Message from the Superintendent

Dear Park Friends, Neighbors, and Visitors

First, and most importantly, | want to thank the many people who responded to
newsletter #1 and the project scoping meetings in west Texas and New Mexico last
year. We received many helpful comments and extensive guidance from long-standing
neighbors and visitors as well as new friends and interested groups. We sincerely appre-
ciated the time you spent communicating with us.

Over the last six months, the planning team has collected a wealth of detailed informa-
tion about the park’s natural, cultural, and historical resources and has studied how
people access and interact with these park resources. We’ve analyzed the wide range of
landscape resources that make up this highly diverse park and evaluated existing meth-
ods of managing all aspects of park operations. This data analysis and evaluation
process was designed to improve the understanding of management problems and to
provide a link to the development of planning alternatives that guide management
actions in the future.

One of the key objectives in our planning process is to keep you, our interested neigh-
bors, friends, and visitors, informed as we reach major milestones in the development
of the draft general management plan (GMP). The important planning milestones that
you will find described in this newsletter include

« a brief summary of the range of scoping comments

» analysis methods for evaluating existing park management

* management zoning classifications that will prescribe new management priorities
* management concepts that will frame our planning alternatives for the draft GMP

As always, we urge you to take the opportunity to respond to these milestones in the
planning process. Inside this newsletter you will find a prestamped comment form that
can be quickly and easily mailed back to us. For those preferring to respond via the
computer, the e-mail address is gumo_superintendent@nps.gov and the web address is:
www.nps.gov.gumo/gumo. Thanks again for your interest in the development of this
plan for the future of the Guadalupe Mountains National Park. We look forward to
your continued active involvement.

Sincerely,

7 WM

Ellis Richard
Superintendent, Guadalupe Mountains National Park




GMP ScorING YIELDS
A WIDE RANGE OF RESPONSES

The response was very strong to our GMP proj-
ect scoping. We received over 150 letters and
newsletter mail-back forms. About 100 people
participated in our six public meetings held
throughout western Texas and southern New
Mexico. A variety of points of view about
future visions for the park and park-manage-
ment issues were offered from park neighbors,
Native American tribes, community leaders,
governmental agencies, and other interested
groups. The comments covered a wide range of
perspectives, from better resource protection to
greater use of resources for the enjoyment of
visitors. Although each visitor may have a dif-
ferent vision of the park, everyone has a com-
mon interest in its valuable resources. A suc-
cessful plan must incorporate a variety of visi-
tor use opportunities while carefully protecting
the resources for future generations. We will be
considering the diversity of users and preserva-
tion needs at the park as we formulate plan-
ning alternatives — the next step in the plan-
ning process.

The following discussion summarizes the range
of issues that surfaced in the responses to the
newsletter and in the meetings.

OVERALL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. On the question
of overall resource management priorities, some
respondents sought to enhance resource protection
by congressionally designating more wilderness,
while others suggested that allowing agriculture
(grazing), increasing prescribed fires, and providing
more surface water in the park would conserve
resources and enhance the habitat for native
wildlife. There was an expressed concern for preserv-
ing archeological and cultural resources, particularly
maintaining historic sites. Many respondents noted
the need to protect the world-class geologic
resources.

Use AND Access. The most dramatic divergence of
opinion was expressed on use and access within the
park. Some wanted to see the development of more

facilities and access to serve a wider range of visi-
tors, while others wanted to preserve the diverse
resources and sense of solitude with stricter use reg-
ulations and access restrictions. Both the need for
better developed camping facilities and provisions
for greater accessibility on established trails was
mentioned. Specific suggestions included more edu-
cational brochures, exhibits, trails, and ranger-led
programs that would teach visitors about the park.

SclENCE REsearRcH. The value of the park to science
research was recognized by a number of respon-
dents. Suggestions included the use of the park for
research purposes, especially geological and paleon-
tological research, and creating more outreach and
partnership programs. Many wanted to learn about
the natural and cultural resources of the park and
their linkage to other regional, national, and interna-
tional areas. The opportunity for more outreach and
all sorts of possible partnerships was noted as a
means to enhance educational programs, scientific
research and energy development.

DATA ANALYSES DRIVES
THE PLANNING ALTERNATIVES

The GMP planning team has compiled extensive
information concerning resource issues at the
park. This information will be used extensively
to formulate planning alternatives and will pro-
vide the foundation to evaluate the environ-
mental impacts of alternatives.

PARK RESOURCE AND MANAGEMENT ISSUE TOPICS.
Early in the planning process, the team compiled a
set of resource and management issue topics that
might affect GMP planning alternatives. The list
included 40 management topics spanning natural to
cultural to visitor use issues. Information compiled
included the topic background, existing conditions,
current and potential management actions, regulato-
ry and legal requirements, and other pertinent refer-
ences. These topics have and will continue to be ref-
erenced in the planning process and will be used to
determine environmental impacts.



P A R K V I S1 ON

The Guadalupe Mountains are globally unique geologic resources with a
rich history of human interaction. These resources will be managed as
wilderness and adjacent wild lands with opportunities for scientific study;,
visitor experience, and education consistent with resource preservation,
ecosystem management, and the park’s rugged character.

Proposed Framework for GMP Alternatives

The following framework for alternatives define a range of management priorities that
would guide the park towards achieving the stated park vision for the future. These alter-
natives reflect the diverse public comments received and conform to the legislative, regula-
tory, and policy constraints that define the park’s range of management authority and
decision making.

ALTERNATIVE A — NO-ACTION

Continuation of existing park management priorities and practices.

ALTERNATIVE B — ENHANCED RESOURCE RESTORATION

Resource study and restoration of environmental conditions that minimize the impacts of contempo-
rary human use would be the focus of this alternative. Park natural settings and ecosystems would
be managed to improve their function as natural systems by minimizing the impacts of human use
and visitor development. Historically modified ecosystems would be more actively restored by man-
agement intervention. Areas containing cultural resources would be carefully protected from impacts
of visitor use, and significant historic structures would be stabilized and restored with the minimum
access required to enhance visitor understanding. Visitors would have greater opportunities to expe-
rience natural resources in an unmodified condition and in uncrowded settings.




ZONING PRESCRIBES
A VARIETY OF PARK SETTINGS

As the planning alternatives are developed, management prescriptions (or management zones) will be
applied to all areas of the park. These prescriptions will define appropriate resource conditions and vis-
itor experience opportunities within specific areas of the park and identify management actions appro-
priate for achieving and maintaining those conditions and experiences. The following eight manage-
ment prescriptions will be applied to all geographic areas within the park’s boundaries. These prescrip-
tions were based on the management concepts and team and public workshops. Each planning alterna-
tive will have a different configuration of management prescriptions. When applied, these prescriptions
will provide the foundation for all subsequent management decision making in the park and will be the
core provisions of the GMP.

WILDERNESS AND BACKCOUNTRY. Lands in this prescription would
be nearly undisturbed natural settings where significant cultural
resources would be stabilized and natural processes would predomi-
nate. Access could be challenging and visitors could experience a
sense of high adventure and risk, solitude, and wildness, and encoun-
ters with other people would be rare. Dispersed visitor activities would
predominate, including hiking, horseback riding, primitive camping,
exploring, spelunking, and climbing. Potential developments could
include narrow unsurfaced trails, tent pads, and primitive restrooms. e o ¢

WILDERNESS THRESHOLD. This prescription would include minimally
disturbed natural settings that would be managed with limited human
intervention. Significant cultural resources would be stabilized and
potentially restored. Access to these areas could be moderately chal-
lenging, and visitors could experience a moderate sense of risk and
adventure and remoteness with few encounters with other people.
Moderately dispersed visitor activities could include hiking, horseback
riding, resource education/discovery, and primitive picnicking and
camping. Potential developments could include wider, minimally
improved trails, tent pads, and rustic restrooms. eeeeeeceoccc oo

FRONTCOUNTRY Low DEVELOPMENT. Lands in this prescription
would be natural in appearance with only a moderate level of human
intervention and development allowed. Natural systems could be mod-
ified, and significant cultural resources would be stabilized and poten-
tially restored and rehabilitated. These areas could be accessed with a
low to moderate challenge and present a low level of adventure and
risk. Appropriate visitor activities could include hiking, horseback riding,
picnicking, improved camping, nature study, and scenic viewing with
rather frequent encounters with other visitors. Moderately improved or
rustic developments would include surfaced trails, parking lots, picnic
and staging areas, walk-in campgrounds, and modern restrooms. e e e o o




DeVELOPED. This prescription would include areas with natural fea-
tures, but the landscape would be highly modified and managed for
visitor use. Significant cultural resources would be stabilized and pro-
tected from impacts of public use. Areas would be easily and conve-
niently accessed by foot, bicycle, or motor vehicle, and visitor activi-
ties could include nature study, developed picnicking and camping,
and scenic viewing with frequent encounters with other visitors and
staff. Potential developments could include visitor centers, surfaced
trails, improved parking lots, picnic areas, developed campgrounds,
e and modern restrooms.

MoTORIZED SCENIC CORRIDOR. This prescription would apply to a
moderate to highly modified and managed corridor passing through
a largely natural setting. Significant cultural resources would be sta-
bilized and could be restored for scenic viewing. The corridor would
be easily accessible for automobiles, bicycles, or walkers, and visitors
would experience landscapes with diverse, scenic features and fre-
guent encounters with other people and vehicles. Potential develop-
ment could include graded and surfaced (gravel or paved) roads and
e pullouts, parking lots, and modern restrooms.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES. In this prescription natural processes would
be highly modified and managed to support preservation of signifi-
cant historic or cultural resources. These significant cultural resources
would be stabilized and restored or rehabilitated to support public
access and education. Areas could be accessed easily, and visitor
activities would include resource education, picnicking, and scenic
viewing. Visitors to cultural landscapes would experience a sense of
the past, and encounters with others would be frequent. Potential
developments could include surfaced trails, restored historic struc-
e tures, and modern restrooms (within a historic context).

RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS. Areas in this prescription would be

unmodified refuges for pristine landscape conditions and natural

processes. Significant cultural resources would be protected from the

impacts of human use. These limited areas would be managed as

resource preserves for scientific study and thus would be off-limits to

all but research personnel. No human improvements or impacts
e would be permitted.

PARK OPERATIONS. In this prescription, natural settings and process-
es would be highly modified and managed, and significant cultural
resources would be stabilized. These limited areas would be desig-
nated for park operations and would be off-limits to visitors. Potential
developments would include maintenance and administrative facili-
» | oties, as well as staff housing.




ALTERNATIVE C — ENHANCED EXPERIENCE OPPORTUNITIES

This alternative would emphasize improving ecosystem management of altered park environments
while providing expanded opportunities for visitor experience and education. Enhancing overall
ecosystem health and function would be a higher priority for resource management verses restora-
tion of specific historically modified areas or elements of the park. Park natural settings would be
protected by concentrating impacts of use in developed facilities. Cultural resources would be pro-
tected by carefully managing levels of use and providing appropriate visitor improvements for
planned use. Historic structures would be restored and accessible to visitors if possible. A wider
range of day use experiences and educational opportunities would be available, and visitors would
have an opportunity to access more nonwilderness areas of the park by improved roads or trails.

ALTERNATIVE D — ENHANCED OPERATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

This alternative would emphasize a more integrated ecosystem management achieved through
stronger park operational relationships with surrounding landowners and other interests. Priorities
for resource management would include developing compatible land management practices with
the BLM, USFS, and landowners. Park natural settings would become less distinct from surrounding
lands, and overall ecosystem management would be improved with coordinated management
actions at a larger scale. Cultural resources would be protected both within and outside park bound-
aries through partnerships and joint management agreements. Historic structures, landscapes, and
practices could be preserved through lease or other use agreements. Visitor experience and educa-
tional opportunities could be enhanced by facilities or services provided by partners inside and out-
side the park boundaries.

PLANNING PROCESS TIMELINE

The development of the general management plan will take approximately
two years to produce including collecting information, analyzing data,
writing the draft document and reviews by the public and other agencies.

2000 2001 2002

Project Initiation, Scoping
and Data Collection « « o= January ‘00 — May ‘00

Data Analysis and
Evaluation e e e e e« e« p May ‘00 — December '00

Development of
Draft Alternativeseeeesececeeessssope October '00 - March '01

Prepare Draft GMP/EIS eeeecescccssscsassscscees = January ‘01 — September ‘01

Public Response on
the Draft GMP eeecececccccccccsseccsseeceeeee P October ‘01— December ‘01

Prepare Final GVMIP/E|Seeececcecccsssesccccccccccscsccccsccscccscssccscsccccscce > January ‘02 — March 02

D-108



LAaNDscaPE UNITs. The planning team identified 13
“landscape units” within and contiguous with the
park boundaries to provide a descriptive framework
for examining resource conditions and visitor experi-
ence opportunities throughout the park. Refer to the
map and descriptive key to see the wide range of
different landscape characteristics in the park.e

MCKI TTRI CK CANYON -
Ganyon wal |'s up to 2,000
feet high surround a peren-
nd streamcorridor wth
speci a veget ation and
abundart widife thet dso
includes historic structures
and out $ andi ng sceni c and

BASIN AND RANGE - An
upl and area of nore gently
rounded hills covered in
grassl and, nount anlard,
juiper, and Geat Basin
coni fer woodl and hunted by
coyotes, foxes, and badgers
in sone of the nost iso ated
sections of the park

NEW MEXICO

use.

-ecccccccce

DOG CANYON - A secl ud-
ed, forested canyon and
spring on the north side of
the park wth a wde range
o wldife species (indud-
ing bear and cougar), for-
ner honest eads, nines,
native rock art, nnddens,
ad flaking sites

MOUNTAI N H GH COUN-
TRY - A scenic highland
wlderness of steep hills and
va l eys cont ai ning an excep-
tiod adet rdict faest o
conifer and aspen and a
wde variety of widife ad
decayi ng remmant s of forner
cattle ranching operati ons

TEXAS

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SysTEMS (GIS). The
planning team has compiled a digital computer data-
base containing geographic information on a num-
ber of sensitive resources and built facilities within
the park. GIS data layers include roads, trails, camp-
grounds, utility lines, vegetative communities, caves,
wetlands, archeological sites, and historic structures,
among others. GIS data layers can be overlain, com-
pared, contrasted, manipulated, and analyzed in dif-
ferent ways to highlight areas that may contain
important resources. Other areas can be identified
that may be suitable for future operational or visitor

EAST ALLUVI AL UPLANDS
- Wplads a the foot o the
nmount ai n escar pnent where
il tiple springs and seeps
criticd tothesuvivd o bah
wldife and hunans are
foud as vel| as historic and
contenporary struct ures

scientific gpportunities

WESTERN ESCARPMENT Lot 1
- Dranatic 2, 000-f oot sheerh :

waticd dif fs, created by a
large fadt, indude spring
fed hanging plant and ani -
nal environnent s ad sigif -
icat pa eontd og cal
resorces inthis largdy

i naccessi bl e area of the park

SAND DUNES - Lowlying,
active, and st ailized white

gypsumdunes, st ahilized red

quartzose dunes, and stdi -
l'ized | akeshore ridge dunes
forma st ark scul pted | and-

scape wth prehistoric hunan

renains ad histaric trails
and vater wells

BAJADAS - Abrced dlwid
apron cut by deep arroyos
formthis rugged desert envi -
ronnent of typica

Chi huahuan desert grass-
land wth | ow shrubs and
cacti, indudngthe hstaic
Willians Ranch | andscape
and abandoned drilling and
vell sites

GUADALUPE PEAK -
I'ncl udes the highest peaks
in Texas wth vorl d-cl ass
ged ogica fornations, a
500-year-o d st and of
Dougl as fir trees, and a
steep and rocky trail clinb-
ing 3,000 feet to a sunmt
wth an uforgett abl e 360-
degree view

PATTERSON HI LLS-A
lowseries of rugged hills
prgecting into the panora-
na of the Western
Escarpnent hol ding a w de
diversity of Chi huahuan
desert veget aion wth min -
nal access and no vater

a fadlities

PI NE SPRI NGS CANYON
- The upper reach of the
canyon cont ai ns the uni que
geographic feature Devil s
Hal | and opens out to the
RAnery st age stop ruins and
the pak s naj or headquar -
ters, visitor use and park
operations area

EASTERN ESCARPMENT.
- An extrenely steep and
rocky nount ainside extend-«
ing for mles northeast wth”
au ¢ andi ng geol ogi cal stra-
ta fromthe anci ent

Fermian Basin, cut by
steep canyons provi di ng
access corridors tothe high
coutry for widifejand hik-
s R

a1

2 Kilometers

1 2 Miles

GUADALUPE PASS -
Quadal upe Pass between
the mghty H Gypit an and
the Delanare Muntamsis a
crossroads in tine wth
Nitive Anerican rock art and
bt aionsites, ahistaic

¢ agecoach trail, and a con-
tenporary interst ate hi ghvay

Landscape Management Zones

Guadalupe Mountains National Park
United States Department of the Interior / National Park Service
DSC / April 2001 / 166 / 20,041



