliminate 

native vegetation 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Walton Family Foundation (2016) 
 

Three stakeholders played a key role to initiate ERWP: (1) the National Park Foundation, which 

provided initial funding; (2) Glen Canyon National Recreation Area; and (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, ERWP has dozens of signatory and 

participating members (see “5. Participation”) and is part of a larger network of 25 more watershed 

partnerships within the Colorado River Basin (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016). 
 

ERWP soon realized that they would have to broaden their scope and start to tackle other key 

issues in the watershed such as sensitive species and fisheries, spring surveys, forest health, beaver 

reintroduction, tree mortality, invasive aquatic animals, headwaters forests, scholarly research and 

education, and outreach. That new approach led to the establishment of a ERWP subgroup in early 2010 

(the Action Plan Committee) aimed to develop and ratify a document (the Action Plan for the ERWP) 

with short and long term goals (10-year period) that could guide all types of restoration activities in 

collaborative ways. 
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The Ten-Year Action Plan was finished in October 2011 (Figure 3) and its implementation 

started right away, but ERWP knew that this process would have to adopt 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 shows a timeline of important 

events for ERWP. 

 

Figure 3. ERWP Ten-Year Action Plan 

 

 
Source: Tuhy & Spence, 2011 

 

 

Nowadays, ERWP has a great concern about 

involving younger generations in becoming 

future land and water stewards and truly 

connecting youth and public lands. Since 

2009, ERWP has provided job and training 

opportunities to develop skills in, for example, 

chainsaw use, backcountry living, 

horsepacking, Leave No Trace, plant 

identification, Wilderness First Aid, and flash 

flood preparedness. 

 

ERWP is also concerned about engaging more 

private landowners in the partnership as they 

are seen as key stakeholders in the watershed 

conservation (Escalante River Watershed 

Partnership, 2016). 

 

Figure 4. Timeline of important events for ERWP 

 

   

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). 
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2. The Escalante Watershed and the Spatial Scale of ERWP Action 

 

The Escalante River (ER) is a tributary of the Colorado River, formed by the merging of two 

creeks (North and Birch Creeks) in Garfield County, Utah (Figures 5 and 6). It was the last river of its 

size discovered in the lower 48 states. The 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 al., 2016). 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 watershed 

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). 

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

 

Figure 6. Land ownership in Escalante watershed 

 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
DNR Utah Department of Natural Resources 

NPS National Park Service 

SITLA State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration  
USFS US Forest Service 

Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). 
 

Figure 6 shows that EW headwaters, middle and lower sections of the watershed are 

administered by distinct stakeholders. The headwaters drain from the forested highlands of the Aquarius 

Plateau and Boulder Mountain, administered by the Dixie National Forest (U.S. Forest Service). Most of 

EW area is administered by the Bureau of Land Management (Grand Staircase-Escalante National 

Monument) in the middle reaches of ER, while lower reaches are administered by the National Park 

Service (Glen Canyon National Recreation Area). Both areas are arid semi-desert lands. There are also 

blocks of private land surrounding Escalante and Boulder municipalities. The watershed covers 

approximately 1.3 million acres or 2,000 square miles (Grand Staircase Escalante Partners, 2016). 

 

The Escalante River Watershed Partnership is part of a larger network of 26 watershed 

partnerships in total within the Colorado River Basin (Figure 7). The network is called the Cross 

Watershed Network (XWN) and it aims to connect stakeholders from all watersheds through 

information sharing, collective capacity building and collaborative initiatives (Cross Watershed 

Network, 2016). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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


 

 

6 

 

Figure 7. Escalante River Watershed (blue arrow) and its 25 sister watershed partnerships 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016. 
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There are two small towns in the Escalante Watershed (Figure 8): Escalante (800 people) and 

Boulder (180 people). Garfield County (GC) is the least densely populated in Utah and had just 4,599 

people in 2002. Nonagricultural activities 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 Staircase-Escalante National Monument. Livestock sales (82%) are 

predominant 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. Escalante River watershed 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Source: Grand Staircase Escalante Partners (2016) 
http://gsenm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/ERWP-FAQs.pdf 

 

 

 

 

The EW harbors high levels of biodiversity. For 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, 2016). The ER has large and very tall riparian gallery forests, 

reaching up 35m in height. The dominant species is Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), but 

various willow species also occur, specifically the tall Goodding willow (Salix gooddingii). Smaller 

willow species occur in the understory seepwillow (Baccharis salcina), as well as grasses and rushes 

(Juncus spp.) (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, the yellow-billed cuckoo, the spotted 

owl and the peregrine falcon (Figure 9). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://gsenm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/ERWP-FAQs.pdf
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Figure 9. Endangered and threatened bird species occurring in Escalante watershed 

 
Source: Audubon, 2016 

http://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/willow-flycatcher 

 

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

 

 

 

  

http://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/spotted-owl 

 

 

http://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/peregrine-falcon 

 

 

 

 

 

The ER also harbors six native fish species: Flannelmouth sucker, Roundtail chub, Bluehead 

sucker, Speckled dace, Colorado river cutthroat trout and Mottled sculpin (Figure 10). A major 

conservation action has managed to remove nonnative fish from 17 miles of stream in the watershed. 

 

Figure 10. Native fish species found in Escalante watershed 

 
Colorado river cutthroat trout 

 

Flannelmouth sucker 

 

Speckled dace 

 
Roundtail chub 

 

Bluehead sucker 

 

Mottled sculpin 

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/the-watershed/native-fish/ 

These six native fish species of the Colorado River basin are top-priority conservation targets 

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 from dams, diversions, road culverts, and the introduction 

of nonnative species. The result of all these activities has been the decline in numbers of native fish 

species and such loss will have a huge impact on ecosystem integrity, food web and nutrient processing 

(Grand Staircase Escalante Partners, 2016). 

 

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

 

The EW has faced huge conservation and development challenges. First, there is a growing 

demand for new water development projects, as population grows in other parts of Utah and adjacent 

states. Some of potential new water developments include small power plants, small earthen dams on 

tributaries, and increased groundwater extraction (Tuhy & Spence, 2011).  Second, increasing tourism 

and recreation due to the proximity of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument is a 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 such as the beaver, 

bark beetle infestations, ailing aspen forests, snowpack decreasing each year and local effects of climate 

change leading to hotter and drier conditions in the watershed (Tamarisk Coalition, 2016). 

 

The major concern that led to the formation of ERWP, the invasion of noxious non-native plants, 

is still the greatest threat to the Escalante River and its riparian ecosystems. Two species are particularly 

endangering the ecosystem: Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) and tamarisk (Tamarix 

ramosissima). After being deliberately introduced during the 1930’s to help combat soil erosion, the 

Russian olive has rapidly spread throughout the Escalante watershed in the past three decades (Escalante 

River Watershed Partnership, 2016). 

 

Two other invasive species occur in the EW, Russian knapweed (Centaurea repens) and 

Ravenna grass (Saccharum ravennae). These species compete with native vegetation, constrain and 

deepens the river channel, choke water flows, trap sediment, change flooding dynamics, and alter water 

temperature by shading the river. Russian olive also have a huge impact on native wildlife:  it eliminates 

riffles, buries rocky stretches, provides poor habitat for migratory species of birds, and eventually 

eliminates native vegetation altogether, such as willow and cottonwood (Escalante River Watershed 

Partnership, 2016). 

 

These species, especially Russian olive, have been consistently removed from the watershed for 

over 15 years now, but as they continued to re-invade the region, ERWP started a coordinate effort to 

control them and totally eliminate them from the EW. Since ERWP was formed, about 80% of the ER 

corridor and its side canyons have been cleared of RO. It is believed that 100% of RO will have been 

eliminated by 2018 in public lands, but work on private lands will still need to be done (Spence et al., 

2016). Another concern has been the introduction of nonnative fish species that compete with native 

species in the watershed. 

 

4. Purpose and Strategies 

 

Faced with multiple watershed concerns, including growing development and tourism, 

threatened water quality, and invasive species, the ERWP seeks to reestablish a healthy and sustainable 

watershed. The ERWP’s mission and vision statements, listed below, have not changed since its 

inception in 2009 (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). 

  

Mission: “To restore and maintain the natural ecological conditions of the Escalante 

River and its watershed and involve local communities in promoting and implementing 

sustainable land and water use practices” (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016). 

 

Vision: “restoring and maintaining a relatively intact and natural Escalante River and its 

associated watershed” (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016) 
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The partnership not only focuses on riparian and watershed restoration, but emphasizes the 

importance of community well-being within the watershed. ERWP openly acknowledges that the 

success of creating a healthy ecosystem must encompass the community surrounding that ecosystem, 

and the “relationships and experiences of communities, individuals, and organizations” (Escalante River 

Watershed Partnership, 2016). Hands-on restoration, alternative spring breaks, citizen science initiatives, 

working with landowners, and tabling at community events (Figure 11) are some of several ways ERWP 

is acknowledging community well-being.  

 

Volunteer groups such as Great Old Broads, Wilderness Volunteers, and Conservation Corps 

crews share stories of life-changing experiences had through hands-on restoration projects. One 

volunteer comments, “Each member of the group was inspiring and helped me understand that anything 

is possible…Though the work was hard and the nights were cold, I will never forget this experience and 

will treasure it in my heart forever” (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016). 

 

Figure 11. The Partnership does outreach through a booth at a community event 

 

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/what-we-do/education-outreach/ 

 

One project focused on community well-being has been put on hold due to resistance within the 

local community (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). The water inventory initiative would 

aim to measure water supply and demand within the watershed, and model water levels under scenarios 

such as drought and ongoing development. The results would be publicly available, in order to create 

more appropriate strategies for water use and sustainability (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 

2016). Because of sensitivity to water rights in the western U.S., at this time local communities in the 

EW feel threatened by this project (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). 
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To achieve a healthy watershed, the partnership undertakes activities within three general 

categories (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016, ERWP, personal communication, March 

2017): 

 

Watershed Restoration: 

- Planting native trees and plants 

- Woody invasive control (Russian olive, tamarisk) 

- Beaver assessments and reintroduction 

- Native fish habitat restoration 

 

Education and Awareness: 

- Topics covered- fish, aspen, beaver, water quality, Russian olive removal, and more 

- Citizen science initiatives, including monitoring and restoration 

- Hosting community events 

- Tabling at community fairs 

- Communication and working with landowners 

- Partners communicate the “ecological values of the Escalante” to the public organizations  

 

Science and Research: 

- Impacts of the tamarisk beetle 

- Sedimentation 

- Springs and seep inventory 

- Legacy cottonwoods census 

- How the Russian olive came to invade the EW 

- Fish species conservation 

- Impacts of woody invasive removal (future project) 

- Water inventory (on hold) 

 

Monitoring is done on a project by project basis, and is established and overseen by the sub-

committee appropriate for each project. Sub-committees and structure are outlined in “6. Structure, 

Governance, and Process.” 

 

5. Participation 
 

 Participants in the ERWP span a diverse audience, contributing through attending meetings, 

becoming a committee member, signing the Partnership Agreement, or volunteering. They include 

federal and state resource managing agencies, nonprofits, volunteer groups, individuals, research 

scientists, and private landowners (Figure 12). Participation is open to the public, and there is no criteria 

to join the effort. The ERWP website provides contact details for those wishing to participate, and 

details the “Expectations of Escalante River Watershed Signatory Partners” (Escalante River Watershed 

Partnership, 2016).  

 

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

 

Signatory Partners: 

- Includes volunteer groups, nonprofits, federal and state resource managing agencies, and 

private landowners 

(continued on next page) 
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Signatory Partners (con’t): 

- Have signed the Partnership Agreement (see “6. Structure, Governance, and Process,” for 

details on the Partnership Agreement) 

- Must provide a short description on how they will contribute to ERWP’s efforts (ERWP, 

personal communication, March 2017). 

 

Active Participants: 

- Includes volunteers, volunteer groups, nonprofits, federal and state resource managing 

agencies, and private landowners 

- Responsible for attending and constructively contributing to meetings, and “follow[ing] 

through on agreements and assigned tasks.” Assigned tasks are decided upon yearly. 

- Have not signed the Partnership Agreement, but “work with ERWP on projects, provide 

funding and/or expertise.” Private landowners often join volunteer groups in hands-on restoration 

work on their own lands (Escalante River Watershed Partnership, 2016). 

 

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 Monument, 

Bureau of Land Management 

Four Corners School Outdoor Education, Canyon 

Country Youth Corps 

Grand Canyon Trust 

Grand Canyon Wildlands Council 

Grand Staircase Escalante Partners 

Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, National 

Park Service 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 

The Nature Conservancy 

Partners for Fish and Wildlife, US Fish & 

Wildlife Service 

Private Landowners 

Rim to Rim Restoration 

Tamarisk Coalition 

Trout Unlimited 

Dixie National Forest, US 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 Agriculture and Food 

Utah Dept of Natural Resources 

Utah Division of Forestry Fire & State Lands 

Utah Partners for Conservation and Development 

Utah State Institutional Trust Lands 

Utah State University Extension 

Walton Family Foundation 

Wilderness Volunteers 

 

*These organizations are not signatory partners in 

the ERWP, but work with ERWP on projects, and 

provide funding and/or expertise 
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Signing Members of ERWP Partnership 

Agreement (con’t) 

 

Utah Division of Water Quality 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

Wild Utah Project 

 
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/who-we-are/partnership-members/ 

 

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 government (ERWP, personal 

communication, March 2017). 

 

Volunteers are an essential part of the ERWP, as they carry out the hands-on restoration 

activities that are vital to a healthy EW (Figure 13). Because Russian olive removal is a project of focus 

at the moment, many volunteer groups spend up to seven days working on clearing Russian olive in the 

backcountry. Volunteers also serve to restore private landowners’ properties. Says one landowner, “I am 

so grateful for the work done this summer on my property by the conservation corps crew that was 

supported by the Escalante River Watershed Project and Boulder Community Alliance…This work 

would have been almost impossible…to have accomplished alone” (Escalante River Watershed 

Partnership, 2016). 

 

Figure 13. Left: A volunteer clears invasive species; Right: A cleared riparian area 

 

  
Source: Escalante River Watershed Partnership (2016). http://escalanteriverwatershedpartnership.org/success-stories/healthy-rivers-and-healthy-

communities-story/private-lands-owners/  

 

6. Structure, Governance, and Process (Charter, 2016 (unless otherwise cited)) 

 

The original partnership structure consisted of a five-person Executive Committee that included 

the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, The Nature Conservancy, 

and a private landowner representative.  In 2013, the partnership moved to a Coordinating Committee 

structure made up of committee co-chairs, as well as a representative from each of these stakeholder 

interests of federal agencies (U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and National Park 

Service), state agencies, Conservation Youth Corps, and local non-profit organization(s) doing on-the-
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ground work on behalf of ERWP.  Additionally, it was approved that one individual could represent 

multiple interests on the Coordinating Committee; for example, a federal agency representative could 

also be a committee co-chair. 

 

The Coordinating Committee assumes the following responsibilities: 

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

Partners; 

- Coordinate across committees, develop a long-term 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 document 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 responsibility for special tasks. 

 

ERWP originally established multiple standing committees:  Action Plan Committee, Education 

and Outreach Committee, Funding Committee, Headwaters Committee, Science Committee, Streams 

Committee, Woody Invasives and Active Restoration Committee. Committees are open to the public 

and allow anyone to join.  In 2013, the Coordinating Committee reduced the number of committees 

to four and went to a co-chair 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 Committee:   

 - Works on woody invasive removal and follow-up 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 coordinate all on-the-ground 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 the Ten-Year Action 

Plan, including riparian areas, cold and warm water streams, springs and seeps, aspen 

communities, restoring beaver habitat, and expanding and protecting native fish populations.  

 

(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 effectiveness of ERWP projects. 
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In December 2015, the Coordinating Committee further reduced the number of committees 

to two, maintained the co-chair structure for each committee, and added a subcommittee:  
 

(1) Woody Invasive Control and Restoration Committee:  

 - Works on woody invasive removal and follows-up 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 all on-the-ground 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.   

 - 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 the Ten-Year Action 

Plan, including riparian areas, cold and warm water streams, springs and seeps, aspen 

communities, restoring beaver habitat, 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 assure the quality and effectiveness of ERWP projects.   

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

 

 (1.a) Outreach & Funding Subcommittee of the Coordinating Committee:   

 - Responsible for implementing outreach and partnership capacity fundraising in 

accordance with the Outreach & Funding Plan. 

 

 ERWP contracts with a third-party facilitator from the Environmental Dispute Resolution 

Program from the University of Utah.  The partnership will move to self-facilitation if and when the 

Partners reach a consensus decision to do so.  The facilitator is responsible for the following: 

 

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

Coordinating Committee; 

 - Ensure that meeting agendas are 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 events, 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 structure is subject to change based on the needs and best interests of the partnership.  

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" are active participants in the ERWP who have not signed the 
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Partnership of Agreement.  Membership in the ERWP is limited to the signatories to the Partnership 

Agreement; however meetings, events, programs and other ERWP-sponsored activities are open to 

anyone wishing to attend/participate.  

 

 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 dialogue; 

 - 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 meetings 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 relating to the 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 decisions will be made collectively: 

  - Partnership structure; 

 - The Ten-Year 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 the 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.  (Implementation of the 

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 

Partners and 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.  If a consensus 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 areas of 

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 order to make informed decision-making 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-

majority 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 plans are established at the beginning of each year, 

and proposed/tabled to the full partnership for approval before any action takes place.  Behavioral 

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 

organization, 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 

clearly, 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 begin on time. Meetings will end on time, unless there is group consensus 

to continue discussion past the agreed-upon ending time. 

 - If an ERWP Partner cannot attend a regularly scheduled full partnership meeting, he/she 

will send an alternate or provide relevant information 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 themselves only, 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 and Participants 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 occurred.  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 or the 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," it's 

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 Grand Staircase-Escalante Partners.  Grants are 

received to compensate those serving in this position.  The third-party facilitator receives compensation 

through The Nature Conservancy's grant funding (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). 

 

 Fundraising efforts 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.  Each partnering 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 Ten-Year Action Plan.  All Partners regularly share 

information about their independent fundraising efforts with the Coordinating Committee, to ensure 

strategic and coordinated submission of funding requests, and to provide the identification of potential 

funding matches (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). 

 

 Volunteers are crucial to meeting 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 water quality 

monitoring.  Many of the partner organizations do ERWP-related tasks that they don't receive 

reimbursement for and therefore is also categorized as volunteer efforts (ERWP, personal 

communication, March 2017). 

 

Table 1 below provides a snapshot of the ERWP's fundraising efforts, while Figure 12 provides a 

chart of the partnership's financial distribution. 

 

Table 1. ERWP Fundraising 2016 

 

 
Source: (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017) 
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Figure 12. ERWP Funding 2016 

 

 
Source: ERWP, personal communication, March 2017 

 

 The ERWP is pursuing a new potential source of funding that's being coordinated through the 

Tamarisk Coalition.  Additionally, the Restore Our Rivers (ROR) campaign, with whom the ERWP has 

partnered with, is fundraising from private donors (individuals and foundations) to provide capacity 

money for the partnerships.  ERWP intends to use the ROR fundraising monies to support filling a 

Watershed Partnership Coordinator position, as well as long-term Russian olive monitoring and 

maintenance efforts (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). 

 

8. Challenges 

 

 With more community engagement and political buy-in, the ERWP's "efforts would snowball a 

lot more than they already have" (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).  This is a huge 

challenge to overcome as this is "an extremely conservative area" with communities not receptive to 

"people from the outside meddling in on their affairs" (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).  

There are people in the local community who see the benefit of what the Partnership is trying to, "but 

they are only engaging to the level of having projects done on their property," because if they come out 

and support the Partnership, they "risk being shunned in your community (ERWP, personal 

communication, March 2017). 

 

 It would be a huge benefit for the ERWP to "engage in a cross-boundary, sub-watershed 

planning effort where we really got together as a partnership and" and identified priority areas that have 

numerous problems so "we can work across our private, public and state boundaries and management 
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missions to actually improve this part of the watershed" (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).  

That is a challenge that will not be easy to overcome to reach that "level of engagement" (ERWP, 

personal communication, March 2017). 

 

9. The Future 

 

 One future challenge to this area is "probably water quantity and quality in terms of maintaining 

both flow for ecological communities," and for agricultural and municipal water supply sustainability, 

"especially in the face of the climate change projections for the area” (ERWP, personal communication, 

March 2017).  As there is a tremendous amount of ungauged water in this area, The Nature Conservancy 

proposed a supply and demand-type model to provide a measurement of water use and water supply to 

get an idea of what the watershed currently looks like to be able to predict where there might be 

problems in the future. This proposal was met by resistance and there was some concern as to how the 

information might be used and the impact it might have on water rights. This particular scheme was 

basically submarined by one particular individual, and any future pursuit of trying to get this vital 

information is unknown at this time (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).    

 

 With the amazing invasive species removal effort that has been done so far, and the Russian 

olive removal almost complete, the Partnership should concentrate on finding a common focus area to 

work together on "with more diverse local community stakeholders (in particular the water user and 

agricultural user communities" (ERWP, personal communication, March 2017). By engaging "on some 

sub-watershed management efforts with the agencies and the private land owners involved, that's where 

the usefulness of the partnership really comes in," and will "get a lot of engagement from groups like 

Grazing Improvement Program, Wildlife Service, and NRCS to get private landowners on board" 

(ERWP, personal communication, March 2017).  That could then be used to “add or connect those 

public land management entities that are there,” to “work cooperatively with the states to try and find 

funding sources for those projects.”  It would also be beneficial to have some positive acknowledgment 

(and participation) of the Partnership's accomplishments from the County Commissioner and local 

politician groups, along with more involvement from “NRCS, Conservation Districts, Division of 

Wildlife Resources and State Department of Agriculture.” One participant commented, “That is where 

the Partnership could have real value…if there is a future, that is the future" (ERWP, personal 

communication, March 2017). 

 

10.  Conclusion 

 

Since its inception in 2009, the Escalante River Watershed Partnership has accomplished an 

enormous amount of restoration in the Escalante Watershed. It began with the goal of combatting weeds, 

but developed into a whole-habitat restoration pursuit. Among its accomplishments, thousands of acres 

of land have been treated, fish and amphibian surveys have been conducted, long-term monitoring has 

been established, and countless volunteers and many landowners have had life changing experiences. 

Because of a shared vision, established structure, regular meetings, open communication, volunteer and 

funding support, and strong leadership, the partnership has been able to make huge strides in reaching its 

vision. Today, participants of the ERWP face the challenges and uncertainties of a changing 

environment, growing community, and incomplete local support. Yet, just as they conquered struggles 

in the past, they remain steadfast in their efforts to restore ecosystems and support livelihoods in the 

Escalante Watershed. 
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