CHAPTER 2:







INTRODUCTION

As noted in Chapter 1, many aspects of the
desired conditions of Guadalupe Mountains
National Park are defined in the establishing
legislation, the park’s purpose and signifi-
cance statements, and the servicewide man-
dates and policies that apply to all units of the
national park system. Within these parame-
ters, the NPS planning team solicited input
regarding the park’s desired condition from
the public, NPS staff, government agencies,
tribal officials, and other organizations. The
National Park Service then used this informa-
tion to develop four planning alternatives that
reflect the range of ideas proposed by the Na-
tional Park Service and the public.

This chapter describes the management zones
that define desired conditions for park re-
sources and visitor experiences within the
park. It then presents four alternative ap-
proaches for managing the park for the next

15 to 20 years. Each alternative includes the
concept, management zones, and costs. The
NPS planning process requires development
of action alternatives (which for this plan in-
clude the preferred alternative, alternative B,
and alternative C) which are compared with
current park management and trends (alterna-
tive A, the no action alternative).

Supporting information includes identifica-
tion of mitigation measures that would be ap-
plied regardless of the alternative that was se-
lected, future plans that would be needed, and
alternatives or actions that were not included
in any of the alternatives, with explanations of
why they were dismissed. The environmen-
tally preferred alternative is identified, and
tables are presented that highlight the differ-
ences among the alternatives and summarize
their impacts.

El Capitan from Williams Ranch Road
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FORMULATION OF MANAGEMENT ZONES

PURPOSE OF MANAGEMENT ZONES

Management zones are descriptions of de-
sired conditions for park resources and visitor
experiences in different areas of the park. The
management zones identify the widest range
of potential, appropriate resource conditions,
visitor experiences, and facilities for the park
that fall within the scope of the park’s pur-
pose, significance, and special mandates.

Each management zone describes a different
approach to administering or treating the re-
sources or uses within a specified area. Man-
agement zones are based on the desired out-
comes for natural and cultural resource condi-
tions and visitor opportunities. To achieve
these outcomes, management approaches in-
clude target goals or objectives for the re-
sources and visitor experiences within the
zone. Two of the factors considered during
the development of the management zones
were visitor use capacity and management of
wilderness.

Visitor Use Capacity

A consideration when developing manage-
ment zones is the intensity of visitor use that
can be sustained within various part of the
park.

The National Park Service defines visitor use
capacity as the type and level of visitor use that
can be accommodated while sustaining de-
sired resource conditions and visitor experi-
ences in the park so they are left unimpaired
for future generations. General management
plans are required to include identification
and implementation commitments for use ca-
pacities for all areas of a park. User capacity
does not necessarily involve identifying a
maximum number of visitors. It also may not
require closing or limiting visitor access to
particular areas. Rather, user capacity is meas-
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ured by comparing desired resource and visi-
tor experience conditions to actual conditions
and, when an imbalance is noted, employing
management practices to return to the desired
conditions. Factors considered may include
visitor density, types of activities, types of re-
sources, and measurable impacts on those re-
sources.

Managing user capacity involves the following
steps:

e Identify desired conditions for resources
and visitors.

e Identify indicators, which are the attrib-
utes to monitor for desired conditions.

¢ Identify standards, which are the limits of
acceptable change for the indicators.

e Monitor the indicators against the stan-
dards.

e Take management actions as needed to
ensure that standards continue to be met.

e Evaluate and make adjustments to the ca-
pacity management process based on on-
going resource or visitor information.

The management zones defined in the follow-
ing pages establish the desired conditions
within each area of the park to which that
zone is applied. In subsequent planning that
tiers from this General Management Plan,
these desired conditions will serve as the basis
for developing mechanisms, including the in-
dicators and standards that denote when visi-
tor capacity is being approached or exceeded,
and the management actions that would be
implemented when concern was indicated.

Within Guadalupe Mountains National Park,
visitor use capacity planning currently is
needed at McKittrick Canyon; the Pine
Springs visitor center, campground, and trail-
head; and Frijole Ranch. The use of this tech-
nique may also be appropriate at the Salt Basin
Dunes within the 15- or 20-year timeframe of
this document.



Because this General Management Plan ad-
dresses the future of Guadalupe Mountains
National Park at a broad, overview level, it
does not include details for addressing visitor
use capacity at specific park locations or facili-
ties. However, the National Park Service com-
mits to developing and implementing a visitor
use capacity program as part of implementing
this General Management Plan.

Management of Wilderness

The Wilderness Act mandates the types of
visitor and administrative activities, as well as
the level and types of facilities development,
allowed in designated wilderness areas. Pro-
cedures for managing lands that possess wil-
derness qualities have been developed by
Congress and the National Park Service. Con-
sistent with these procedures

e The park staff performed a wilderness eli-
gibility assessment to identify lands within
Guadalupe Mountains National Park that
possess wilderness qualities and should be
studied for future wilderness designation.
The results are presented in appendix D of
this General Management Plan.

e A future wilderness study will evaluate the
lands that were identified as possessing
wilderness qualities to determine if they
should be recommended to Congress for
wilderness designation.

Until this process is completed, the National
Park Service will manage these lands to pre-
serve their wilderness qualities. Consistent
with this approach, all lands found eligible for
future consideration for wilderness were as-
signed to the backcountry zone in all of the
action alternatives. This zone would protect
these lands from incompatible development
and inappropriate use.

MANAGEMENT ZONES FOR THE
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

Each of the action alternatives for Guadalupe
Mountains National Park has six management
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zones. Alternative A, the no action / continue
current management alternative, does not in-
clude the use of management zones, and also
may not meet all park management goals.

Different physical, biological, and visitor op-
portunities and experiences are emphasized in
each management zone. These factors then
define the types of activities or facilities that
are appropriate within the area to which the
zone is applied.

Although the configuration of the manage-
ment zones is different in each of the action
alternatives, all of these alternatives are de-
signed to meet all of the park-specific pur-
poses, significance statements, and mission
goals, and to the servicewide mandates and
policies that were described earlier in this
general management plan. for example an ar-
cheological site will be protected, regardless
of the zone in which it occurs. However, the
use of that site for interpretive or educational
purposes could vary, depending on the man-
agement zone applied to the site.

The six management zones used in the action
alternatives include

e designated wilderness

e backcountry (assessed as eligible for wil-
derness)

e wilderness threshold

e frontcountry

e developed

e motorized scenic corridor.

Table 3 presents the characteristics of each
management zone. These include

e the desired resource condition or charac-
ter

o the desired visitor experience, or what the
visitor sees, feels, and/or encounters

e appropriate activities or facilities, which
describe what the visitor would be doing
and the facilities that might be suitable

A description of each zone is provided below.
The description includes the types of indica-
tors that could be monitored to ensure that
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the desired conditions are being maintained,
and examples of actions that could be taken
when the potential for nonconformance with
desired resource conditions or visitor experi-
ences is indicated.

Designated Wilderness

Only the lands that have been designated as
wilderness by Congress in accordance with
the Wilderness Act are assigned to the desig-
nated wilderness zone. These lands are man-
aged to preserve wilderness resources and
values, as prescribed by law. They present out-
standing opportunities for solitude or primi-
tive and unconfined recreation. Visitor facili-
ties within areas assigned to the designated
wilderness zone are primitive or absent. The
desired resource condition or character, de-
sired visitor experience, and appropriate ac-
tivities or facilities in designated wilderness
are presented in table 3.

Park staff would monitor resource conditions
and visitor use patterns in the designated wil-
derness. General information, such as permit
information and follow-up use data, would
continue to be collected. Specific resource
and visitor experiences would continue to be
monitored. The number of permits issued
could be adjusted to protect wilderness re-
sources and the visitor experience.

Indicators in this zone could include, but may
not be limited to

¢ the condition of important resources,
such as riparian communities, indicator
species, soil erosion, vegetation cover, and
historic structures

e visible impacts, such as the presence of
visitor-created trails, denuded or com-
pacted campsites, trash, wood cutting, or
invasive plants
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e visitor experience values, such as encoun-
ter rates, camp area capacity, human or
livestock excrement, and aesthetics

A combination of indicators would be moni-
tored in specific popular or resource-sensitive
areas to ensure that desired resource condi-
tions were maintained and that desired visitor
experiences were achieved. The park’s wil-
derness management plan (NPS 1995d) would
be updated to include specific indicators and
standards to achieve wilderness management
objectives.

Actions that could be undertaken to address
adverse changes in resource conditions or
visitor experiences could include, but may not
be limited to managing

e theresource, such as removing invasive
plants or rehabilitating damaged areas

e user activities, such as modifying permit
numbers to reduce or shift use

e information, which would involve educat-
ing and informing wilderness users

o facilities, such as modifying trails, camp-
sites, and trailheads

¢ administrative practices, which could in-
volve changing wilderness staff levels or
altering permit requirements for special
uses

Details regarding indicators, standards, moni-
toring, and management actions to protect
wilderness resources and visitor experiences
within this zone will be included in the next
update of park’s wilderness management plan
(NPS 1995).

Backcountry

The backcountry zone provides the same wil-
derness resource protection and visitor ex-
perience as the designated wilderness zone.
However, the land in this zone has not been
designated as wilderness in accordance with
the Wilderness Act.
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Table 3: Guadalupe Mountains National Park Management Zones for the Action Alternatives

MANAGEMENT

ZONE

DESIGNATED
WILDERNESS

BACKCOUNTRY

WILDERNESS
THRESHOLD

FRONTCOUNTRY

DEVELOPED

MOTORIZED
SceNIC CORRIDOR

Resource In these undisturbed These lands are eligi- | Minimally disturbed Lands are natural in ap- | The landscape includes natural This zone applies to
condition or natural settings, natural | ble for future consid- | natural settings are pearance with a moder- | features, but is highly modified vehicular corridors
character processes predominate. | eration as wilderness, | managed for a low level | ate level of human inter- | and managed for visitor use. which pass through
Visitor access and use | DUt have not been so | of human intervention | vention and develop- Significant cultural resources are | natural settings. Land
improvements are designated by COQ- and development. ment. preserved or rehabilitated for op- \éVIthln th(ljs zone| has
primitive or absent. gress. Resource char- | gjgnificant cultural re- | Natural systems could be | erational or visitor use. een moderately to
o acter and condition sources are stabilized modified highly modified.
Significant cultural re- | are the same as des- OL& sda ize oarted.
sources could be pre- ignated wilderness. and preserved as NeCes- | gjignificant cultural re-
sent and, as appropri- sary. sources are preserved or
ate, are stabilized and potentially rehabilitated
preserved. for operational or visitor
use.
Visitor Access could be chal- Desired visitor experi- | Access to and through- | Access presents a low to | Areas are easily and conveniently The corridors are acces-
experience lenging. ences are the same out these areas could moderate challenge and | accessed by foot, bicycle, or motor | sible for automobiles
Visits are self-directed as designated wilder- | be moderately challeng- | a low level of adventure | vehicle from improved roads or (some are limited to
Visitors experience a : ness. ing. and risk. trails. four-wheel drive), bicy-
sense of high adventure Visitors experience a Encounters with other Frequent encounters with large cles, or hlkelrs.(;/mtors
and risk, solitude, and moderate sense of risk, | visitors are common. numbers of visitors and staff are expﬁrgjence anascapes
wildness. adventure, and re- expected. }N't IVerse, scenic
moteness. eatures and frequent
Chances for encounters encounters with other
with other people are Chances for encounters people and vehicles.
extremely low. with other people are
low.
Appropriate Dispersed visitor activi- Appropriate activities | Moderately dispersed Visitor activities include Activities include nature study, Visitor activities include
activities or ties predominate, in- are the same as des- | visitor activities include hiking, horseback riding, | developed picnicking and camp- scenic driving, wildlife
facilities cluding hiking, horse- ignated wilderness. hiking, horseback rid- picnicking, hike-in camp- | ing, and scenic viewing. viewing, hiking, and

back riding, primitive
camping, exploring, and
wildlife viewing.

Development could
include narrow, unsur-
faced trails; primitive
trail markers; minimal
trail drainage and ero-
sion control measures;
designated tent pads;
and primitive sanitary
facilities.

ing, resource education
and discovery, and
primitive picnicking and
camping.

Developments could
include wider, more
accessible trails; direc-
tional and interpretive
signs; rustic benches
and shade improve-
ments; and rustic rest-
rooms.

ing, nature study, and
wildlife and scenic view-
ing,

Developments could
include improved and
surfaced trails, gravel
parking lots, picnic and
staging areas, walk-in
campground sites, and
modern restrooms.

Visitor developments could in-
clude visitor centers, paved trails
and parking lots, picnic area clus-
ters, developed campgrounds
accessible by automobile or rec-
reational vehicle, and modern
restrooms.

Park administration and opera-
tions developments include main-
tenance and administrative facili-
ties and staff housing. Screening
separates these facilities from
visitor use areas.

nature study.

Development includes
graded and surfaced
(gravel or paved) roads
and pullouts, parking
lots, interpretive dis-
plays, and modern rest-
rooms.
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All lands found eligible for future considera-
tion as wilderness were assigned to the back-
country zone in all of the action alternatives.
This zone would protect them from incom-
patible development. The indicators and ac-
tions that would be used to maintain the de-
sired resource conditions and visitor experi-
ences in backcountry zones would be the
same as those described for the designated
wilderness zone in table 3.

Wilderness Threshold

Areas within the wilderness threshold zone
have few facilities and services, and provide a
relatively remote or isolated visitor experi-
ence. As shown in table 3, improved trails,
signs providing direction or interpretation,
and rustic visitor facilities could be present in
this zone. Levels of use primarily are con-
trolled by proximity to trailheads and capacity
of trail facilities.

Indicators would be monitored to ensure that
desired resource conditions and visitor ex-
periences are met. Indicators in this zone
could include

e the condition of important resources,
such as riparian communities, vegetation
cover, and archeological or paleontologi-
cal sites

e visible impacts, including the presence of
visitor-created trails, soil erosion, trash, or
invasive plants

Types of management actions to address
changes in resource conditions could include
defining trailheads, trail edges, and visitor use
area; restoring disturbed sites; removing inva-
sive plants and revegetating using native
plants; and expanding educational programs.

Frontcountry

The frontcountry zone is generally applied to
areas of moderate use in the more accessible,
low-country parts of the park. Levels of use in
this zone are primarily controlled by the pres-
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ence and capacity of existing facilities such as
roads, trails, parking areas, and trailheads. The
desired resource condition or character, de-
sired visitor experience, and appropriate ac-
tivities or facilities in frontcountry areas are
presented in table 3.

Indicators would be monitored to ensure that
the desired conditions are met. These indica-
tors could include

o the frequency with which use approaches
or exceeds the design capacity of facilities
such as roads, parking lots, and buildings

e the number of visitors at one time and
sense of crowding at popular destinations

e the condition of natural and cultural re-
sources

e visible impacts, such as the presence of
visitor-created trails and unplanned wid-
ening of trails, soil erosion, and the pres-
ence of invasive plants

e visitor satisfaction, based on anything
from formal surveys to oral comments or
complaints

The National Park Service would continue to
collect general information, such as visitor use
patterns, parking problems, crowding in facili-
ties and trailheads, vandalism, numbers of law
enforcement incidents, accidents, waste quan-
tity, and requests for special uses. This infor-
mation would be analyzed to identify changes
over time.

Management actions that could be taken to
address unacceptable impacts in the front-
country zone include

e improving trail delineation or hardening
trails

e increasing education about resource pro-
tection

e implementing a permitting system for
hike-in camping

e modifying facilities

e encouraging visitors to come during less
crowded times or to visit less popular park
areas



Developed

The developed zone includes the high-use ar-
eas of the park. The desired resource condi-
tion or character, desired visitor experience,
and appropriate activities or facilities in de-
veloped areas are presented in table 3. Levels
of use are primarily controlled by the physical
capacity of facilities such as parking areas,
campground sites, and picnic tables.

Park staff would collect the same information
described in the frontcountry zone. This in-
formation would be analyzed for changes over
time. Management actions that could be un-
dertaken if unacceptable impacts occur would
include those identified in the frontcountry
zone. Additional, more intensive management
could include

e developing parking management strategies

e designing facilities to confine or reduce
impacts

e removing exotic plants

e restoring damaged areas

Motorized Scenic Corridor

Areas within the motorized scenic corridor
zone provide access to improved visitor facili-
ties, trailheads, historic and natural resource
areas, and scenic resources in the low-country
areas of the park. Levels of use within the mo-
torized scenic corridor zone primarily are
controlled by the improvement level and ca-
pacity of the roadways and the facilities they
serve. The desired resource condition or
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character, desired visitor experience, and ap-
propriate activities or facilities in motorized
scenic corridors are presented in table 3.

Park staff would continue to collect general
information, such as traffic levels, accident
rates, road surface and shoulder condition,
law enforcement incidents, and exceedences
of parking capacity. This information would
be analyzed to determine use characteristics
and maintenance needs. More specific indica-
tors and standards would be established to
monitor for problems that typically develop
along road corridors, such as the presence and
expansion of invasive plants and the devel-
opment of social trails.

The range of management actions that might
be undertaken if unacceptable impacts occur
along motorized scenic corridors could in-
clude, but would not be limited to,

e increasing education about resource pro-
tection

e defining road and parking facility edges,
using signage so that parking is limited to
desired locations, and providing pullouts

e defining trailheads

e improving surrounding facilities, such as
by hardening walkways, trails, and access
points leading from roads to reduce or
confine impacts

e removing exotic plants

e restoring damaged areas



CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives focus on what resource
conditions and visitor uses, experiences, and
opportunities should be available at Guada-
lupe Mountains National Park rather than
on the details of how these conditions, uses,
and experiences should be achieved.

DEVELOPING
MANAGEMENT CONCEPTS

This draft general management plan presents
four alternatives for future management of
Guadalupe Mountains National Park.

Alternative A, the no action alternative,
represents a continuation of existing man-
agement. It is included as a baseline for
comparing the consequences of implement-
ing each action alternative. Alternative A
does not necessarily meet all of the goals and
objectives that are critical if the National
Park Service is to consider the general man-
agement plan successful. The National Park
Service may also have difficulty satisfying
some of the park-specific purposes, signifi-
cance statements, or mission goals, and/or
some of the servicewide mandates and poli-
cies that were presented in Chapter 1 and
appendix C.

The three action alternatives present differ-
ent ways to manage resources and visitor
use, and to improve facilities and infrastruc-
ture at Guadalupe Mountains National Park.
An overall management concept was first
developed for each action alternative. Con-
sistent with its general concept, the action
alternative was then designed so that it
would meet all NPS general management
planning goals and objectives and would fa-
cilitate meeting servicewide mandates and
policies. Within this framework

e Alternative B would increase opportuni-
ties for a wilderness experience.
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e Alternative C would focus on expanding
visitor opportunities and experiences.

e The NPS’ preferred alternative would
incorporate “the best” elements of alter-
native B and alternative C. Development
of this alternative is described later in
this chapter under “Identify the Pre-
ferred Alternative.” This alternative
seeks a balance between providing en-
hanced visitor opportunities and in-
creasing exposure to wilderness.

The action alternatives embody the range of
what the public and the National Park Ser-
vice want to see accomplished at Guadalupe
Mountains National Park with regard to
natural resource conditions, cultural re-
source conditions, visitor use and experi-
ence, and NPS management and operations
at the park.

A number of management actions that were
proposed by the public do not conform with
NPS planning goals and objectives for Gua-
dalupe Mountains National Park, or conflict
with servicewide mandates and policies.
These actions, which were not incorporated
into any of the alternatives, are discussed
later in this chapter under “Alternatives and
Actions Considered but Dismissed from De-
tailed Evaluation.”

APPLYING MANAGEMENT ZONES

In formulating the alternatives, the manage-
ment zones were placed in different loca-
tions or configurations on the map accord-
ing to the overall concept of each alternative.
That is, the management alternatives repre-
sent different ways to apply the management
zones to Guadalupe Mountains National
Park. For example, an alternative whose
overall concept included having as much
undeveloped backcountry as possible would
have more land assigned to zones that in-
volve lower levels of development than an



alternative whose overall concept was to in-
crease access to the entire park.

There were limits regarding where the vari-
ous zones could be applied. Specifically, only
lands designated as wilderness by Congress
could be assigned to the designated wilder-
ness zone. Backcountry was applied only to
the lands found eligible for future considera-
tion as wilderness. Application of these two
management zones in the park is consistent
across all action alternatives.

The assignment of zones also was guided by
the locations of existing facilities. For exam-
ple, the Pine Springs and Frijole Ranch areas
contain parking lots, buildings, and other
features that already support visitor activities
and administrative services. Therefore, these
areas were assigned to the developed zone in
all of the action alternatives. Similarly, the
existing roads in the park were assigned to
the motorized scenic corridor zone.

The National Park Service inventoried park-
wide environmental data, including natural,
cultural, and scenic attributes. These re-
sources were digitally mapped and recorded
in a geographical information systems (GIS)
database. This database was used to prepare
composite resource and visitor experience
analysis maps, such as the high resource val-
ues and landscape unit maps in Chapter 1,
and the natural resource, vegetation, visual
resource, and cultural resource maps in
Chapter 3. The maps helped guide the as-
signment of management zones to areas of
the park. For example

e Areas with high concentrations of natu-
ral or cultural resources were more likely
to be managed for greater resource pro-
tection and with some limitations on
visitor use than areas with low concen-
trations of these valued resources.

e Areas of high scenic quality that were
visually exposed would be in a manage-
ment zone that provided access to visi-
tors while minimizing impact of devel-

63

Formulation of Alternatives

opment or other intrusions in the
viewshed.

The action alternatives in this general man-
agement plan are the different “pictures” of
the park that could be painted with the avail-
able “colors” (management zones). Because
the areas within the designated wilderness
and backcountry zones cannot change
among action alternatives and because these
represent the largest zones by acreage in the
park, the pictures at first appear quite simi-
lar. However, small changes in how the
other zones are applied in the remaining ar-
eas of the park represent substantial changes
in the type of experiences many visitors will
encounter.

CONSIDERING RELATIVE COSTS

The purpose of the cost estimate in a general
management plan is to provide a sense of the
cost to implement one alternative relative to
the other alternatives considered. The pres-
entation of costs in this plan is based on the
types and general intensities of development
in each alterative, staffing levels that would
be required to fully implement the alterna-
tive, and non-development projects, includ-
ing resource management activities.

The cost figures shown in table 4 were de-
veloped using NPS and industry cost esti-
mating guidelines to the extent possible. Be-
cause actual costs could be higher or lower,
these estimates should not be used for budg-
eting purposes. Project-specific costs will be
determined in subsequent, more detailed
planning and design exercises, and will con-
sider the design of facilities, identification of
detailed resource protection needs, and
changing visitor experience goals.

Actual costs to the National Park Service will
vary, depending on if and when the actions
are implemented, and on contributions by
partners and volunteers. The implementa-
tion of the approved plan would depend on
future NPS funding levels and service-wide
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priorities, and on partnership funds, time,
and effort.

The approval of a general management plan
does not guarantee that funding and staffing
needed to implement the plan will be forth-
coming. Full implementation of the plan
could be many years in the future.

Because of the generalized nature of these
cost estimates, costs in this general manage-
ment plan are presented only in general
categories. All costs were rounded to the
nearest thousand dollars.

Annual Costs and Staffing

Annual operating costs are the total annual
costs for maintenance and operations asso-
ciated with each alternative, including: utili-
ties, supplies, staff salaries and benefits, leas-
ing, and materials. Cost and staffing esti-
mates assumed each alternative was fully
implemented as described in this plan. The
cost estimates were in 2006 dollars.

Total full-time-equivalent employees are the
number of staff required to maintain the as-
sets of the park at a good level, provide ac-
ceptable visitor services, protect resources,
and administer the park. Park managers
would also explore opportunities to work
with partners, volunteers, and other federal
agencies to manage the park effectively and
efficiently. Full-time-equivalent salaries and
benefits were included in the annual operat-
ing costs.

Deferred Maintenance

Deferred maintenance costs are those
needed to improve park assets to NPS stan-
dards. The estimate in this general manage-
ment plan represents all of the deferred
maintenance in the park as of 2007.

This estimate is a snapshot in time and will
change over the life of the plan, as a result of
regular, on-time maintenance programs and
the availability of funds. Deferred mainte-
nance is not a cost associated with imple-
menting the alternatives, but could impact
implementation over a period of time. While
deferred maintenance is not a cost associ-
ated with implementation of the general
management plan, it has an impact on the
park budget and could have an indirect ef-
fect on implementation.

One-Time Cost Estimates

Facility costs in this category are rough esti-
mates, and were developed based on the av-
erage cost of similar facilities. Actual costs
for one-time facility and non-facility projects
may be higher or lower, depending on the
final design, site conditions, and contracting
agency. These cost estimates do not include
all items that will be listed in the more inclu-
sive estimates to be developed in subsequent
planning efforts. In alternative A, one-time
costs include only those costs already
planned within existing programs and with
an approved funding source.

Table 4: Costs of the Alternatives

CosT

CATEGORY No ACTION

ALTERNATIVE A:

PREFERRED

ALTERNATIVE C
ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE B

Total annual operating costs $2,933,000 $2,933,000 $2,933,000 $3,623,000
Staffing in full-time equivalents 36 34 34 44
Deferred maintenance $5,300,000 $5,300,000 $5,300,000 $5,300,000
Total one-time costs $3,271,000 $9,716,000 $4,334,000 $18,743,000
Facility costs $2,351,000 $7,436,000 $2,164,000 $16,563,000
Non-facility costs: resource man- $820,000 $2,030,000 $2,070,000 $2,030,000
agement
Non-facility costs: interpretation and
orientation $100,000 $250,000 $100,000 $150,000
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IDENTIFYING THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

The development of the NPS’ preferred al-
ternative involved the use of an objective
analysis process called “Choosing by Advan-
tages.” During a workshop held January 28
through 30, 2003, the planning team used
this process to identify and compare the
relative advantages of the then-existing al-
ternatives (alternative A, alternative B, and
alternative C) according to their ability to

e Protect natural resources, including pre-
venting loss, and maintaining and im-
proving conditions.

e Preserve cultural resources, including
preventing loss, and maintaining and
improving conditions.

Shumard Canyon from Willims Ranch
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e Provide for visitor experience and orien-
tation through direct resources interac-
tion.

e Enhance visitor experience, orientation,
understanding, and appreciation
through education and orientation.

e Promote wilderness experiences, values,
and protection.

e Improve operational efficiency and sus-
tainability.

This comparison helped the planning team
determine the actions that would be most
advantageous to the resources and the pub-
lic. The costs of implementing the alterna-
tives also were considered.

A summary of the workshop results is pro-
vided in appendix E. As shown in the ap-
pendix, alternative B initially was judged
among the three initial alternatives to pro-
vide the greatest benefits in achieving the
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evaluation factors within the context of the
mission and purpose of the park. This alter-
native was then improved by adding ele-
ments from the other two alternatives that
increased benefits and/or decreased costs.
The resulting preferred alternative would
give the National Park Service the greatest
overall benefits for each evaluation factor for
the most reasonable cost.

IMPLEMENTING THE GENERAL
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The alternatives focus on what resource
conditions and visitor uses, experiences, and
opportunities should be available at Guada-
lupe Mountains National Park rather than
presenting details of Zow these conditions
and uses or experiences should be achieved.
Thus, the alternatives do not include many

details on the management of resources or
visitor uses.

More detailed plans or studies will be re-
quired before most conditions proposed in
the alternatives are achieved. Many of these
are identified later in this chapter under the
heading “Future Studies, Implementation
Plans, and Research Needed.”

The implementation of any alternative also
depends on future funding and completion
of environmental compliance, as appropri-
ate. There is no guarantee that the money
needed to implement this general manage-
ment plan will be available. This plan estab-
lishes a vision of the future that will guide
day-to-day and year-to-year management of
Guadalupe Mountains National Park, but its
full implementation could take many years.

Patterson Hills - Salt Flat from Guadalupe Peak
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ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION / CONTINUE CURRENT MANAGEMENT

CONCEPT

This alternative would extend the condi-
tions, visitor services, and management prac-
tices as they currently exist at Guadalupe
Mountains National Park into the future.
Current visitor facilities and park infrastruc-
ture would stay in their existing locations. As
shown in the Alternative A — No Action
Management Zones map, the park would
continue to provide limited areas that visi-
tors can easily access and experience by ve-
hicle, with much larger areas of the park that
visitors could access and experience with
considerable effort and challenge. Cultural
resources would continue to be protected
and maintained in a stable condition.

No management zoning is identified in al-
ternative A, no action / continue current
management. This alternative represents a
continuation of existing park management
practices that call for park lands outside de-
veloped areas to be managed as “backcoun-
try,” a designation that is similar to the des-
ignated wilderness and backcountry zones
of the action alternatives.

FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED
VISITOR ACTIVITIES

Pine Springs

Pine Springs, at the mouth of Pine Springs
Canyon, would continue to be a primary
visitor destination point for most day use,
overnight camping, and interpretive activi-
ties. This busy area would be conveniently
accessed by all ground transportation
modes. Visitors would experience frequent
encounters with many other visitors and in-
teraction with park staff would be common.
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Visitor Center Area. The visitor center is
located about 0.2 miles northwest of U.S.
Highway 62/180. Under alternative A, the
visitor center would be maintained in its cur-
rent configuration. This building is in rela-
tively good condition. Within this building,
the following uses would continue:

e visitor services, including orientation to
the park

e park headquarters and other administra-
tive uses

e some collections storage

This alternative would not involve any
changes to the displays within or outside the
visitor center. The displays, which are rela-
tively modern, accurate, and in good condi-
tion, would continue to provide an introduc-
tion to and basic understanding of the park’s
geological and natural history. The primary
interpretation of the park’s cultural re-
sources would continue to occur at Frijole
Ranch. Because the visitor center represents
the only park experience of many visitors,
particularly those who stop as they travel
through the region on U.S. Highway 62/180,
these people would continue to miss most of
the interpretation of the park’s important
cultural resources.

The bookstore at the visitor center would
continue to be an important source of more
in-depth information on the park’s re-
sources. These include not only the geologi-
cal, natural, and cultural resources that were
introduced at the visitor center, The Pinery
(see below), and Frijole Ranch, but other
topics such as American Indians; other his-
tory of the area; wilderness resources, in-
cluding values and ethics; and night skies. A
wide selection of books and educational ma-
terials on the park and region would con-
tinue to be available at this facility.

The parking area south of the visitor center
provides for bus and personal vehicle park-
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ing for the visitor center and adjacent picnic
area. During busy periods, such as spring
and autumn weekends, this parking lot is
used as overflow parking by day users and
backpackers when the Pine Springs Trail-
head parking lot is full. A picnic area located
south of this parking lot supports day use
near the visitor center.

The Pinery Area. The Butterfield Stage Sta-
tion Ruins, also called the Pinery, is located
about a quarter mile east of the visitor cen-
ter. This site is listed in the National Register
of Historic Places and provides the cultural
landscape associated with the operation of a
stagecoach line in the late 1850s. The Pinery
is directly accessed from U.S. Highway
62/180 and has its own, six-space parking
lot. The 0.3-mile-long, paved, wheelchair-
accessible Pinery Nature Trail connects the
Butterfield Stage Station Ruins and the visi-
tor center and provides interpretation of the
Chihuahua Desert vegetation. All of these
facilities would be maintained with the im-
plementation of alternative A.

Pine Springs Trailhead Area. The trailhead
is located at the northwest end of the Pine
Springs area. This is the primary trailhead in
the park and is a starting point for the Gua-
dalupe Peak, El Capitan, Tejas, Frijole, and
Foothills Trails. These connect to other
trails, such that virtually the entire trail sys-
tem through the interior of Guadalupe
Mountains National Park can be accessed
from Pine Springs. As a result, this is the
main trailhead for overnight parking for
backpackers.

Parking and picnic tables are provided on a
loop road at the trailhead. The original in-
tent was to provide day use and parking for
day-hike and overnight trail users close to
the trailhead. However, a tent camping area
has evolved adjacent to the trailhead parking
lot and picnic area that provides private-
vehicle tent camping and two group camp-
sites. Visitors access the tent camping via a
gravel road from the trailhead parking lot,

and park adjacent to or near their tent site.
The visitor center can be accessed using the
0.2-mile-long Campground Trail.

Over time, the trailhead parking and picnic
area evolved into a de facto campground for
recreational vehicles. The recreational vehi-
cle sites are defined by painted lines and
numbers on the parking lot pavement. This
use by recreational vehicles restricts the
parking available for day hikers and back-
packers.

A comfort station on the perimeter of the
trailhead / parking lot adequately serves trail
users and the camping areas. There are no
hookups or dump stations.

The issues associated with the trailhead area,
all of which would continue under alterna-
tive A, include the following.

e Only limited parking is available to day
hikers and backpackers at the trailhead.
When the trailhead parking is full, these
park users are directed to the visitor cen-
ter parking lot.

e The capacity of the de facto tent and rec-
reational vehicle campgrounds is ex-
ceeded often in the spring and autumn.
When this occurs, the additional camp-
ers are directed by NPS staff to other
campgrounds operated by private enti-
ties in nearby communities, or to public
lands on the Lincoln National Forest-
Guadalupe District or Bureau of Land
Management lands, both of which are
located nearby in New Mexico.

e The large size of many recreational vehi-
cles and their concentration in a small
area causes a visual intrusion and creates
safety concerns.

e The two group campsites are close to the
single campsites in the tent campground.
These most commonly are used by uni-
versity/college groups on educational
visits and groups of adults associated
with an organization like the Sierra Club.
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Because of the large number of people,
noise from these campsites typically is
greater than noise from the nearby single
sites and sometimes can be disturbing to
other visitors.

The parking lot was not designed for
overnight camping. There are no picnic
tables or hookups, and recreational ve-
hicle users do not even have space to set
out a lawn chair. The low level of sup-
port facilities may lead to a low-quality
experience for visitors in recreational
vehicles who use the trailhead parking
lot for camping.

Administrative Facilities. Under alternative
A, Pine Springs would continue to serve as
the park headquarters and maintenance cen-
ter. Issues associated with administrative and
other support facilities in this area would
continue to include the following.

Although more than half of the visitor
center building is occupied by NPS staff
offices and museum storage, the space
available is too small for both purposes.
Moreover, continued use of the building
for these purposes precludes opportuni-
ties to expand visitor services in the
building.

Twenty-two housing units near the
maintenance area ensure round-the-
clock staff availability. Because there is
inadequate office space, two of the larg-
est housing units have been converted to
administrative use. This has reduced the
available housing in the park by about 15
percent, which diminishes the ability of
the National Park Service to provide af-
ter-hours services, park protection, and
emergency response. It also limits opera-
tional flexibility, including the ability to
hire seasonal staff, effectively use volun-
teers, develop partnerships, and take ad-
vantage of the services offered by groups
such as the Student Conservation Asso-
ciation and Youth Conservation Corps.
Currently, all cultural interpretive exhib-
its are housed at a location separate from
the visitor center that is only open part
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of the time. This limits the ability of visi-
tors to see the cultural exhibits and learn
about the history of the area. Building a
new headquarters would provide addi-
tional space in the visitor center for these
cultural exhibits. In addition to being
more visible, the exhibits would be more
available to visitors because the visitor
center is more consistently staffed than
the current exhibit location.

The current visitor center and headquar-
ters facility lacks flexibility to meet other
interpretive needs, such as space for en-
vironmental education and outreach
education. Because the park is so re-
motely located, a multipurpose space is
needed to accommodate these needs.
Museum storage is inadequate in the ex-
isting facility. Some museum items are
being stored in a separate facility that
lacks environmental controls. A new fa-
cility would allow for all museum items
to be kept in the park and stored in one
place with appropriate environmental
controls.

Currently, offices for Resource Man-
agement staff members are located in a
three-bedroom house. The house was
not designed for this purpose, and the
inappropriate layout limits the ability to
perform wet and dry laboratory work.
Also, there is inadequate space for maps,
plans, and geographical information sys-
tem (GIS) workstations.

Similar problems associated with inap-
propriate layout are encountered by
Visitor Protection and Wildland Fire
Management staff members, who are lo-
cated in another three-bedroom house.
The location of these operations sepa-
rate from headquarters creates ineffi-
ciencies, as staff must travel several miles
to attend meetings or consult with other
staff. This also results in higher vehicle
and gasoline costs. These remote loca-
tions require special connections to pro-
vide computer access to network servers
and result in higher utility costs, for ex-
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ample, for multiple business phone
hook-ups.

Frijole Ranch

Frijole Ranch would continue to be a visitor
destination for day-use opportunities. Con-
ditions that would continue include the fol-
lowing:

e The primary introduction to the park’s
major cultural and historical themes
would remain at the museum in the Fri-
jole Ranch house. This would continue
to be available to the public only when
volunteers were present. In addition,
visitors who made only a single stop in
the park, at Pine Springs, would miss an
introduction to the park’s cultural re-
sources.

e Thesite’s trailhead would provide direct
access to the Frijole Trail, and Foothills
Trail, which connect to other trails that
provide access to the interior of the park.

e The Smith Spring Trail would continue
to be wheelchair accessible from the
trailhead to Manzanita Spring, and
would provide an easy loop walk past
Smith Spring for all other hikers.

e Manzanita Spring would be dredged pe-
riodically to remove accumulated sedi-
ment and maintain an open pond.

e The public corral would remain adjacent
to the Frijole Ranch Road.

Actions currently are underway at the Frijole
Ranch complex to restore the cultural land-
scape and improve visitor amenities. Because
they are in progress, these improvements
would be included in alternative A (and all of
the action alternatives). They include:

e constructing a new gravel-surfaced park-
ing area about a quarter-mile from the
complex that would have space for 20
automobiles and 3 recreational vehicles

e constructing a new, eight-site picnic area
with potable water near the parking area,
with one van-style wheelchair-accessible
site
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e installing a hard-surface path (suitable
for use by people with impaired mobil-
ity) from the parking area to the ranch
complex

e providing new interpretive and trailhead
signs

e replacing the chemical toilet with a per-
manent, vault-type toilet (suitable for use
by people with impaired mobility)

e relocating the NPS’ pack stock horse
corrals away from Frijole Ranch to a site
near the Pine Springs administration
area south of U.S. Highway 62/180

e revegetating the areas from which facili-
ties were removed

McKittrick Canyon

McKittrick Canyon would continue to be a
visitor destination for day-use opportunities.
Conditions that would continue include the
following:

e Access to McKittrick Canyon would be
for day use only.

e The site would serve as a trailhead, pro-
viding direct access to the Permian Reef
Geology Trail and the McKittrick Can-
yon Trail, which connects to the Tejas
Trail and the interior of the park. Be-
yond Pratt Cabin, the McKittrick Can-
yon Trail would be managed as a wilder-
ness trail.

e Orientation and interpretation would
occur at the visitor contact station. In-
terpretation also would be provided
along the loop McKittrick Nature Trail.

e Pratt Cabin would continue to be pre-
served and used intermittently as an in-
terpretive center without any water or
toilet facilities.

e The electrical power line through the
canyon would be removed.

Dog Canyon

Dog Canyon would continue to provide a
more remote setting for day-use opportuni-



ties and overnight camping. Conditions that
would continue include the following:

e Visitors would receive orientation and
interpretation at the visitor contact sta-
tion.

e The trailhead would provide access to
the interior of the park via the Tejas and
Bush Mountain Trails. The 0.6-mile-
long, loop Indian Meadow Nature Trail
would provide interpretation to visitors.

e Visitors could camp in the nine tent sites
and four recreational vehicle sites. Pic-
nicking would continue in the camp-
ground. All visitors would have access to
the site’s restrooms, which have potable
water and flush toilets.

e Visitors with horses could keep them in
the public horse corral, and the NPS
would maintain its pack horse facilities
in this area.

e The water storage system would remain
at its current size of 10,000 gallons.

Salt Basin Dunes

Salt Basin Dunes would continue to be main-
tained as a remote, limited-access visitor
destination for day use. Conditions that
would continue include the following:

e Visitors could access the Salt Basin
Dunes by a 2-mile hike from the park
boundary, or by obtaining a permit that
enabled them to enter the park by auto-
mobile and travel about 1 mile on a
primitive access road, park in the small
interior parking area, and hike a 1-mile
trail to the dunes.

e There would not be any interpretive ex-
hibits.

e The absence of services or facilities lim-
its visitor satisfaction and understanding.

Williams Ranch

Williams Ranch would continue to be acces-
sible only by a high-clearance, 4-wheel-drive
road. Use of the road would be by permit
only, and use of Williams Ranch would be
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limited to day use. The Williams Ranch
house and cultural landscape would con-
tinue to be maintained as a historic structure
and site.

Other Visitor Facilities

Ship-on-the-Desert would continue to be
used as a meeting facility and as quarters for
Volunteers-in-Parks and visiting research-
ers.

PX Well would continue as a remote his-
toric remnant that is accessible only by trail.

The Dell City contact station would remain
as is, with no staff, few exhibits, and little
interpretive material.

The Guadalupe Pass trailhead is an access
point to Guadalupe Canyon and the Salt Ba-
sin Overlook Trail. This access would con-
tinue to occur from a small, unmarked high-
way pull-out at Guadalupe Pass and would
cross private land along the old highway
right-of-way by a informal agreement with
the previous land owners

NATURAL RESOURCES

Natural resource management would em-
phasize creating stable ecologic health and
function conditions.

The management of threatened or endan-
gered species and other species of concern
would continue to be in compliance with
requirements and direction from federal and
state laws and regulations, and with NPS
policy. Other native species of management
concern, such as rare, declining, sensitive, or
unique species and their habitats, would
continue to be managed to maintain their
natural distribution and abundance. Native
species populations that have been severely
reduced or extirpated from the park, such as
desert bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope,
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and black-tailed prairie dogs, would be re-
stored where feasible and sustainable.

Air quality also will be managed in confor-
mance with federal and state laws and regu-
lations, and with NPS policy. Awareness of
air quality and the measures that individuals
can implement to maintain and enhance air
quality would be improved through public
education. The park staff would continue
working with government and other entities
throughout the region to increase awareness
regarding the importance of air quality and
factors it affects, including visibility, human
health, ecosystem health, and resource pro-
tection.

Wilderness

This alternative would not include zoning.
However, most of the park outside devel-
oped areas would be managed to protect
wilderness values and opportunities for wil-
derness experiences. The existing tent pads
would be maintained at the 10 designated
backcountry campsites. Wilderness ethics
and “leave no trace” standards would con-
tinue to be emphasized for all wilderness
activities.

The lands on the west side of the park that
were acquired following Congressional au-
thorization in 1988 have been assessed for
wilderness eligibility, and areas formerly ex-
cluded from wilderness, such as the north-
eastern slopes of Guadalupe Peak (including
trail), Bear Canyon, the Patterson Hills, and
western bajadas, have been reassessed (see
Appendix D).

Geological and Paleontological Resources

Geological resources and paleontological
resources would continue to be protected, as
follows:

e The existing cave permitting system
would be maintained to regulate, con-
trol, and restrict cave access.
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e Specific stratotype and fossil locations
would be protected by continuing limita-
tions on access.

Plants and Wildlife

The goal of all management actions for
plants and wildlife within the park would be
to develop and maintain a healthy, dynamic,
naturally functioning ecosystem, character-
istic of the Guadalupe Mountains environ-
ment. To the extent possible, this ecosystem
would have its diversity fully restored, in-
cluding animals, plants, and biological inter-
relationships currently missing. Where pos-
sible, fire would be allowed to resume its
natural role on the landscape of Guadalupe
Mountains National Park, while protecting
cultural and natural resources, through the
use of wildland fire, prescribed fire, and
suppression, as described in the park's fire
management plan (NPS 2005).

Management of Human-Disturbed Eco-
systems. Human-disturbed ecosystems
would be allowed to restore naturally or as
staffing permits. Specifically

e Access would be managed, and areas
would be closed as necessary to allow
areas to recover.

e Tent pads would be maintained at back-
country campsites.

e Previously grazed areas would be al-
lowed to recover naturally.

Management of Exotic Species. The man-
agement of populations of exotic plant and
animal species would be undertaken wher-
ever such species threatened park resources
or public health. This could include eradica-
tion, and may be applied to aoudads, a spe-
cies of sheep that is native to north Africa.

Target species of exotic plants would be
eradicated. In addition, plant and animal
species and communities would be pro-
tected from impacts from exotic species by
the continued implementation of preventive
measures.



e Horse use (a possible vector in the
spread of exotic species) would continue
to be allowed but in backcountry areas it
would be limited to day use on desig-
nated trails.

e Conditions would be created for natural
revegetation.

Management of Wetland and Aquatic En-
vironments. There would not be any
changes in the management of wetland and
aquatic environments. Most would continue
to be protected as natural ecosystems. Un-
developed springs and wetlands would be
protected for their value to wildlife.

Management of Research Natural Areas.
Research natural areas would continue to be
managed in a manner consistent with NPS
standards for resource protection, monitor-
ing, and scientific study. All research natural
areas in the park would be retained at cur-
rent sizes and configurations. These areas
would continue to be managed as a future
resource research bank with no visitor ac-
cess allowed.

Water Quality and Quantity

Water quality and quantity would continue
to be protected. This would include invento-
rying current resources to establish a base-
line against which future conditions can be
compared to determine change. Park staff
would continue to work with outside inter-
ests and parties to eliminate or mitigate deg-
radation of the park’s surface and ground-
water supply.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Management would continue to focus on
protecting and maintaining the stable condi-
tion of cultural resources.
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Ethnographic Resources

Ethnographic resources would continue to
be managed in compliance with require-
ments and direction from federal and state
laws and regulations, and with NPS policy.
In addition, the National Park Service would
strive to improve its understanding of local
ethnographic conditions and work with
American Indians to protect and/or improve
those conditions.

Archeological Resources

Archeological sites would be protected. The
continuation of existing management prac-
tices would include the following.

e Visitor access to sites would not be pro-
vided.

e Stable conditions would be determined
by monitoring.

e Minimum impact visitor use education
programs would be developed, including
“leave no trace” and sustainability.

e Facilities would be removed and appro-
priate mitigation would occur, or areas
would be closed to visitor use if archeo-
logical resources were degraded.

Historic Structures and Landscapes

Historic structures and landscapes through-
out the park would continue to be preserved
while providing appropriate access. Most
cultural sites in the backcountry zone would
be managed as discovery sites. Most rem-
nants of historic ranching activities would
remain and would be stabilized for visitor
safety, if required.

The management of historic structures and
landscapes associated with visitor facilities
throughout the park was described previ-
ously under the heading “Facilities and As-
sociated Visitor Activities.” The manage-
ment of sites that were not addressed as part
of visitor facilities would be as follows.
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e The Butterfield Stage route would con-
tinue to be a discovery site.

e The Hunter Line Cabin would continue
to be stabilized and/or preserved, as ap-
propriate.

Collections

The National Park Service would continue
to store the park’s museum collections in a
manner that was consistent with NPS pres-
ervation and security standards. However,
because of the lack of space within the park
that met the specialized storage require-
ments of museum collections, some of the
existing and/or new specimens could be
moved to alternate locations, potentially in-
cluding universities and museums.

VISITOR USE AND
UNDERSTANDING

There are multiple aspects to visitor use and
understanding, including

e visitor experience

e visitor education, interpretation, and
orientation

e interpretive and educational outreach
programs and media

e visitor access, parking, and circulation

¢ hiking trails, trailheads, and horse use

Many elements of visitor use and under-
standing already have been described in
other elements of alternative A, particularly
including “Facilities and Associated Visitor
Activities.” To avoid repetition, this section
focuses on the broad nature of visitor use
and understanding that would be associated
with this alternative, plus features that con-
tribute to visitor use and understanding that
were not covered previously. Lists are used
to summarize features that were covered in
other sections.

Under this alternative, visitor understanding
would continue to be based on the opportu-
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nities to develop an appreciation of the
park’s primary themes.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would continue to receive a park
introduction and a basic understanding of
the park’s geological and natural history at
the Pine Springs visitor center. Their intro-
duction to the major cultural and historical
themes would continue to occur at the Fri-
jole Ranch house.

An understanding of wilderness values and
leave no trace standards would be available
to all visitors seeking a backcountry experi-
ence either through day hikes into the park’s
backcountry or through a backcountry per-
mit allowing overnight use. An understand-
ing of wilderness values and ethics would be
emphasized in all interpretive activities.

Campers at most levels, including recrea-
tional vehicle users, would have an opportu-
nity to understand the value and importance
of clear night skies and explore them rela-
tively free of light and air pollution.

Visitor Education, Interpretation, and
Orientation

Education, interpretation, and orientation
opportunities would continue to be focused
primarily on existing, centralized visitor fa-
cilities. Most visitor interpretive activities
would continue to be at the Pine Springs
visitor center. Interpretation and education
also would occur at the Frijole Ranch mu-
seum and at contact stations in McKittrick
Canyon, Dog Canyon, and Dell City. There
would not be any changes in wayside exhib-
its. Pratt Cabin would continue to be used
intermittently as an interpretive center in
McKittrick Canyon. Ship-on-the-Desert
would continue to be used for education
programs, meetings, and quarters for re-
searchers.



Interpretive and Educational Outreach
Programs and Media

Education, interpretation, outreach, and ori-
entation programs and media would con-
tinue to offer a variety of nonpersonal and
personal programs to park visitors and re-
gional schools and groups. Specifically

e Interpreted walks, topical programs and
evening presentations would continue to
be provided.

e Programs at regional schools would con-
tinue.

e Publications and audio/visual presenta-
tions would be updated or replaced as
needed.

Visitor Access, Circulation, and Parking

Overnight access would occur only at Pine
Springs, Dog Canyon, and in the backcoun-
try primitive campsites. All other parts of the
park would be for day use only.

Park roads would continue to provide ve-
hicular and visitor access from highways and
roads. New roads would not be built and
existing roads would not be upgraded. The
Williams Ranch road would remain accessi-
ble only by high-clearance vehicles and
would be available by permit only. Access to
the Salt Basin Dunes would continue to be
available by parking at the park boundary
and hiking in about 2 miles, or by obtaining a
permit to access the vehicle staging location
about a mile inside the boundary and hiking
amile to the dunes.

Alternative A would not include any changes
to parking facilities except, as described ear-
lier, improvements at Frijole Ranch that al-
ready are underway and would be included
in all of the alternatives.

Hiking Trails, Trailheads, and Horse Use

Hiking trails would continue to provide the
primary means of access to the interior and
upland areas of the park. No new trails or
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trailheads would be built, and existing facili-
ties would receive maintenance as needed.
Visitor use levels would continue to be man-
aged in the backcountry zone with an over-
night permit system so that primitive, soli-
tary conditions could be maintained.

e Hiking trails would provide access to
most park users. Trails outside of devel-
oped areas would remain narrow and
primitive in character. Selected trails
could be closed or rerouted to improve
visitor and staff safety and/or enhance
resource protection.

e Existing trailheads would provide ve-
hicular access to park trails and destina-
tions. Trailheads would be maintained as
minimally improved facilities.

e Horseback riding would continue to be
allowed on some of the park’s interior
trails, while other trails would be for hik-
ing only. Horse use in the backcountry
would be limited to day use only. Public
corrals would be available at Dog Can-
yon and Frijole Ranch.

PARK OPERATIONS

Many elements of park operations already
have been described in other elements of
alternative A, particularly including “Facili-
ties and Associated Visitor Activities.” To
avoid repetition, this section focuses on ele-
ments of operations that were not covered
previously.

Park visitor and operations buildings would
remain in the existing locations and configu-
rations. Facilities would be maintained at
current conditions. No new facilities would
be anticipated. In addition to features de-
scribed earlier for this alternative

e The Pine Top patrol cabin would re-
main.

e No sanitary facilities would be provided
in backcountry zone.

e There would not be any commercial ser-
vices planning.
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BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT

A boundary adjustment would be sought to
include the two parcels of NPS-owned land
currently outside and adjacent to the legis-
lated park boundary. These parcels contain
important geologic and paleontological re-
sources that are connected the to the park’s
purpose and significance.

COSTS

The estimated costs to fully implement al-
ternative A were shown in table 4. The costs
in the table provide a relative sense of the
resources necessary to implement this alter-
native. The cost estimate is in 2006 dollars
and has been rounded to the nearest thou-
sand dollars. These estimates should not be
used for budgetary purposes. In the no-
action alternative, only those projects with
identified funding have been included in the
cost estimate.

The total one-time cost to implement alter-
native A would be $3,271,000. Of this,
$2,351,000 would be for one-time construc-
tion costs, including work at Frijole Ranch
to rehabilitate the ranch house and improve
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the picnic area. Other construction-related
activities would include improvements to
the Williams Ranch road.

One-time costs not associated with park fa-
cilities would include resource management
to control exotic species, and improvements
to interpretation and orientation materials.
One-time costs for resource management
would be $820,000, and costs for interpreta-
tion and orientation would be $100,000.

Annual operating costs for the park would
be covered within the estimated 2008 base
budget of $2,933,000.

The total number of full-time-equivalent
staff would be 36; no additional staff would
be required. Under this alternative, most ac-
tions, including all field work, would be
completed with full-time NPS staff.

The total amount of deferred maintenance
in the park would be unlikely to change as a
result of implementing this alternative. This
could have an impact on the NPS’ ability to
address some deferred maintenance actions,
and could affect implementation of priority
actions that otherwise potentially would be
funded from the park budget.





