(Excerpted from WACA GMPDEIS)

ALTERNATIVES

RESOURCE ANALYSIS

As the first step in the alternatives development process, landscape units were plotted, sensitive resource areas were mapped, and existing visitor experiences (driving, hiking, viewing archeological sites) were identified. Natural and cultural resource inventories were evaluated. Visitor use statistics were gathered and studied. The planning team also discussed areas where visitors or park staff have noted problems in the past and sought the underlying reasons for those problems.

Landscape units plotted included: reservoir, canyon bottom, shaded tributaries, promontories, inner canyon north, inner canyon south, inner canyon north with archeological concentrations, and inner canyon south with archeological concentrations. The appropriateness of these landscape units for use and development was considered.

Information on the following issues/existing conditions and resources was overlaid to create maps highlighting areas that were particularly sensitive to human use: boundary/adjacent uses, visitor use, roads/trails/development, boundaries/fences, impact areas, ethnographic/sacred sites, threatened/endangered/endemic species/habitat, wetlands, soils/geologic features, sensitive cultural areas, pristine areas, and safety concerns. In meetings with the Forest Service, maps showing cultural resource information (traditional cultural properties, National Register of Historic Places properties, collecting areas, inventoried archeological site densities, and historic uses), sensitive species, current rules and regulations, stakeholders, and experiences were prepared.

This analysis aided in the development and placement of management zones and facilities in different alternatives. Desirable resource conditions and visitor experiences for each zone were identified. This analysis and the sensitive areas maps were consulted when decisions were made about how to place zones and facilities in different alternatives. Other measures taken to check feasibility and determine potential impacts included field-checking alternative ideas and proposals and consulting with resource experts and other agencies. Input from newsletters and scoping was also used to draft alternatives. Input from visitor surveys provided a better understanding of what visitors value, what their expectations are, and what problems they experience.

The goal was to ensure that the draft alternatives did not include actions with unacceptable effects on park resources or visitors or actions with no public support. For example, spotted owl protected activity centers (PACs) were mapped, and those areas were considered off-limits for visitor use in order to protect the owls.

MANAGEMENT ZONES

Within the broad parameters of the park mission and mission goals, various approaches to park resource protection, use, and development are possible. Different approaches can be used to address the decision points previously identified in the planning process (Purpose and Need, Decide What Must Be Achieved section). For all three Flagstaff Area monuments, potential management zones were identified and then applied for each monument to meet the different alternative concepts developed.

Under the 1978 National Parks and Recreation Act (P.L. 95-625), NPS is required to address the issue of carrying capacity in its general management plans. The concept of carrying capacity is intended to safeguard the quality of both park resources and visitor experiences. In 1992, NPS began developing the Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) framework to address visitor use management and carrying capacity issues in NPS units.

Identifying desired resource conditions and visitor experience by zone generally describes the park carrying capacities. At this level of decision making, the desired resource conditions and experiences are usually described in qualitative terms. These qualitative terms are then translated into quantitative standards over time during implementation planning. The VERP implementation plan, which will succeed this plan, will identify indicators and standards, develop a monitoring strategy, and identify management actions needed to address conditions when standards are reached or exceeded.

Management zones identify how different areas of the park could be managed to achieve a variety of resources and social conditions and to serve recreational needs. Each zone specifies a particular combination of physical, biological, social, and management conditions. Different actions would be taken by the Park Service in different zones with regard to the types and levels of uses and facilities. 

Ten possible zones were described that could be appropriate to various areas in the three Flagstaff Area monuments. Ideas for the range of zones came from responses to the newsletters and from park staff. In formulating alternatives for future park conditions and management, preparers placed these zones in different locations or configurations on the ground based on different alternative concepts.

Preservation Emphasis

Resource Condition or Character

Resources in this area are fragile and may be in a range of conditions from pristine to endangered. Management actions for resource protection and safety would be significant, and tolerance for resource degradation would be very low. 

Visitor Experience

Access to these areas would be restricted and limited to permitted access only for the purposes of research, traditional cultural activities, or other well-justified special uses. The areas would provide maximum preservation of fragile and/or unique resources, endangered species, sacred sites, and so on. Although access would be restricted, visitors could benefit from the experience of learning that particularly sensitive resources are preserved for future generations.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

There would be no facilities or developments for visitors, but off-site interpretation would be extensive, to promote visitor education about the value of resource protection. As noted, access would be by permit only for approved activities. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Discovery

Resource Condition or Character

Resources would appear pristine. On-site controls and restrictions would be minimal and subtle. The tolerance for resource modifications and degradation would be very low.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would explore remote areas in a wilderness-like setting, free from modern intrusions. These areas could be trailed or untrailed. Trails would be primitive in nature (unsurfaced and no wider than 2 feet), and no other facilities would be present. Solitude, natural soundscape, and undirected discovery would be key to this experience. Opportunities for independence, closeness to nature, challenge, and adventure would be common, and visitors would need to have individual outdoor skills and be self-sufficient. There would be a very low probability of encountering other visitors or evidence of visitor impacts. Off-site management of visitors could include eligibility requirements before entering such an area, and limits on numbers of visitors and length of stay could be in place.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities 

No facilities except for primitive trails would be appropriate in these areas. Cross-country hiking would be the predominant activity. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Extended Learning

Resource Condition or Character

Visitors, sites, and trails would be intensively managed to ensure resource protection and public safety. Areas would be predominately natural, but the sights and sounds of people would be evident. Resources could be modified for essential visitor and park operation needs, but they would be changed in a way that harmonizes with the natural and cultural environment. Except for essential changes, the Park Service’s tolerance for resource degradation would be low.

Visitor Experience

The emphasis in this experience would be on visiting and learning about significant park resources. These experiences could be either self-guided or ranger-led. Intimate interaction with resources would be offered where possible without undue resource impacts. Structure and direction would be provided, (e.g., trails, interpretive media, signs), but some opportunities for discovery would also be available. Visitors would need to exert some physical effort and make at least a moderate time commitment. At certain times of the day or season there could be opportunities for solitude, but in general there would be a moderate probability of encountering other visitors. The probability of encountering park staff and other evidence of NPS management would be high.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

Trails (which could be surfaced and up to 5 feet wide), overlooks, and wayside exhibits and other interpretive media would be appropriate in these areas. Support facilities, such as rest rooms and small picnic areas, could also be present. Predominant activities would include hiking, viewing resources, and attending interpretive walks and talks. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Guided Adventure

Resource Condition or Character

Resources in these areas would appear pristine. Low levels of management for resource protection and visitor safety would be appropriate in these areas, but any resource modifications would be minimal and would harmonize with the natural environment. Tolerance for resource degradation in these areas would be low.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would explore park resources as part of a guided group. Areas where this experience would be offered would usually be untrailed and free from developments. Intimacy with resources, learning, social interaction among the group, and the security of a guided experience would be key elements of this experience. The probability of encountering other groups would be low, and there would be some opportunities for individual solitude. The environment would offer a moderate level of challenge, but the need for individual outdoor skills would be low.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

No facilities would be appropriate in these areas except for primitive trails if deemed necessary for resource protection. Hiking and camping with a guide would be the predominant activity in these areas. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Hiker

Resource Condition or Character

Resources would appear pristine. On-site controls and restrictions would be used if needed for resource protection. The tolerance for resource modifications and degradation would be low.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would explore the park using unpaved trails. Trails would be semi-primitive (unsurfaced and no wider than 4 feet), and few other facilities would be present. Visitors would need to make a moderate time commitment. There would be a low probability of encountering NPS staff and a moderate probability of encountering other visitors or evidence of visitor impacts. Off-site management of visitors could include eligibility requirements before entering such an area, and limits on numbers of visitors and length of stay could be in place.
Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

Few facilities except for trails, trailheads, occasional pit toilets, and minimal interpretation would be appropriate in these areas. Hiking would be the predominant activity. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone. 

Motorized Semi-Primitive

Resource Condition or Character

Only moderate levels of management would be provided in this area to ensure resource protection and public safety. The tolerance for resource modifications and degradation would be low.

Visitor Experience

In this zone, unpaved, four-wheel-drive roads would be used for touring some areas of the park. The visitor experience would be dependent on a vehicle or bicycle and would involve driving along unpaved roads with high-clearance vehicles or mountain bikes. Visitors would travel at their own risk, with only minimal interpretation provided at road heads. Observing the natural environment would be important, and there would be a sense of adventure, requiring a moderate time commitment. The probability of encountering other visitors would be low, and there would be a very low probability of encountering NPS staff. 

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

No development other than the roadway and primitive camping areas would be provided. Use could be seasonal to avoid the need to plow snow from roads. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Natural Area Recreation

Resource Condition or Character

Designated trails could be paved and trail side resources manipulated to provide for safety or prevent impacts off of the trail (e.g., erosion). However, such management actions would be primarily aimed at prevention of secondary impacts and not at trail improvements. There would be a low tolerance for resource degradation in these areas.

Visitor Experience

Emphasis in these areas would be on exercising in a natural setting. Visitors would be directed to use and stay on designated trails. Since the experience is primarily aimed at recreating in a natural environment, trails would be made of natural or natural-appearing materials. There would be a moderate probability of encountering other visitors. A moderate amount of off-site interpretive media would be available, but there would not be any on-site interpretation in these areas.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

Facilities, including trails, would be primitive and lie lightly on the land. Improvements would only be made to prevent secondary impacts and provide the minimum safety required for natural setting recreation. Trails are designed to accommodate a variety of exercise pursuits that can vary from activities on foot to bicycles and horseback; the area would not include motorized conveniences. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Overview Experience

Resource Condition or Character

Resources would appear natural, but paving or other management actions would be taken as necessary to protect resources. Visitors would interact with resources only to the extent possible without undue impact to those resources. Because of the need for visitors to understand park significance, some primary resources must be available for visitors to view in these areas.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would get an overview of park resources and significance in a short time frame and with a minimum of physical exertion. Park orientation and interpretation of primary park themes would be important elements of this experience. Interaction and encounters with other visitors and park staff would be common, but overcrowding would be avoided. Although structured intimacy with some park resources could be possible, viewing resources from a distance or from trail or overlook facilities would be more common.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

Sight-seeing, learning about the park, short walks, and attending interpretive programs would be common activities in these areas. Orientation and interpretation facilities, such as visitor centers, kiosks, wayside exhibits, and other interpretive media would be appropriate. Support facilities such as rest rooms and picnic facilities could also be present. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Motorized Sight-Seeing

Resource Condition or Character

Intensive management would be provided in this area to ensure resource protection and public safety (e.g., fences, intensive law enforcement, and restrictions on visitor activities). Resources might be modified (e.g., paving or felling hazard trees) for essential visitor and park operational needs.

Visitor Experience

The paved roadways and associated developments in this area would be used for touring the park, enjoying scenic overlooks and interpretive media, and gaining access into other park areas. Visitor attractions would be convenient and easily accessible. The visitor experience would be generally dependent on a vehicle or bicycle, would involve driving along a well-maintained, paved road, and would be perceived as linear/sequential in nature. Observing the natural environment would be important, and there would be a sense of adventure, but there would be little need for visitors to exert themselves, apply outdoor skills, or spend a long time in the area. The probability of encountering other visitors would be high, and there would be a moderate probability of encountering NPS staff.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

The motorized sight-seeing experience would occur in a substantially developed area. The paved roads, pullouts, overlooks, and associated short trails and picnic areas, parking areas, and other facilities that support visitor touring would be included in these areas. Most facilities and some trails would be accessible in this area. Telecommunication infrastructure would not be permitted in this zone.

Administrative

Resource Condition or Character

The natural environment would be modified for park operation needs, but they would be changed in a way that harmonizes with the natural environment. These areas would not be close to sensitive natural or cultural resources if such resources could not be adequately protected.

Visitor Experience

These areas would not be intended for visitor use, however, if visitor use did not conflict with the primary use of the area, incidental use could be permitted.

Appropriate Kinds of Activities or Facilities

Facilities necessary for park operation or surrounding land uses are appropriate in this area, including park maintenance yards, residential areas, access roads, and utility areas and corridors. Telecommunication infrastructure would be permitted in this zone, in the following locations. For Wupatki, Sunset Crater, and Walnut Canyon radio repeater needs, NPS uses a site at O’Leary Peak on USFS lands. Installation of telecommunications equipment at this site would require permission from the Forest Service. A radio repeater was once located on Woodhouse Mesa near the park visitor center at Wupatki. The Park Service would consider requests for location of equipment at this site based on the ability to install the equipment without visual intrusion and without loss or disturbance of natural or cultural resources. Because of the fragile nature of the resource, no use of NPS land at Sunset Crater for telecommunications would be permitted. If a new visitor center were constructed near I-40 at Walnut Canyon, there could be an opportunity to locate telecommunication equipment there, or at the water tower that is part of the current administrative zone.

Table 1: Management Prescriptions by Zone

	Zone
	Challenge & Adventure of Experience
	Facility Dependency
	Visitor Encounter Expectations*
	NPS Staff Encounter Expectations
	Identified Corridors-Highest Standard-Roads
	Identified Corridors-Highest Standard-Trails
	Management Action for Resource Protection & Safety
	Time Commitment
	Tolerance for Resource Degradation
	Opportunity for Solitude
	Noise Level
	Off-Site Model of Interpretation
	On-Site Mode of Interpretation

	Preservation Emphasis
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	H
	NA
	VL
	NA
	NA
	VH
	0

	Discovery
	VH
	VL
	VL
	VL
	NA
	Primitive, unsurfaced, two-feet wide
	L
	NA
	VL
	VH
	VL
	VH
	0

	Extended Learning
	L
	M
	M
	H
	Paved, striped, two-lane, signed
	Surfaced, 5-foot trail
	H
	M
	M
	L
	M
	L
	VH

	Guided Adventure
	M
	L
	L
	VH
	NA
	NA
	L
	H
	L
	M
	L
	L
	VH

	Hiker
	M
	M
	M
	L
	NA
	Unsurfaced, 4-feet wide
	M
	M
	L
	L
	L
	M
	L

	Motorized Semi-Primitive
	H
	L
	L
	VL
	Unpaved, max two-lane, seasonal use
	NA
	M
	M
	L
	H
	M
	L
	VL

	Natural Area Recreation
	M
	M
	M
	NA
	NA
	Unsurfaced except as needed for resource protection
	M
	M
	L
	M
	L
	M
	0

	Overview Experience
	VL
	VH
	VH
	VH
	Paved, striped, two-lane, signed
	Surfaced, wheelchair accessible, 8-feet wide
	VH
	L
	H
	VL
	H
	M
	VH

	Motorized Sight-Seeing
	VL
	VH
	VH
	L
	Two-lane, paved or unpaved, signed, bike lane
	Surfaced, wheelchair accessible, 8-feet wide
	VH
	L
	H
	VL
	H
	M
	H

	Administrative
	NA
	VH
	NA
	VH
	Paved, two-lane
	NA
	NA
	NA
	H
	NA
	H
	NA
	NA

	VL = Very Low; L= Low; M = Moderate; H = High; VH = Very High; NA = Not Applicable; 0 = None

	*Does not include traveling group
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No-Action Alternative

Walnut Canyon NM is seven miles east of Flagstaff and is reached via a three-mile entrance road from I-40 (see Existing Conditions map). The entrance station is near the visitor center; the park is gated and closed at night at this location. There are three small picnic areas along the entrance road and another one near the visitor center. Maintenance facilities and park housing are close to the visitor center. The road terminates at the visitor center, which contains an information desk, exhibits, a bookstore, and a panoramic view. 

Orientation and interpretation are accomplished primarily through the visitor center and the self-guided Island and Rim Trails. The Island Trail descends 185 feet into the canyon to 25 cliff dwelling rooms. A strenuous 0.9-mile round trip, it is one of the best ways to experience the park. The fairly level 0.7-mile Rim Trail provides canyon views and access to a pithouse and a surface pueblo. Various interpretive programs, including guided hikes to the historic ranger cabin and additional cliff dwellings, are offered as staffing permits. 

Accessible rest rooms are located at the visitor center. Trail accessibility is limited because of terrain, but the Rim Trail is partially accessible. Fee demonstration program funding is in part designated to improve access for visitors with disabilities. New constructions or modifications to facilities, including exhibits, will be designed to improve the experience of visitors with disabilities.

The area within the original park boundaries is closed to backcountry use.
Alternative 1: Diversify Opportunities for Visitor Use

General Concept

The goal of this alternative is to provide more diverse experiences and more widespread use of the park (see Alternative 1 map). The emphasis is on easier access to different parts of the north rim and perhaps decreasing congestion at the visitor center and on the Island Trail. Parking would be pulled back from the rim and enlarged, and visitors would walk a short trail to the canyon edge. The park would remain day-use only, with the road gated at the new parking area at night. More of the existing visitor center would be made available for visitor use by removing administrative offices. A new scenic drive along the rim would disperse use to a new area; recreational uses would be managed in one part of the park. The additional facilities, parking areas, road, and trails needed to accommodate this variety of visitor experiences would result in a need to mitigate resource impacts. Changes would be needed to existing easements and agreements with USFS to provide some experiences. 

Rationale

This alternative responds to public input regarding the need for increased sight-seeing from automobiles; for hiking, biking, and horseback access; and for improved balance among various public uses. This alternative also responds to the concern that visitor use exceeds facility design capacity. 

The following key actions would be taken to achieve this alternative:

· The existing entrance road with motorizing sight-seeing and picnic areas would remain but parking and orientation would be pulled back from the canyon rim and enlarged. Visitors would walk a short trail to the canyon and the existing visitor center. Offices would be removed from the visitor center, and the building would be remodeled to allow more space for visitor orientation, new exhibits, group presentations, and to provide full accessibility for persons with disabilities. The existing parking area would be kept for handicap and administrative use only. The park would remain day-use only, with the road gated at the new parking area at night.

· A new scenic drive along the north rim (accessed from the new parking area) would provide increased motorized sight-seeing, with views of the canyon and its habitats, and opportunities for wildlife observation. Initially, this would be a semiprimitive guided experience until improvements to existing dirt roads could be accomplished.

· Park offices would be removed from the existing visitor center, allowing more space for visitor orientation, new exhibits, and group presentations/gatherings. A new office building would be constructed near the new parking area. Existing housing and maintenance areas would be retained.

· A new pullout and/or turnaround would be constructed at the park entrance near the I-40 exit. New wayside exhibits at this location would better orient and prepare park visitors before they encounter park resources. Additional orientation media would be installed at the new parking area near the visitor center to alert visitors to the diverse experiences available (walking, driving, biking, guided hikes).

· In addition to the existing visitor center, self-guided trails, ranger-led hikes, and guided access to the recently acquired First Fort area would be possible via the new rim road. Other guided activities could occur in areas of the north rim. Interpretation and new wayside exhibits along the entrance and rim roads would provide the opportunity to learn about different aspects of the park and its place in the regional story. 

· Hiking, biking, and horseback riding would occur on existing roads and trails on the rim, in portions of the newly acquired lands in the western part of the monument. Climbing activities would be redirected to “The Pit” on Lake Mary Road.

· In order to prevent unintentional resource damage and to improve orientation, increased interpretation would occur at all trailheads, the parking lot, and at the park entrance. Patrols of the western and eastern portions of the park would increase.

· Fee demonstration program funding is in part designated to improve access for visitors with disabilities. New constructions or modifications to facilities, including exhibits, will be designed to improve the experience of visitors with disabilities.
· Areas of the park not zoned for visitor or administrative uses would be closed to informal entry. Current restricted use would continue for all areas below the rim except the Island and Ledge Trails.
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Alternative 2 (Preferred): Emphasize Preservation

General Concept

This alternative would preserve untrailed expanses, unfragmented natural systems, and relatively pristine resource conditions throughout much of the park (see Alternative 2 map). Walnut Canyon would be protected as a critical wildlife corridor. Visitation to Walnut Canyon would be managed with the goal of providing quality learning opportunities in an intimate atmosphere while maintaining the health of the canyon ecosystem. Preservation and protection of threatened and endangered species, preservation of riparian habitat, and maintenance of the long-term integrity of systems and natural processes would be emphasized. 

The natural soundscape and tranquil setting of the canyon would be enhanced by removing most facilities from the rim area and placing them in a relatively less sensitive area near I-40. The park would remain day-use only, with the road gated near I-40 at night. Ticketing, reservation, or shuttle systems could be considered to control visitation and provide quality visitor experiences. Recreational uses of the western end of the monument would be prohibited and users would be directed to nearby USFS lands for recreational and hiking experiences. 

Consistent with this concept, efforts would be made to provide a broader range of educational offerings. Some of these experiences would be provided through partnerships with other agencies or organizations. Compared with the no-action alternative, more archeological sites would be open to visitation. Acquisition of private land in the park would be necessary to provide this alternative’s visitor experiences, and easements would be needed to provide routes for visitation. 

Rationale

Because past management of Walnut Canyon has worked well, this alternative explores ways to keep the future visitor experience and resource protection comparable to today’s, by providing better ways to handle any increased visitation. This concept would provide less diversity of visitor experiences in order to protect park resources. Maintaining the backcountry closure responds to tribal concerns about access to sacred sites. Because of the protection of park resources, alternative 2 is the environmentally preferred alternative. The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which is guided by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. CEQ regulations provide direction that “[t]he environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101. Generally this means the alternative which causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment. It also means the alternative that best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.” [Question 6a, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations” (40 CFR 1500–1508), Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 55, 18026–18038, March 23, 1981]. 

The following key actions would be taken to achieve this alternative:

· The existing entrance road and parking area would be retained and used as they are now unless crowding/visitor experience indicators are exceeded. Then actions would be taken to control 

visitor numbers. The entrance road gate would be relocated to the I-40 vicinity, eliminating after-hours access to the monument road. 

· Existing USFS roads would be used administratively to facilitate guided activities in the eastern part of the monument.

· A new fully accessible visitor center and parking area would be built near I-40 at the park entrance, to orient visitors before they encounter park resources. Visitation numbers could be managed from this location when necessary. The modern additions to the existing CCC-constructed visitor center would be removed, making the building less visible on the rim and restoring the small, intimate nature of the historic structure. The remaining portion would be adaptively used for both trailhead and canyon orientation and as an educational center for more in-depth learning opportunities, such as ranger talks, special events, workshops, seminars, demonstrations, and so on. Existing housing and maintenance facilities would be retained.

· Fee demonstration program funding is in part designated to improve access for visitors with disabilities. New constructions or modifications to facilities, including exhibits, will be designed to improve the experience of visitors with disabilities.

· Self-guiding trails and ranger-led activities would remain as they are now, but new media would be developed for these areas to reflect the regional story. Visitors would have access to the eastern end of the park via longer ranger-guided hikes. The potential exists to develop self-guiding activities for the ranger cabin area. Efforts would be made to provide a broader range of educational and interpretive offerings aimed at in-depth learning. The ratio of visitors to educators would be kept low to provide for a personalized experience. Some of these experiences would be provided through partnerships with affiliated tribes, organizations, institutions, and/or other agencies.

· Hiking, biking, and horseback riding would be restricted to the Arizona Trail. Users would be directed to nearby forest land, where such experiences are already available.

· Areas of the park not zoned for visitor or administrative uses would be closed to informal entry. Current restricted use would continue for all areas below the rim except the Island and Ledge Trails. 

Alternative considered but eliminated from detailed evaluation

Expand boundaries at Walnut Canyon

An alternative for further expansion of Walnut Canyon National Monument was considered and rejected because of current management plans and actions by other government agencies. The Coconino National Forest is currently involved in a Flagstaff Lake Mary Ecosystem Analysis (FLEA) that addresses public uses around the monument. The City of Flagstaff has recently produced an Open Space and Greenway Plan, and the county is working on open space and preservation plans that will complement the management of the monument. With these efforts under way, and existing commitments to work with NPS to manage lands adjacent to the monument in compatible manners, further expansion was not considered necessary at this time. Because no additional value would be gained, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

selection of the proposed action (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

In order to develop proposed actions, all of the alternatives for each park were evaluated. To minimize the influence of individual biases and opinions, the team used an objective analysis process called “Choosing by Advantages” (CBA). This process, which has been used extensively by government agencies and the private sector, evaluates different choices (in this case, the alternatives for each park) by identifying and comparing the relative advantages of each according to a set of criteria.

One of the greatest strengths of the CBA system is its fundamental philosophy: decisions must be anchored in relevant facts. For example, the question “Is it more important to protect natural resources or cultural resources?” is “unanchored,” because it has no relevant facts on which to make a decision. Without such facts, it is impossible to make a defensible decision.

The CBA process instead asks which alternative gives the greatest advantage in protecting natural resources and cultural resources. To answer this question, relevant facts would be used to determine the advantages the alternatives provide for both kinds of resources. To ensure a logical and trackable process, the criteria used to evaluate the alternatives were derived from the impact topics in the EIS. Alternatives were evaluated to see how well they:

· MAXIMIZE PROTECTION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES (long-term integrity of archeological resources and cultural landscapes, historic character of the built environment, long-term integrity of ethnographic resources)

· MAXIMIZE PROTECTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES (long-term integrity of natural systems and processes, threatened and endangered species and sensitive species, long-term integrity of geological features, floodplains and riparian habitat)

· EXPAND DIVERSITY OF VISITOR EXPERIENCE (ability to experience full range of resources related to significance, provide a diversity of opportunities to experience park resources, and perceived wild character)

· LIMITED EFFECT ON NEIGHBORS (park neighbors; local, state, and tribal land management; land/resource managing agencies)

· IMPROVE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY (health and safety, conservation, distance to work, management of resources, communication)

Alternatives for each of the three monuments were rated on the attributes relating to each of the factors just listed. Then the advantages of the attributes were compared and the alternative with the most advantages was selected. Costs for each alternative versus advantages provided were compared and analyzed.

Cost Comparison

A GMP provides a framework for proactive decision making, including decisions on visitor use, natural and cultural resource management, and park development. The plan prescribes resource conditions and visitor experiences that are to be achieved and maintained over time. Park development is considered in general needs rather than in specifics. For the purposes of cost estimating, general assumptions are made regarding amounts and sizes of development. These assumptions are then carried across to all alternatives so that comparable costs can be considered for each alternative. 

Staffing considerations are considered to be a part of life cycle costing. The existing staff for the three monuments totals 42, which includes shared management, division chiefs, and administration. Approximating a breakdown between the parks, the staffing is Wupatki, 16, Walnut Canyon, 14, and Sunset Crater Volcano, 12. The current staffing provides minimal resource protection and visitor service, and many tasks within the monuments are being deferred. The parks’ 5-year FTE projection increases staffing levels in all three monuments by one-third. By park, the staffing would be Wupatki, 20.5, Walnut Canyon, 11.7, and Sunset Crater Volcano, 15.1.

Costs identified in the GMP are not intended to replace more detailed consideration of needs, sizes, and amounts of future development. They should not be used as a basis for money requests until further analysis has been completed. Costs and items considered are shown in appendix C.

Initial development costs for Walnut Canyon have a range of less than $900,000, resulting primarily from the additional roads proposed in alternative 1. Alternative 2 has lower initial development costs; both would require a staff increase of 1.5 FTEs.

Alternative 1 for Walnut Canyon has an estimated initial construction cost of $3.5 million. The largest cost is the construction of three miles of new gravel road and the improvement of 2.5 miles of existing gravel road. These two items total $2 million of the estimated costs. The estimate also includes adaptive use of the visitor center, new exhibits and waysides, new administration building and a new parking /orientation area. Estimated additional staffing resulting from the proposed changes is 1.5 FTEs.

Estimated initial construction costs for alternative 2 total approximately $2,680,000. The largest single expense in this alternative is a new visitor center, at $1.5 million, including exhibits. This alternative also calls for improving 2.5 miles of gravel road, at a cost of $600,000. Estimated additional staffing resulting from the proposed changes is 1.5 FTEs.

Table 2: Summary of Comparative Costs

	
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2

(Preferred)

	Initial Development Costs
	$3,520,000
	$ 2,680,000

	Total

Life Cycle Costs

(Present Worth)
	$4,520,000
	$3,938,000


As previously described, the factors considered important in determining the preferred alternative for this monument were maximizing protection of cultural resources, maximizing protection of natural resources, expanding diversity of visitor experience, improving operational efficiency, and minimizing negative effects on neighbors. Within each of these factors a number of criteria were listed, and the advantages of those criteria determined. Criteria for visitor experience included preventing crowding, retaining natural sounds, providing a diversity of opportunities, retaining minimally altered environments, and allowing visitors to experience a full range of resources. Criteria considered for improving operational efficiency included staffing, facilities, utilities, employee housing, and the ability to implement possible alternatives.

Alternative 1 rated the highest in advantages for visitor experience. Alternative 2 provided only slightly fewer advantages than available under existing conditions. Alternative 2, however, provided far greater advantages as far as protecting natural and cultural resources. Effects on neighbors and operational efficiency were rated to be relatively minor factors in choosing the preferred alternative.

Adding costs to the consideration shows that alternative 2 would provide a positive cost benefit. An additional $900,000 increases the benefits of the preferred alternative by almost three times.
