
































































































Military Defense and Utility Development 

The MX missile project and Ely power plant could have major effects on 
land use patterns in White Pine County. The U.S. Air Force and the 
Bureau of Land Management are currently evaluating portions of 6 to 8 
million acres in Nevada and Utah for the MX. The exact site and number 
of acres that must be withdrawn has not been determined as of January 
1981, but the air force does project that approximately 12,000 acres will 
be fenced around the missile sites. Although portions of the study area 
are- being assessed for the MX, it is currently unknown whether any sites 
will be located in the study area. Thus far the Department of Defense 
and its consultants have conducted surveys in the Spring and Snake 
valleys, and the draft environmental impact statement on the MX identifies 
major portions of both valleys as suitable for MX sitings. The proposed 
system, as illustrated in the draft environmental impact statement, would 
be ·located in a major portion of south Spring Valley as well as most of 
Snake Valley. Any sites chosen for the MX would be heavily impacted. 
The project is expected to require 10,000 miles of roads and 2,000 miles 
of railroad tracks. 

Possible construction of a major coal-fired power plant near Ely could. also 
affect land use in the study area. Potential locations that are currently 
being ·studied are Butte Valley, Smith Valley, and Steptoe Valley. At 
this stage of planning, Butte Valley, which is located northwest of Ely, 
appears to be the most Ii kely location for the plant. 

Currently a major east/west transmission corridor (one 230 kv line) 
bisects the study area over Sacramento Pass. Additional transmission 
lines may be located in this corridor, and possibly in south Spring 
Valley. Existing transmission lines may be upgraded to handle additional 
load, requiring more time and money. 

Special Use Permits 

There are a number of B LM and FS special use permits issued for road 
building, power line easements, microwave stations, telephone relay 
stations, pipelines, and small water diversions and reservoirs. 
Application for and issuance of these permits is on an upward trend and 
will probably continue to increase with additional commercial activity. 
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ALTERNATIVES AND IMPACTS 

The following alternatives have been identified by the interagency team as 
feasible ways of managing and protecting the· study area's most significant 
resources, while providing educational, interpretive, and recreational 
opportunities. The alternatives are conceptual and should not be 
construed as comprehensive .land use or resource management strategies. 
They are intended to provide general guidelines for possible future 
actions. 

In developing these alternatives, a number of existing and proposed 
management models that could apply to the Great Basin were analyzed. 
These included the proposed legislation for Jackson Hole· Scenic Area, 
legislation that created the New Jersey Pine Barrens National Preserve, 
and alternatives mentioned in new area studies such as Irvine 
Coast/Laguna Beach and the Columbia Gorge. In addition to these 
protective measures, the existing national landmark programs were 
analyzed. 

Several of the management strategies were found to be well suited to the 
-Great Basin and have been incorporated into one or more of the 
alternatives. Each area, whether it be Jackson Hole or the Pine Barrens, 
has its individual characteristics and different concerns. Consequently, 
the following alternatives are designed to meet specific concerns and 
issues related to Great Basin. In addition to the present management 
programs, the alternatives range from small detached units within the 
study area to a number of sites scattered throughout California, Utah, 
and Nevada (the Great Basin physiographic region). 

ALTERNATIVE I: CONTINUE PRESENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

Under this alternative, planning, development, and management of the 
Great Basin resources within the Snake Range/Spring Valley study area 
would continue under the direction of the existing landowners and land 
managing agencies. 

Legislation may be required to create specific designated areas as deemed 
appropriate. Multiple use would continue on lands administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service. Lehman Caves National 
Monument would continue to be managed by the National Park Service for 
the preservation and protection of its natural and cultural values. 

Private land would not be affected, and the desert land entries would 
continue. All present and future resource uses and rights in the study 
area would be managed by the existing agencies. These uses would 
include, but not be limited to, grazing, mining, recreation, and forest 
products. Uses administered by the state of Nevada, such as hunting, 
fishing, trapping, and water· rights, would not be affected. This 
alternative should not cause increased use of the area; however, the MX 
project, the proposed White Pine County power plant, and major mineral 
or energy discoveries could change these existing use patterns. 
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Planning (including wilderness considerations of 248,000 acres) for FS and 
BLM lands would continue. Changes in land use and/or levels of use 
(such as grazing intensity) would probably occur as the managing 
agencies analyze and monitor their respective resources and as the public 
provides input in~o updated plans. 

Designation of the Snake Range, Lexington Arch, and Swamp Cedar as 
national natural landmarks within the study area is a possibility; 
however, this designation would not change present ownership, 
administration, or land use patterns. The Snake Range could continue to 
be considered for inclusion in the National Park System. 

ALTERNATIVE 2: SNAKE RANGE/SPRING VALLEY DETACHED UNITS 

Under this alternative, the seven smallest feasible units ( 49, 900 acres) of 
the study area that represent 23 of the 25 primary Great Basin natural 
and c~ltural themes would be identified, protected, and interpreted. Due 
to the dynamic character of the resources that reflect the mining frontier 
and cattlemen's empire themes, these values would remain in private 
ownership outside the seven units. Special designations for these units 
would be established, with emphasis on resource preservation and land 
use restrictions. This alternative would be implemented on a site-specific 
basis through legislation, interagency cooperative agreements, and/or 
administrative procedures. These units would continue to be managed by 
the current land management agencies, but resqurce protection would be 
the highest priority. 

Acquisition of private lands and rights would be avoided wherever 
possible. Consumptive uses, such as mining, oil and gas development, 
grazing, and forest products, would not be permitted in the units. Valid 
existing rights for mining and oil and gas development would be acquired. 
The MX system would not be developed within these units, but it could 
possibly be located elsewhere in the study area. 

Information and' interpretive services would be expanded in the Lehman 
Caves/Wheeler Peak areas. Additional onsite interpretation of the natural 
and cultural values would be provided to help visitors understand and 
appreciate the Great Basin environment. Day and overnight use, including 
interpretation, camping, and backcountry camping, would continue to be 
provided. This alternative is not expected to cause a large increase in 
visitation, but greater protection and interpretation of significant 
resources would enhance visitors' appreciation of the Snake Range and 
Spring Valley as a representative example of the Great Basin 
environment. 

ALTERNATIVE 3: SOUTH SNAKE RANGE AND NORTH SPRING VALLEY 

Under this alternative two manageable units would be established. They 
would be managed under strong regulations, emphasizing resource 
preservation. The best and most representative examples of 20 of the 25 
primary Great Basin natural and cultural resource themes would be 
protected, and recreational, educational, and interpetive opportunities 
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would be provided. The hot water, works of volcanism, and western 
trails and travelers themes are not included because they would require 
three more detached units. As in alte·rnative 2, mining and the 
cattlemen's empire themes are not included because of their dynamic 
nature. It is hoped that these values would be perpetuated through 
private ownership. Legislation would be required to establish 27,600 
acres in north Spring Valley and 59, 700 acres in the south Snake Range. 
These areas would be the primary sites because the north Spring Valley 
has the best examples of basin resources, and the south Snake Range has 
the best mountain range. Mount Moriah and the north Spring Valley 
provide a representative sample of the Great Basin biological life zones 
and a progression in geologic landform from basin to range crest. 

Acquisition of private lands would be avoided to the extent possible. If 
private interests were deemed necessary to accomplish the purpose of the 
area, they would be acquired through either fee, donation, easement, 
exchange, or transfer. All agricultural uses would be eliminated, and the 
area would be closed to future mineral entry and oil and gas development. 
Existing mineral rights and oil and gas leases would be acquired. 
Commercial and/or private forest products use and off-road vehicle use 
would not be permitted. Although the MX would not be constructed in 
these units, it could be constructed in the south Spring Valley. 

Since the purpose of this alternative would be to preserve and interpret 
the Great Basin resources under strict regulations, the enabling 
legislation would establish the 87 ,300-acre area as a unit of the National 
Park System or as a special designation administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management or Forest Service. A possible designation would be 
establishment of an area of critical environmental concern managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management. Lehman Caves National Monument would be 
incorporated into this unit, and together with the facilities in the Wheeler 
Peak vicinity, would continue to serve as the focal point for visitors. 
Day and overnight facilities. would be provided; activities would include 
interpretation, picnicking, hiking, camping, and backcountry use. The 
primary focus in the north Spring Valley would be on interpretation of 
the play a lake, ancient lake terraces, and desert ecosystems. Although 
the area would be designated an NPS unit, the Park Service would 
cooperate with other land managing agencies to ensure appropriate 
planning, development, and use of all lands within the study area. 

ALTERNATIVE 4: SNAKE RANGE AND NORTH SPRING VALLEY 

This alternative provides opportunities for perpetuation for all 25 primary 
Great Basin themes and a greater range of land uses than alternative 3. 
Legislation would be required to establish 106, 700 acres in the north 
Snake Range and north Spring Valley and 286,800 acres in the south 
Snake Range. The area provides a better representation of the biologic 
life zones and geologic landforms, from basin to range crest, than 
alternative 3. The Mining and Cattlemen's Empire themes would be 
perpetuated through private ownership. Acquisition of private lands 
would be avoided to the extent possible. If private interests were 
deemed necessary to accomplish the purpose of the area, they would be 
acquired through such means as fee, donation, easement, exchange, or 
transfer. 
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Although the purpose of this alternative is to preserve and interpret 
Great Basin resources, the enabling legislation would address traditional 
and current land uses. As part of the historic scene, ranching/grazing/ 
crop production and associated rights would be permitted by legislation 
unless detrimental to the purpose for which the area was originally 
established. Mining is a historic use, and since valid patented and 
unpatented claims are protected by the 1872 mining law, it would be 
permitted subject to approved plans of operation. The area would be 
closed to future mineral entry. Land use applications and valid existing 
oil/gas leases would be honored subject to review and permit. Private 
and commercial forest products use would be subject to regulation. 
Off-road vehicle use and deployment of MX would be prohibited within 
these two units, but MX construction could occur within other portions of 
the study area. 

As in alternative 3, Wheeler Peak and Lehman Caves would continue to be 
the focal points for visitor use, providing opportunities for day and 
overnight use. The primary use of the northern section would focus on 
backcountry use and interpretation of the playa lake, ancient lake 
terraces, desert ecosystems, Mount Moriah, and the Moriah Table with its 
ancient bristlecones and tundra vegetation. 

Under this alternative, there are numerous management options for the 
area. However, since most of the resources are nationally· significant and 
over 95 percent of the area is under federal jurisdiction, all management 
options involve federal participation. The area could be managed by 
either the Forest Service, Park Service, or Bureau of Land Management. 
More restrictions would probably be enforced under NPS management, 
with greater emphasis on resource preservation. 

ALTERNATIVE 5: SNAKE RANGE AND SPRING VALLEY 

Under this alternative a large single unit is proposed with a management 
philosophy of multiple use similar to alternative 4. In order to protect 
the broad panoramic views and self-contained drainage patterns typical of 
the Great Basin, the large area (including a basin and range) has been 
delineated. All 25 primary Great Basin natural and cultural themes are 
represented in the area. Such an area would provide recreational, 
educational, and interpretive opportunities for the public and yet allow 
traditional land uses to continue. The Wheeler Peak/Lehman Caves area 
would continue to be the focal point for visitor use. Legislation would be 
required to establish the 664,900-acre area. 

As stated under alternative 4, acquisition of private lands would be 
avoided and historic uses, such as ranching and mining, would continue 
unless these uses would be detrimental to the purpose for which the area 
was established. Proposed uses, such as MX, that are incompatible with 
the area's purpose would be excluded. The area would not be closed to 
mineral entry, and oil and gas development would continue, subject to 
approved plans of operation. The area could be managed by the Forest 
Service or Bureau of Land Management or both agencies. The National 
Park Service could not manage the area because the Mining in the Parks 
Act of 1976 (PL 94-429) closes all Park Service areas to mineral entry 
under 1872 mining laws. 
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ALTERNATIVE 6: GREAT BASIN AREA OF NATIONAL CONCERN 

This alternative would recognize the protection, conservation, and 
restoration of identified major resource values representative of the Great 
Basin. It would allow orderly planned development and growth that would 
not adversely affect those resources for which the area was established. 
Recreational, interpretive, and educational opportunities for people to 
understand and appreciate the attributes of the Great Basin environment 
would be increased. In addition, it would recognize the present 

. ·occupants and their lifestyles to be an integral part of the Great Basin 
setting and ·would encourage their perpetuation along with other resource 
features. It would also recognize that the area's present administration is 
effective in preserving the· setting but also recognizes that change is 
inevitable,· and that the integrity of the area might be threatened in the 
future. 

In order to accompl,ish these objectives, legislation would be required to 
establish an 811,600-acre Great Basin Area of National Concern and to 
provide a financial and administrative framework for cooperative planning, 
development, and use of the area. 

Lands and rights currently in private ownership would remain where 
feasible. If possible, where these rights must be acquired, techniques 
emphasizing less than fee acquisition would be employed. Uses such as 
mining, grazing, and crop production would continue as long as these 
uses do not jeopardize natural, cultural, recreational, and scenic values 
for which the reserve was established. Current land uses that conflict 
with these resource values would be restricted or eliminated. Proposed 
uses, such as MX, are incompatible with the area's purpose and would be 
excluded. 

In order to accomplish this cooperative planning and management, an 
advisory commission would be established. There would be two options 
for creating the commission. Under the first option, the commission could 
be composed of representatives from the private sector and agencies with 
land use regulatory powers, including White Pine County, the state of 
Nevada, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, and Park 
Service. The second option would add representatives from the local 
public to the existing Land and Water Conservation Fund Policy Group 
that includes the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, National 
Park Service, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This approach would provide the public 
with direct involvement on how the area should be managed and used. 

An interagency team of professionals from the Department of the Interior, 
Department of Agriculture, and the state of Nevada would prepare a 
comprehensive plan for the area in cooperation with the advisory 
commission. Once the secretaries of the departments and the governor of 
Nevada approve the plan, the advisory commission would monitor the area 
on a regular basis to ensure that significant features of the Great Basin 
are not compromised. In addition, the commission would evaluate 
proposed land use modifications that would impact significant features 
and/or regional lifestyles. The secretaries and the governor would have 
final review and approval of all major land use changes. In case of 
disagreement, a majority shall consti~ute final authority. 
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State and county governments would retain their present authority and 
responsibility but would be encouraged to modify their plans to 
complement the commission's comprehensive areawide plan. The Bureau of 
Land Management, U.S. Forest Service,. and the National Park Service 
would continue to be responsible for managing their areas consistent with . 
each agency's mission. . 

ALTERNATIVE 7: GREAT BASIN DETACHED UNITS 

Recognizing that no single mountain range and valley provides out­
standing :examples of all of. the major Great Basin resources, this 
alternative would protect and interpret a series of detached units which 
have bee.n identified throughout the Great Basin physiographic region. 

Implementation would entail a focal point such as ' the Lehman 
Caves/Wheeler Peak area which could provide exhibit~, multimedia 
presentations, printed materials and tours to interpret the Great Basin. 
Units representing various· Great Basin resources wou.ld be selected. 
Whenever possible these units would be located on existing public lands, 
such as state 'parks, BLM, FS, and NPS areas which have already been 
developed for recreation and/or interpretation. Private ·lands would be 
avoided whenever. possible. If private interests were deemed necessary to 
accomplish the purpose of the units, they would be acquired through 
such means as fee, donation, easement, exchange, or transfer. Other 
selective factors would include site quality, accessibility, and number of 
resources represented within an area. 

Consumptive uses, s~ch as mining, oil and gas development, ranching, 
and forest products would· be permitted only w'1ere these uses do not 
jeopardize the integrity of these management units. Proposed uses, such 
as MX, are incompatible .with the unit's purpose and would be excluded. 
Although valid existing mining rights would continue subject to 
regulations, ·no further mineral entry would be permitted. 

< 

In cooperation with the other land managing agencies, the National Park 
Service and, the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service would 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the development, management, and use 
of the individual units. This plan would be implemented through 
legislation' cooperative agreements, and/or administration procedures. 
These areas would continue to be managed by the current land 
management agencies,·• but ·protection would be the highest priority for 
these special units. Since these resources would represent the Great 
Basin in the NPS Plan, the Park Service would be responsible for 
cooperating with the existing land managing agencies to monitor ~these 
areas. 

The planning team has tentatively identified 26 sites that could represent 
the Great Basin, which are shown on the following map. These are 
intended only as suggested sites; the final ones would have to be selected 
and agreed upon by the previously mentioned agencies. A description of 
each site is in appendix E. 
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IMPACTS 

Major impacts associated with the study area's significant natural, 
cultural, and scientific resources and the socioeconomic considerations are 
shown on the following table. 
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IMPACT CATEGORY 

Private Land .. 

Acquisition Costs 
(Based on $500 to $2,000 
per acre, excluding valid 
existing claims) 

Tax Revenue 

Grazing & Agricultural 
Crops 

Mining 

Oil and gas/energy 

Forest Products 

Water Rights 

Trapping and hunting 

Fishing 

TABLE 4. IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

No effect. 

None. 

No tax loss. 

Some reduction of animal 
unit months is anticipated 
under the existing agencies 
current management. 

No effect on current or 
or anticipated mining 
activities. 

No effect. 

No effect. 

No effect. 

No effect. 

No effect. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

No effect. 

Costs for acquisition of valid 
existing mining and oil and gas 
rights would require a detailed 
appraisal study. 

Some taxes could potentially 
be lost by the removal of up 
to 52,000 acres of federal land 
from multiple use. 

Portions of nine allotments 
would be further regulated, 
resulting in a small 
reduction of grazing; two 
allotments would be reduced 
substantially. 

49,900 acres would be closed to 
further mineral entry; valid 
mineral rights in the detached 
units would be acquired. 

Valid existing leases and lease 
applications would be acquired; 
49,900 acres would be closed 
to further leasing. 

No effect; firewood gathering 
in Miller Basin would continue. 

No effect. 

Subject to further _agency 
regulation. 

No effect. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

400 acres of private land 
in north Spring Valley and 
all could be acquired. 

Acquisition .costs, exclud­
ing valid patented and 
unpatented mining claims, 
would range between 
$200,000 and $800,000; 
costs on mining rights 
would require a detailed 
appraisal study. __-

Taxes could potentially 
be lost on 400 acres of 
private land, and 48, 000 acres 
of federal land would be 
removed from multiple use. 

Small portions of four and 
major portions of two 
allotments would be elimi­
nated. 

87, 300 acres wou Id be closed to 
further mineral entry; valid 
mineral rights would be 
acquired. 

27, 600 acres in north Spring 
Valley would be closed .to oil 
and gas exploration and further 
development. Existing leases 
would be acquired. 

Use would be eliminated in Young 
and Pole canyons; other nearby 
areas would get increased use. 

No effects, unless water rights 
were included in private land 
acquisition. 

Use would be eliminated. 

No effect, except the 
number of fishermen could 
increase because area 

· designation could increase use. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

4,300 acres of. private land 
in area, with acquisition 
of 480 acres anticipated. 

Same as alt. 3, but slight­
ly more private land if 480 
acres acquired. If all"the 
private land is acquired, 
costs would range between 
$240,000 and $960,000. 

Taxes could potentially be 
lost on up to 4,300 acres 
of private land; anticipated 
loss would be on 480 
acres. Losses could also 
be incurred by the removal 
of 389,200 acres of federal 
land from multiple use. 

Grazing allotments in area 
would not be affected 
unless it was detrimental 
to resources for which 
the area was established. 

393, 500 acres closed to 
further mineral entry; 
valid mineral rights would 
be honored subject to 
approved plans of operation. 

Same as alt. 3, except that 
existing oil and gas leases 
would be permitted to con­
tinue, subject to review 
and permit. 

Use would not be elimina­
ted but would be subject to 
further agency regulation. 

Same as alt. 3. 

Same as alt. 2. 

Same as alt. 3. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

36, 500 acres of private land 
in area, with acquisition of 
1, 500 acres anticipated. 

Acquisition cost would 
range between $750,000 
and $150,000,000. 

Taxes could potentially be 
lost on up to 36, 500 acres 
of private land; anticipated 
loss would be on 1,500 
acres. Losses could also 
be incurred by the removal 
of 528,400 acres of federal 
land from multiple use. 

Same as alt. 4. 

Area would remain open to 
mineral entry; mining 
activities might be regulated 
in local areas. 

Exploration and development 
would be permitted, but 
existing leases and lease 
applications would be sub­
ject to review and approval. 

Same as alt. 4. 

Same as alt. 3. 

Same as alt. 2. 

Same as alt. 3. 

ALTERNATIVE 6 

Total amount of private lands 
would be determined by the 
proposed interagency commis­
sion's land-use plan. 

Amount of private lands to be 
acquired would be determined 
by commission's land-use 
plan. 

Tax loss would be determined 
by commission's land-use 
plan. 

Same as alt. 4. 

Same as alt. 5. 

Same as alt. 5. 

Same as alt. 4. 

Same as alt. 3. 

Same as alt. 2. 

·same as alt. 3. 

ALTERNATIVE 7 

Acreage unknown until specific 
areas were selected; purchase of 
minimum private lands anticipated. 

Acreage unknown until specific 
areas were selected; minimum 
acquisition costs. 

Acreage unkown until specific 
areas were selected; minimum 
tax loss. 

Exact number of allotments 
unknown--small reduction in 
grazing would occur on individ­
ual Great Basin-wide sites. 

No effect on mining unless it 
jeopardized the resources for 
which the area was established. 

Subject to specific agency 
regulations unless it 
jeopardized the resources for 
which the area was 
established. 

Subject to agency regulations 
unless uses jeopardizes the re­
sources for which the area was 
established. 

Same as alt. 3. 

Same as alt. 2. 

No effect. 





IMPACT CATEGORY 

Potential MX System 

Visitation 

Development and 
Maintenance Costs* 

White Pine County 
Power Plant 

Current Management 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

MX c,ould be constructed in 
the situdy area after NPS 
study is completed; second­
ary effects such as increas­
ed recreational demands, 
dust, reduction in the water 
table, and degradation of 
visual quality could occur 
even if MX was not con­
structed in study area. 

No effect from study, but 
if MX were constructed, 
visitation and recreational 
demands would increase. 

No significant increases in 
current development or 
yearly operation and main­
tenance costs would be 
incurred unless visitation 
increased substantially. 

No direct effect from power 
plant; secondary effects 
from increased recreational 
demands. 

No effect 

*All costs are subject to change pending more detailed data 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

Same as alt. 1. 

Slight increase in 
visitation; impact from MX 
same as alt. 1 . 

Development costs would range 
between $400,000 and $450,000; 
yearly maintenance and opera­
tional costs would range 
between $400,000 and $500,000, 
depending on the size and scale 
of development. 

Same as alt. 1 . 

Existing management would 
continue but up to 49,900 
acres would be withdrawn from 
multiple use. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

No MX in north Spring 
Valley; however, it could be 
built in south Spring Valley 
with possible secondary effects 
in north Spring Valley and 
Snake Valley (see alt. 1). 

Moderate increase in visitation; 
impact from MX same as alt 1 . 

Development costs would range 
between $800,000 and '$900,000; 
yearly maintenance and opera­
tional costs would range 
between $400,000 and $500,000, 
depending on the size and scale 
of development. 

Same as alt. 1 . 

If the FS did not manage 
this area, the remaining 
fragments of the Snake 
and Moriah divisions of 
Humboldt National Forest would 
be difficult to manage by the 
FS and would probably be 
turned over to BLM. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

Same as alt. 3. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

No MX development in 
Spring Valley; however, 
secondary effects could 
occur from nearby MX 
activities (see alt. 1). 

Slight to moderate increase Same as alt. 4. 
in visitation; impact from 
MX same as alt. 1. 

·Development costs would Same as alternative 4, 
range between $1, 500, 000 except the maintenance and 
and $1, 600, 000; yearly operational costs might be 
maintenance and operational slightly more because of 
costs would range between the potential for future 
$500 ,000, and $600, 000, mining. 
depending on scale and 
size of development. 

Same as alt. 1. 

If NPS managed the area, 
the FS would be left with 
three small unmanageable 
land fragments; these 
would probably' be turned 
over to BLM. If existing 
agencies continued to man­
age their existing jurisdic­
tion, there would be a 
strong emphasis on re­
source preservation. 

Same as alt. 1 . 

Existing agencies would 
continue to manage the area 
in accordance with the 
requirements put forth by 
the establishing legislation. 
Although multiple uses 
would continue, there would 
be a greater emphasis on 
resource protection than 
is currently taking place. 
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ALTERNATIVE 6 

Same as alt. 5. 

Same as alt. 4. 

Same as alternative 4, except 
costs incurred by the 
Commission would be an addition­
al $50, 000 per year. 

Same as alt. 1. 

Existing agencies would continue 
to manage lands under their 
present jurisdiction, but in 
accordance with the mutually 
developed comprehensive plan 
for the study area. 

ALTERNATIVE 7 

Development would not be permitted 
on Great Basin-wide sites; possible 
secondary effects would be the 
same as alt. 1. 

Same as alt. 4, except increase 
would be dispersed over a 
larger area. 

Development costs would range 
between $2 and $5 million, 
depending on the number and 
location of the sites finally 
selected; yearly maintenance 
and operational costs would 
range between $800,000 and $1.5 
million, depending on scale and 
size of development. 

No effect. May have several 
local effects on sites in Spring 
Valley and Snake Range. 

Existing agencies would manage 
the individual areas, but emphasis 
would be on preservation of 
resource values. 
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A GREAT BASIN NATIONAL PARK 

Our recoll'llllendations for a Great Basin National Park are not as 
explicit as those outlined for a Hohave Desert National Park. For the 
Mohave Desert we feel that there is only one logical choice and that 
is Death Valley and three valleys adjacent to it. For an area to 
represent the c( Jt Basin north of 37° latitudel.Jere are several choices. ' 
Ve considered four: the Snake Range, the White Mountains, Railroad Valley 
and Monitor Valley. 

Snake Range: 

This is the area proposed and considered for a Great Basin 
National Park (NPS, 1959l It includes six areas that we have 
proposed as Natural Landmarks: Lexington Arch, Spring Valley 
Swa=p Cedar, Spring Valley White Sage Flat, Shoshone Pygmy 
Sage Natural Area, Mount Moriah, and \..'heeler Peak Scenic Area. 
The latter two are truly outstanding and are priority 1. 

We agree that this area ranks first for scenic grandeur. 
However, a nuQber of objections have been raised to ~aking it 
a National Park; these need to be considered. It is rather 
small for a National Park, 147,000 acres: so~e private land, 
2,600 acres, ~ould need to be acquired or there would be the 
proble~ of in-holdings; the Federal land is mostly under the 
administration of the Forest Service (124,200 acres) which 
would requi~e an inter-department transfer; the area as a whole 
is not re=ote back-country, it is co~paratively well developed 
and there would be a nUJ:iber of conflicti:lg uses and herAe 
strong local opposition to excluding these uses. All of this 
is a matter of record in the Public Hearinis on this proposal'. 

Ve addressed ourselves only to the question: How well does 
this area represent the natural features of the Great Easin? 

Three of the study team cembers are itir.1igrants from the Rocky 
Mountains. We feel right at home here; we love the Snake Range, 
but regretfully, we have to ans~er that it is not very repre­
sentative of the Great Basin. 

The Snake Range is of limestone and lime~tone mountains occur 
only along the eastern edge of the Great Basin. And being at 
the eastern edge it is far removed from the rain shadow of the 
Sierra Nevada which is a dominant influence in the ecology of 
the Great Basin. For ex3mple, the boreal forest is alpine fir 
and Engel~ann spruce; this is the typical boreal forest of the 
Rocky Mountains and is not found west of the Snake Range. 

Some of the landforms th3t are characteristic of the Great Basin 
arc absent. There are no eY.ai:1ples of the works of volc~noes, 
nor or hot water phenomena. 

White Mountains: 

The White Nountains are the highest in ·the Great Basin, and h.:ive 
many outstanding natural features. These are S~':!.~arized in our 
synopsis which appears in Chapter 3. The area ~e considered 
is roughly the same as that we proposed as a Natural Land~ark. 
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It ia mo• y Federal land, but it 1a adid ctered by tbe roreat 
Service a making it a National Park vou~o require an inter-depart­
ment transfer. There is not 111Uch opportunity to expand the proposed 
area. However, ve are concerned primarily vith the question: How 
vell does the White Mountains represent the natural feature• of 
the Great Basin? Thia is an outstanding area (ve give it priority 
1 as a proposed Natural Landmark); but again our anawer baa to be: 
not very representative. 

The White Mountains are granite, and granite mountain• occur 
only along the vest edge of the Great Baain. They are adjacent 
to the Sierra Nevada Range and hence the rain-shadov effect is 
intense. But they are so much loftier (aloost a mile higher) 
than the more typical Great Basin ranges of central Nevada, and 
the increased elevation is somewhat compensating. However, the 
vegetation of the White Mountains is definitely Great Basin and 
not Sierran. 

Our main objection to the White Mountains as a Great Basin National 
Park is that they lack soae of the features ~hat characterize the 
Great Basin. There are no playas or playa lakes, nor sand dunes. 
There are no examples of the vorks of volcanoes, nor of hot vater 
phenomena. 

Since the two superb aountain ranges at either edge of the Great 
Basin do not typify the Great Basin, it is obvious that we need 
to look at the thinly popu 1 ated. and little known central Nevada 
to find a aore representative area of the Creat Basin. 

Railroad Valley: 

This may be a poor name for a huge chunk of country (roughly a 
million acres) that takes in the Grant Range, the Pancake Range, 
the Hot Creek Range and the two valleys between them. This is 
in the heart of the Great Basin and represents well its natural 
features. It includes four areas we have proposed for Natural 
Landmarks: Troy Peak-Hooper Canyon, Lunar Crater, Morey Peak, 
and Hot Creek Range and Valley. Lunar Crater is a registered 
Nntural Landmark; the other three are all priority 1. 

The Grant Range is a limestone range in which the lower strata, 
Early and ~liddle Ca~brian, are recu:J1bent folds of metamorphosed 
sediments. Several thousand feet of Cenozoic conglomerate and 
silicic volcanic rocks overlie the Paleozoic licestonea. There 
are a several deep narrow canyons uith shear walls. "These may 
be the work of glaciers. 

In contrast the the Gr3nt Range which tises to a maximum height 
of 11,300 feet at Troy Peak, the Pancake range is a long, low 
(about 8,000 feet), narrow, volcanic fault-block mountain so 
typical of Great Basin ranges. Questas arc rare in the Great 
Basin and the Pancake Range contains the only examples known to 
us. At the south end of the Pancake Range is Lunar Crater, a 
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large 111aa1,·vhich is a regi•tered Natural a.and111ark. tn the 
vicinity are a number of 'cinder con•• and fine example• of recent 
lava flows. 

Betveen these tvo ranges i• a typical stl'Uctural depression, 
Railroad Valley. The low part of Railroad Valley is a large, 
typical playa. In a sump near the north end, there is a 
remnant saline lake that is good waterfowl habitat, the Railroad 
Valley Vildlife Management Area. A number of large springs 
originate around the edge of the playa and provide a habitat for 
endel!lic desert fish (Hubbs & Hiller, 1948b). 

Between Pancake Ran~e and Hot Creek Range is a typical Great 
Basin structural valley. Hot Creek Valley was transferred from 
BLM to AEC for use as the Central Nevada Test Site. Four deep 
holes were drilled; only one device was detonated. These tests 
were moved to Amchitka Island, and ve believe that Central Nevada 
Test Site has been abandoned and will be returned to BL.~. The 
nuclear·test was completely contained and there is no radioactive 
contamination in Hot Creek Valley. 

Hot Creek gets its name from its large thennal spring, and there 
are others. WArm Springs might be a good site for the Park 
entrance and headquarters. Hot Creek Range is a fine example 
of a typical Great Basin volcanic countain, and its highest point, 
Morey Peak, is ~agr~ficent •. Beauty is a purely personal evalua­
tion, but at certain seasons and for soae people, Morey Peak may 
excell even Wheeler Peak for rugged beauty. If we consider a 
playa to be a plain, then nearly all landforms are represented; 
only c&ves, sar.d du~es and metecr impact sites are absent. There 
are no outstanding fossil sites known to us, but ecological themes 
are well represented. 

Monitor Valley: 

North and vest of the area designated as Railroad Valley, is 
another million acre block that meets the criteria for a Great 
Basin National Park. This is the Monitor Range and the Toquima 
Range and the valley between them. It contains good examples 
of nearly all of the inland landforms except cuestas and hogbacks 
and sand dunes. It includes two areas we have proposed for Natural 
Landcarks: Mount Jefferson and Dianas Punch Bowl. 

Plateaus and ~easP-s are uncommon in the Great Basin, but both 
of these ranges are flat topped. They are otherJise typical 
volcanic, fault-block mountains; there are other exa~ples of the 
works of volcanoes. Dianas Ponch Bowl is perhaps the finest and 
most spectacular exa~ple of hot springs in the Great Basin, and 
this area has several other examples of hot \later phenomena. 
These r,1n3es have been glaciated (Muir, 1918) and abound in 
spectacular canyons. 'Ihere is a large playa in Monitor Valley. 
The Toqui<:ia Range even has a noted cave. 
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Cre3t Bosio ecology is vell represented. There are example• of 
all land ecosyste~• typical of the Creat Basin from alpine tundra 
to deserts. ·There are several mountain stre:ims. Kost of the land 
is in federal ownership, although both mountain ranges are part of 
the Toiyabe National Forest and vould require an inter-departaent 
transfer. Monitor Valley is administered by ILK. 
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APPENDIX B 

REPORT ON STUDIES OF NEW AREAS WITH POTENTIAL FOR INCLUSION 

IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

by 

Vernon Bostick 

As we pointed out at the conclusion of our regional study for the Natural 
Landmarks Program, it is not easy to find in an area of reasonable size (a 
million acres) all of the natural features that exemplify the Great Basin. At 
that time we considered four areas as having potential for inclusion in the 
National Park System. This report considers three additional areas and 
sunmarizes all seven. 

Big Smoky Valley 

This area in central Nevada includes the Toquima Range and the Toiyabe 
Range and the north half of Big Smoky Valley which lies between them. 
The Toquima Range was included in the area previously reported as Monitor 
Valley. At that time (1975) Monitor Valley was chosen over Big Smoky 
Valley because it was less developed with less private land and because 
it included Diana's Punch Bowl, the Great Basin's finest hot spring. At 
that time Round Mountain in Big Smoky Valley was bustling but there was 
no mining activity in Monitor Valley. 

If the boundaries in Big Smoky Valley are drawn to exclude Round Mountain 
on the south and the Kingston Canyon development on the north, then Big 
Smoky Valley does not have more economic conflicts than Monitor Valley. 

Big Smoky Valley is the most impressive structural depression in the 
Great Basin; it extends for more than one hundred miles. The north half 
which is within the boundaries· of the proposed National Park is a bolson. 
Therefore, it meets the criteria, "A park in the Great Basin should have 
at least one complete internal drainage system to exemplify the overall 
character of the entire Great Basin drainage." 

Both the Toquima and Toiyabe ranges are typical of the Great Basin. Of 
the 200,mountain ranges in the Great Basin, the Toiyabe Range ranks about 
fifth for elevation, length, and scenic grandeur. Arc Dome, the highest 
point, is higher than any peak in the Ruby Mountains and only 100 feet 
lower than the highest crest of the Schell Creek Range. Mount Jefferson 
is higher than either Arc Dome or the Schell Creek Peaks, but the rest 
of the Toquima range is not as lofty. 

The Natural Landmarks study reconmended three sites in this proposed park 
for evaluation as Natural Landmarks: Mount Jefferson, Arc Dome, and The 
Wild Granites. 
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Th;s area exemplifies the Great Basin about as well as any single area 
can. Not many of the natural features are truly outstanding, but very 
few of the features that characterize the Great Basin are absent. Of 
the landforms of the present only sand dunes and lakeshores and islands 
are missing. The geologic history is almost canplete. The terrestrial_ 
ecosystems are well represented. The boreal forest is sparse and 
scattered, and for that very reason more typical of the Great Basin 
than the magnificent stands of birstlecone pine on Troy Peak (Railroad 
Valley) or the spruce-fir stands in the Snake Range. 

Oases and remnant Pleistocene lakes are two important features that are 
absent. 

All of the Great Basin's brushy little brooks are much alike. They come 
tumbling down out of the mountains and are either diverted to irrigate 
hay fields or water livestock, or disappear into the alluvial fan. Sane 
have been well studied; most are little known. If any can be considered 
outstanding, my vote is for Jett Creek because it has the most stable 
watershed. Spring runoff following winters with several times normal 
snowfall is very destructive to most streams in the Great Basin. The 
damage to Jett Creek at such times is imperceptible. 

The suggested boundaries (see map} include 734,200 acres. This includes 
17,280 acres of private land, 235,640 acres of federal land administered 
by BLM and 481,280 acres administered by the Forest Service. 

Ruby Mountains 

The Ruby Mountains are magnificent. The highest peaks are not quite as 
high as the highest peaks of half a dozen other ranges, but there are 
more high peaks. Of the 200 ranges of the Great Basin, the Ruby Mountains 
rank among the top three for scenic grandeur. The White Mountains, the 
Snake Range, and the Ruby Mountains are all grand, but-they are too 
different to be compared. Of the three, the Ruby Mountains are the most 
typical of the Great Basin. 

The crest of the Ruby Mountains was recoomended for evaluation as a 
Natural Landmark in that study. A larger area would need to be considered 
for a National Park. Unfortunately, there is not much roan for expansion. 

Ruby Valley at the base of the east escarpment is typical Great Basin 
interior drainage,•but it is all privately owned except for the southern 
half which was purchased fran the owners to establish the Ruby Lake 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

The west slope of the Ruby Mountains drains into the Humboldt River. This 
river eventually ends up in Humboldt Lake in typical Great Basin fashion, 
but only after a journey of more than 200 miles from the Ruby Mountains. 
Therefore the Ruby Mountains fail to meet the criteria- "A park in the 
Great Basin should have at least one complete internal -drainage system to 
exemplify the overall character of the entire Great Basin drainage." 
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The Ruby Mountains are outstanding in the Great Basin for displaying the 
work of glaciers. The U-shaped canyons have sheer walls as much as 
2,000 feet high. The area is famous for its lakes. There are about 
twenty tarns nestled in hanging valleys that are the source of streams 
cascading downward in ribbon-1 ike falls. 

The works of volcanism is well represented but there are no hot springs 
and no lakeshores or islands. The geologic history is well represented. 
Desert ecosystems are represented only by sagebrush. Pinyan and juniper 
woodland occurs along the base of the mount.ains, the boreal forest is 
sparse a~d typically Great Basin. The Ruby Mountains have the most 
extensive alpine tundra to be found in the Great Basin. The area 
abounds in streams but there are no true desert oases. Remnant 
Pleistocene lakes and playas are absent. 

The suggested boundaries (see map) inclose 288,480 acres. This includes 
10,880 acres of private land, 261,280 acres of federal land administered 
by the Forest Service, and 16,320 acres administered by BLM. Extending 
the boundary to include all of the north end of the range would increase 
very appreciably the amount of private land that would have to be 
acquired as these are checkerboard lands. 

Roberts Mountains 

The Roberts Mountains are r~mote and little known. They have been studied 
intensively by geologists interested in Silurian-Devonian biostratigraphy, 
but by no one else that w~ know about. They are not a typical Great Basin 
range; they are so atypical as to be almost unique. They may be the most . 
fascinating mountains in the Great Basin; they are intriguing, but they 
are not representative. 

Instead of being long and narrow, they are short and only twice as long 
as they are wide. Many of the Basin ranges bear a little east of north, 
but the Roberts Mountains are oriented northeast. They are essentially 
limestone mountains rather than volcanic. 

The Roberts Mountains are outstanding for thrust faulting, and thus 
demonstrate very well that the Great Basin is the fractured part of the 
continent. Lateral movement has been established as 16 miles (which is 
as long as the mountain range) and sane geologists believe it may be 50 
miles. 

In ·spite of all th~ tectonic activity the paleozoic strata are intact in 
sane places. The Silurian-Devonian series are better represented here than 
anywhere else in America. 

Charlie Watson reported that the canyons were carved by glaciers, but 
geologists report that the canyons are structurally controlled and there 
is little evidence of glaciation in the Roberts Mountains. 

The desert ecosystem is represented by sagebrush. The base of the mountains 
have the usual pinyon-juniper woodland and mahogany woodland on the higher 
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slopes. Watson reported a boreal forest of limber pine, bristlecone pine, 
and aspen, but half of the Roberts Mountains summits and slopes are bald. 
A number of Great Basin ranges are similarly bald, but the reasons for 
the absence of trees has not been satisfactorily explained. 

When I visited the Roberts Mountains I did not have time to hike to the 
stmmit, so I can't be sure there is any tundra. The vegetation was 
rather lush for a Great Basin Range and I would expect to find small 
patches of tundra in favored situations. Dr. Katherine Bell of UNLV has 
been studying the alpine tundra of the Great Basin for several seasons, 
but she has not visited the Roberts Mountains. 

The Roberts Mountains are not the usual horst with a graben on either 
side of it; it is a lone mountain with valleys on three sides. The 
streams do not drain into a bolson, so it does not meet the criteria: "A 
park in the Great Basin should have at least one complete internal 
drainage systan to exanplify the overall character of the entire Great 
Basin drainage." 

The suggested boundaries (see map) are the same as recommended for 
evaluation as a Natural Landmark. It incloses 62,500 acres, all 
administered by the Battle Mountain District of BLM. 

In order to make it easier to compare these seven study areas, I have 
sunvnarized the information in chart form which follows. The numeral "l" 
signifies that the feature as represented by that area is outstanding; that 
is, that it is either the best in the Great Basin or tied with others for 
first rank. The numeral "2" signifies that the area affords good representa­
tion to that feature but that it is not outstanding. 

A 11 211 rating doesn't always mean that this feature is better represented 
semewhere else. A shadscale community is a shadscale community; it would be 
pretty difficult to judge that one valley represents the community better than 
another. The same is true for dry coniferous forest and sagebrush communities. 
The absence of a 11 111 rating may mean that the finest example of the feature 
does not occur on any of the study areas. For playas, Bonneville Salt Flat 
fs 11 111

; all others are 11 2." 
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Potential Areas for a Great Basin National Park 

. ' ~~ *Themes considered of major importance ~ "b ~ "> 
..... 't7 .(. ~ -~ "> 
't70~0~-~ 't7 ..... in the Great Basin New Areas Study CZ1 CZI CZI ...., .t. CZI ...... CZ1 cJf CZI .._, .t. 

0, ...., C:: ...._ ...._ .... ...._ ...._ ~ C:: CZI 
#Includes Deep Springs * c:: ..... ::, .......... c::..._ ..... oQ::, <) ::, 

~Q? :§:@ Q?~ :@~ ~o,~ ~::::.~ ~~ 
LANDFORMS OF THE PRESENT 

Plateaus 2 2 2 
Cuestas 2 

*Mountain systems l l 2 2 2 l 2 
*Works of volcanism l 2 2 2 2 
*Hot water phenomena 2 l 2 
*Sculpture of the land 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Eolian landforms 

*River systems & lakes (complete 
internal drainage system) 2 2 2 l 

*Work of glaciers 2 2 2 2 2 l 
*Lakeshores and islands 
*Earthquake phenomena 2 2 2 2 2 2 l 
*Caves and springs 

caves l 2 2 
springs 2 l 2 2 2 2 2 

GEOLOGIC HISTORY 
Precambrian 

*Cambrian to lower Silurian 2 2 2 2 
*Silurian & Devonian 2 1 
*Mississippian to Permain 2 2 2 2 2 
Permain through Cretaceous 2 2 
Oligocene through Pliocene l 2 

*Pleistocene 2 2 2 2 2 l 2 
*Post-Pleistocene 2 2 2 2 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 
*Desert colTU'llunities 

cold desert 
sagebrush 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
shad scale 2 2 2 
winterfat l 

hal ophyte 2 
barren desert (playa) 2 2 2 

*Dry coniferous forest and woodland 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
*Boreal forest l l 2 2 2 2 2 
*Tundra 2 2 2 2 2 l 2? 

SPECIAL ECOSYSTEMS 
*Hydrothermally altered substrate 
*Oases l 

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS 
*Streams 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

. *Lakes and ponds 
remnant lakes 2 2 2 
alpine tarns 2 2 l 2 
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APPENDIX C 

GREAT BASIN THEMES - COMPARED TO THEMES PRESENTED IN 
PART ONE AND PART TWO: NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM PLAN 

I. NATURAL 

The criteria for evaluating natural resources in the Great Basin is 
based on the themes discussed in Part Two: National Park System 
Plan. These themes are very general because they were designed 
to apply to all physiographic regions of the United States. 

It was necessary to make the. followin~ minor adjustments. The 
themes 11 sc·u1pture of the Land 11 and 11 Eolian Landforms 11 are not 
listed in the park system plan as significant for the Great Basin 
but, since they are both present throughout the region, they have 
been retained in the criteria. An additional theme, 11 Earthquake 
Phenomena,· 11 has been added because the Great Basin is one of the 
most actively faulted and fractured segments of the earth's crust. 
Within the geologic history theme, the Precambria·n period has been 
added because . of the presence of Precambrian rocks in a sizeable 
portion of the White Mountains. The Mississippian- Triassic/ 
Permian-Cretaceous time periods were changed to Mississippian­
Permian and Triassic-Cretaceous to avoid an overlap between the 
two time spans. 

The themes dealing with land ecosystems are basically the same as 
those in Part Two of the National Park System Plan but, as is true 
for geological themes, some minor, adjustments have been made. A 
11 Special Ecosystems 11 group of th.emes was added to account for 
oases,· hydrothermally altered substrate, and habitat of special 
interest. The specialized group of themes entitled 11 Aquatic 
Ecosystems" was not changed. All of these specialized themes 
represent localized environments somewhat unique to the Great 
Basin. 

The themes considered of primary importance in the Great Basin are 
marked with an asterisk (*). 

A. PRESENT LANDFORMS 

*Plains, plateaus, mesas 

The Great Basin is not a single large basin as the name 
implies, but consists of more than 150 desert basins 
separated by nearly 200 mountain ranges. These basins 
generally contain much alluvial fill eroded from 
surrounding mountains. When closed, these basins 
frequently have intermittent lakebeds (playas) at the 
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lowest elevation that are surrounded by alluvial slopes 
(bajadas) that grade upward into the bedrock of the 
eroded mountain range (pediment). 

There are no plains in the Great Basin unless dry lake 
beds are interpreted as plains. The theme study 
interprets playas to be lakes, not plains. 

Plateaus and mesas are rare in the Great Basin. A few 
of the Ba~in ranges have somewhat flattened tops, such 
as Mount Moriah, Mount Jefferson, and Steens Mountains. 

Plateaus and mesas are locally common in the northwest 
part of the Great Basin where it grades into the lava 
flows of the Columbia Plateau province. 

*Mountain systems 

Of the 200 ranges present in the Great Basin, about 150 
are typically fault-block mountains, long and narrow, 
oriented north-south, with a steep escarpment on one 
side. 

The structure of the Great Basin is basically a series of 
alternating horsts and grabens. The major valleys have 
been created by downwarping of strata and, as a result, 
most are closed basins (bolsons) with no exterior 
drainage. 

The alternating valley-mountain range structure is the 
primary geologic characteristic of Great Basin 
physiography. Any representative park area should 
include at least one range and one valley. This theme 
along with the present ecosystem are the two most 
significant themes in the Great Basin. 

*Works of volcanism 

Volcanic features abound in the Great'. Basin because of 
the highly fractured crust. A wide variety of volcanic 
landforms and features ar.e present from small cinder 
cones to large calderas, lava flows, pumice-covered valley 
floors, rhyolitic domes, basalt dikes, etc. 

*Hot water phenomena 

Hot and warm springs are common in the Great Basin 
because of deep seated fault systems and related volcanic 
activity within the 11 recent11 geologic past. 
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Sculpture of the land 

Although this is not a major theme in the Great Basin, 
there are numerous unusual features of the landscape· 
locally shaped by physical and chemical phenomena and by 
erosive action of wind and water. 

Eolian landforms 

Dune systems are common in the Great Basin. Areas 
within the mountains where wind patterns are slowed allow 
sands to be deposited. Source materials for these sands 
are the valley floors, or playas where fine particulates 
are concentrated. 

*River systems and lakes 

Rivers are almost extinct in the Great Basin since the 
pluvial (Pleistocene) pe·riod. 

With a few minor exceptions, water does not leave the 
Great Basin via major river systems draining to the 
oceans. 

A park in the Great Basin should have at least one 
complete internal drainage system to exemplify the overall 
character of the entire Great Basin drainage. 

*Work of glaciers 

The Great Basin was not generally glaciated; some of the 
higher mountain ranges have fine examples of nearly all 
alpine glacial features. 

*Lakeshores and islands 

Lakes in the Great Basin are saline remnants or playas 
left over from the abundant lakes of the pluvial period. 
Ancient shorelines of these pluvial lakes are scientifically 
significant in interpreting the geologic history of the 
region. 

*Earthquake phenomena (movements of the earth's crust) 

This theme is not discussed in Part Two: The National 
Park System Plan but is important in the Great Basin. 
The earth's crust is highly fragmented in this portion of 
the continent and is the basic cause of the physical 
makeup of the Great Basin. There is considerable 
overlap with other themes: the mountain systems are 
fault-block mountains, volcanism is associated with shear 
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zones (plate boundaries), and caves and springs are 
largely controlled by faults. 

Although faults are easily traced, the structural history 
is very complex. The lack of vegetation and overburden 
makes the Great Basin an ideal place to study faulting 
and understand the structural history. 

*Caves and springs 

The Great Basin contains excellent examples of both caves 
and springs. Springs often occur along fault lines. 
Many of the warm springs are habitats of endemic fish. 

The larger springs create special ecosystems (oases), 
which are habitats of special interest. 

Limestone caverns are common, especially in the eastern 
ranges, where limestone is the primary rock type. 

B. GEOLOGIC HISTORY THEMES 

Precambrian 

Precambrian rocks, although present in the Great Basin, 
are not of special significance. 

*Cambrian to lower Silurian 

Early Paleozoic rocks are widespread, many being richly 
fossiliferous. Cambrian carbonates (limestones and 
dolomites) and shales are widespread and well exposed, 
often as ·banded cliffs in the highest parts of the ranges. 
Ordovician fossils are somewhat distinct and unique in 
southern Nevada. Cambrian trilobites are distinct and 
locally common. 

*Silurian and Devonian 

Rocks and fossils of Silurian and Devonian times are 
better exposed and more completely represented in central 
Nevada than in any other comparable area in North 
America. They represent a more normal marine 
environment and continuous deposition not present in the 
east. The best exposures are in the Robe.rts Mountains. 

*Mississippian through Permian 

Rocks of this age are .commonly exposed in the Great 
Basin. Many of these rocks are the sources of limestone 
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caverns, ·and some are of considerable economic 
importance. 

Triassic through Cretaceous 

Rocks of the Mesozoic era are common in the Great Basin 
but are not of unusual importance. One exception is in 
western Nevada where exposures of Triassic marine 
sediments (best in the United States) contain fossils of 
the large fish-Ii ke marine reptile lchthyosaurus. This is 
in lchthyosaur State Park, a registered natural landmark. 

*Oligocene through Recent 

Oligocene through Pliocene. Oliogocene to Pliocene age 
units are found in the Great Basin; some contain 
vertebrate remains, generally not common in Cenozoic age 
nonmarine rocks. Numerous mammal fossils are found in 
rocks at Mount Moriah. 

Pleistocene. Perhaps the most significant portion of 
geologic time in the Great Basin is the Pleistocene epoch. 
During this time the earth's crust experienced major 
faulting and thrusting that created the topography of the 
Great Basin as we see it today. The "pluvial" climate 
during the Pleistocene created major bodies of water 
within the Great Basin that later evaporated as a result 
of the rain-shadow effect caused by the continually rising 
Sierra Nevada. 

Postpleistocene. The aridity that developed in postpluvial 
.time has made the Great 'Basin highly sensitive to changes 
in plant species distribution and variations in climate. 
Ancient lakeshores and cyclic fluctuation of playa levels 
are examples of evidence of long-term versus short-term 
climatic changes. 

C. TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

*Desert Communiti.es 

. Several cold desert subitems are listed because the desert 
theme is such a key element in the Great Basin and 
because of its variability. 

Cold Desert. The most widely distributed of the cold 
desert communities are dominated by sagebrush 
(Artemisia) in its various forms. The. other major 
community of cold deserts is dominated by shadscale 
(Atriplex). Another species of interest is winterfat or 
white sage ( Eurotia lanata). Generally, this species is 
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widely distributed throughout the southwest; however·, 
areas termed "white sage flats" only occur in the 
intermountain region. 

Halophyte. These communities are determined by the 
·degree of soil salinity. They are little influenced by 
temperature and occur in both the warm and cold deserts. 
Saline soils develop under conditions of poor drainage and 
high evaporation; in the Great Basin region this means 
the borders of play as or shallow lakes or ponds. These 
areas are dominated by Pickleweed (Allenrolfea), 
greasewood (Sarcobatus), and saltgrass (Distichlis). 

Barren Desert. Considerable areas in the Great Basin 
are barren of vegetation: playas, dunes, and desert 
pavement. These areas are essentially lifeless. In the 
case of playas, pure salt can be harvested on the 
surface. Play as, when recharged, feature populations of 
brine shrimp (Artemia salina). Their eggs can withstand 
extreme heat and cold and can survive in saturated salt 
solutions. Also, sand dunes are included under this 
category and the biota occurring on dunes are often 
endemic to that sub.strate. 

*Dry Coniferous Forest and Woodland 

This system cannot be defined by elevation, as the desert 
associations could not be. Generally, this association can 
be described as that region between desert and boreal 
forest. 

The pinyon/juniper wc;>odland (Pinus monophylla and 
Juniperus osteosperma) is the most extensive forest type 
within the intermountain region. It is a very uniform 
association but does have some variation. There are two 
species of pinyon and four of juniper occurring in 
geographically isolated stands throughout the Great 
Basin. On calcareous mountains, curl-leaf mahogany 
forms extensive woodland stands, replacing 
pinyon/juniper. 

*Boreal Forest 

Makeup of this community type varies both with latitude 
and longitude (as a response to the decreasing effect of 
the Sierra Nevada rain shadow). There is no "typical 11 

boreal forest in the Great Basin. 

This association of the higher elevations is usually 
dominated by limber pine (Pinus flexilis) and, depending 
on latitude, bristlecone pine-(Pinus longaeva). Boreal 
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forests of Utah support a mixture of Englemann spruce 
(Picea engelmannii) and alpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa). 
The mountain ranges in south central Nevada support 
boreal forests, which are a mixture of all the 
above-mentioned species. Aspen (Populus tremuloides) 
are associated with the boreal forest, usually as a 
successional stage following burns. 

*Tundra 

Arctic-alpine vegetation . is poorly represented in the 
nearly 200 mountain ranges of the Great Basin; only a 
dozen support any appreciable tundra. This association, 
highly variable and extremely isolated, contains a number 
of endemic species. It- should be mentioned that 
numerous studies are currently being conducted to 
identify the plant species of these isolated islands in the 
Nevada mountains. 

D. SPECIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Oases 

Oases are significant ecologically, as they are many times 
more productive than the surrounding arid ecosystems 
and illustrate great diversity in both plant and animal 
life. This heading would include bogs, marshes, riparian 
habitats, and meadows. 

Habitats of special interest 
\ 

The diversity in climate and geology in the Great Basin 
produces a diversity of ecosystems, many of which do not 
easily fit into the ecosystems already discussed. These 
elements include unique and relict populations in addition 
to areas of wi Id I ife concentrations. 

E. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS 

*Streams 

Most of the mountain ranges of the Great Basin have no 
permanent streams. Most of the streams are intermittent 
and ephemeral, depending on seasonal precipitation. All 
streams have interior drainage either saturating the 
alluvium or recharging the play as. 

*Lakes and Ponds 

In Pleistocene times the Great Basin's topography, 
climate, and vegetation were much like Minnesota today. 
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The landscape abounded in lakes. Climatic change to 
aridity brought about by the rising Sierra Nevada 
reduced these lakes to play as. 

These intermountain lakes can be divided into two 
classes; most are Great Basin in nature, large saline 
lakes that are remnants of Pleistocene lakes. Others are 
alpine lakes that owe their origin to glaciation. 

Endemic Wildlife 

Fish distribution within the Great Basin has provided 
valuable information in the hydrologic history and 
zoogeography of the region. Nevada has a· large number 
of endemic fishes, an outstanding feature of the area. 
The depletion of this fish fauna is well documented, and 
this element is typical of the Great Basin. 

11. CULTURAL (Archeological and Historical) 

The major heading 11 CulturaP1 has replaced 11 Historical 11
; this denotes 

both archeological and historical resources. Standard information 
concerning these themes has been extracted from Volume 1 of the 
park system plan. A category termed 11 Ancillary Themes 11 has been 
added to the end of the previously developed themes. This 
category illustrates contemporary trends that are particularly 
indigenous to the Great Basin. 

A. THE ORIGINAL INHABITANTS 

*The Earliest Americans (1a) 

Recent archeological evidence points to Great Basin 
occupation some 8,000-10,000 years ago. 

Native Villages and Communities (1b) 

Great Basin Indians such as the Shoshone, Washoe, and 
Paiute did not attain the level of societal complexity of 
the Plains or Southwestern peoples. 

Living Remnants (1d) 

There are a number of reservations in the Great Basin. 

B. EUROPEAN EXPLORATION AND SETTLEMENT 

Spanish Exploration and Settlement (2a) 

The Spanish crossed the Basin area but did not erect 
communities of major importance. Early Spanish trails 
pretty much skirted the Basin. 
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C. MAJOR AMERICAN WARS 

Great Basin part of Old Mexico ( 4c) 

This land was ceded to the United States in 1848. No 
large scale military action occurred there ·during the 
Mexican War. 

Civil War (4d) 

Gold and silver production was important to the Union. 
During the war, Lincoln pushed for Nevada statehood for 
strategic reasons. 

D. POLITICAL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS 

Political and Military Affairs, 1830-18GO (Sb) 

The era of Manifest Destiny, typified by John C. 
Fr_emont's expeditions, influenced the Great Basin. 

E. WESTWARD EXPANSION 

*Great Explorers of the West (Ga)· 

Peter Ogden, Fremont, and Joseph Walker. 

The Fur Trade (Gb) 

Jedediah Smith traversed this region. 

Military/Indian Conflicts (Ge) 

Minor in this region, compared to Plains or Southwest. 

*Western Trails and Travelers (Gd) 

Mormon Trail and Settlement of the Great Basin: One of 
the study areas in northwestern Nevada contains the site 
of Applegate-Lassen Trail, a shortcut from the Humboldt 
River country to the gold camps of northern· California 
and settlements in Oregon. (National Park Service 
evaluated this area in 19G2.) 

*The Mining Frontier (Ge) 

Great Basin, Nevada and Utah: Nevada significant in 
gold, silver, · and copper production.· This theme 
provides a major thrust for early and subsequent 
settlement patterns. 
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The Farmers• Frontier (6f) 

Irrigation Frontier of the Far West 
Pioneer Mormon Farmers in Great Basin Kingdom. 

*The Cattlemen 1s Empire (6g) 

Early range cattle industry destroyed by severe weather 
in mid-1880s but regrouped and expanded. 

F. AMERICA AT WORK 

Science and Invention 

The discovery or invention of significant concepts, 
priorities and devices in the United States applied in such 
fields as commerce, industry, agriculture, transportation, 
communication, and medicine. 

G. ANCILLARY THEMES 

Items not outlined in NPS plan: 

1. Cold War Military, Nuclear Testing 

2. Twentieth Century Oil, Gas, Uranium Exploration 
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APPENDIX D: RESULTS OF PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 

Baker, Nevada - List of Concerns (July) 

Group A 
Concerns 
1. What is a park 
2. Will private land be taken if a park is instituted 
3. What are proposed park boundaries 
4. Will cattle be allowed to graze on the yet undefined boundaries 
5. Will people be allowed to cut and take wood on park 

boundaries (A lot of people rely' on wood for heat) 
6. Will our hunting and fishing privileges be revoked or limited 
7. Will mining be allowed within park areas 
8. Will trapping be allowed to continue 
9. Will park lead to a wilderness area where only backpacking is 

allowed 
10. If a national park is implemented, will not more people enter 

into an area with limited campground facilities and endanger 
more wilderness areas than if it was left alone with less national 
attention 

11 . Wi 11 a national park endanger local water rights 
12. Lack of information about what constitutes a park and all it 

proposes 
13. Will a national park restrict local people's recreational use of 

the area by park restricted laws 
14. If people are allowed to have land within park boundaries, will 

they be able to use the land as they see fit for such things as 
gardening, planting, building, and septic systems 

15. Is this meeting just a token gesture to pacify local residents 
who question government motives 

16. Will the fact that the park proposal for the Snake Range has 
been turned down three times before be considered 

17. People have lost faith in how much government will consider our 
concerns and our way of life which we want to preserve; for 
example, the MX missile system proposal has had a direct 
bearing on people's attitude--the government does what it 
wants and asks later 

Alternatives 
1. No park (people feel the status quo is okay) 

Leave area under existing management 
Sagebrush Rebellion (Turn management over to state) 

Group B 
Concerns 
1. Mining 
2. Grazing rights and private land 
3. Multiple Use 
4. Increased use - more people 
5. Limited access to resources 
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Baker, Nevada - List of Concerns (Cont'd) 

6. Hunting 
7. Quality of life for residents 
8. Tax base 
9. Increased federal control 11 foot-in-the-door 11 

10. Resource protection - present management 
11 . Substandard area for park 
12. Energy use 

Five 
1. 

2. 

Greatest Concerns 
Multiple Use 

mining 
grazing 
recreation 
hunting, fishing, trapping 
firewood, posts, Christmas 
oil 
residents - private land 
water development 
farming 

Increased Use - More People 
traffic impact 
quality of life 
energy use increases 
environmental impact 

3. Increased Federal Control 
MX missile system 
Sagebrush Rebellion 

trees, pine nuts 

limited access to resource use 
loss of tax base 
wilderness proposals 
11 foot-in-the-door 11 

4. Protecting Fragile Resources 
5. Not True Representation of Great Basin 

Group C 
Concerns 
1. Grazing rights 
2; Private land· 
3. Maintain status quo because resource isn't deteriorating 
4. Park boundaries 
5. Justify the park resource (no bears) 
6. Destruction of resource by increased visitors 
7. Multiple use more important than preservation 
8. Mining 
9. Quality of life - human environment 

10. Inholdings - limitations, restrictions, etc. 
11. Building - concessions support services 

What are impacts under park status 
12. Why expand existing park service boundaries 
13. Overregulation by government agencies 
14. How does MX system relate to park 
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Baker, Nevada - List of Concerns (Cont'd) 

15. 
16. 

Priority 
1. 

2. 

3. 

Negative effect on hunting and fishing 
Alternate energy resource will be locked up if park is established 

list 
Maintain status quo 

resource isn't deteriorating 
limited development and population 

Multiple Use More Important 
livelihood dependent on multiple use 
unique physical resources that need protection are 

fine under multiple use 
park would cause more problems than status quo 
destruction by increased visitors 

Land Use Status 
Boundaries 

No private land included 
If private land is included, no restrictions should be made 
Grazing land and rights should be maintained - also water 

and trapping rights 
Mining claims should be left alone 
Maintain recreation use of land 

hunting and fishing 
park would restrict above items 

Wood gathering an important energy resource for local/ 
county residents · 

Quality of Life 
A park will have a negative impact on quality of life for 
residents 

MX impact and park impact is more than we can stand 

4. Conclusion 
Serious consideration of other alternatives should be made 
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Ely, Nevada - List of Concerns (July) 

Alternatives 

Alternative 1 Continue Present Management (Status Quo) 
1 . Park Service stand on MX 
2. Impact of national landmark status 
3. Status of wilderness vs. park 

Alternative 2 Minimum Preservation (Detached Units) 
1. Size of individual areas 
2. Access to areas 
3. Input from other agencies on areas 
4. Status regarding Clean Air Act and this alternative 

Alternative 3 Minimum Contiguous Unit (Limited Restrictions) 
1. Conflicts with contiguous unit 

Private property - U.S. Highway - powerline corridor 
Grazing rights - Water rights 

2. Hunting and other recreation concerns (allowed if legislated) 
3. Private Property: change of use (commercial or inheritance) 
4. Mining: negotiated use 

Alternative 4 Minimum Contiguous Unit (Maximum Protection) 
1. Mining: valid existing rights honored; access negotiated 
2. No grazing 
3. Private property rights: dependent on legislation 
4. Contiguous: split in two parts 
5. Attracting more people: destruction of resource 
6. Limited visitation or use 

Alternative 5 Area of Concern (Entire Study Area) 
No discussion 

Miscellaneous - No N PS 

Be Specific (By Alternatives) 
Air Quality 
Boundary 
Restricted uses and where 
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Baker, Nevada - List of Concerns (September 1980) 

1. Why and who. determined we should do this study 
2. How are mining and ranching going to be interpreted in the area 
3. What would happen to homes and individual parcels of land under 

alternative 4 
4. How large an area would be affected by management restrictions for 

each of the areas under alternative 7 
5. Why can't the state of Nevada protect areas considered under 

alternative 7 
6. Define the terms prqtection and preservation 
7. Why does the Park Service think it can preserve ·the study area any 

better than the local people have for the past 120 years 
8. Can the area be managed by the Park Service, but not strictly as a 

national park 
9. Address the conflict of putting a national park next to the MX 

system; what are the secondary effects of MX development; what is 
Park Service offering in contrast to the other agencies 

10. Impacts are not presented as an analysis of specific property under 
alternatives; how often will use be studied to see if impact occurs 

11. Can reserved private rights be transferred 
12. How many more studies are going to be done; too many agencies 

have already studied, and too many tax dollars have been spent 
13. No one in a federal agency can plan or manage the area as well 

as those who live there and love it 
14. How much land does federal government own in Nevada and White 

Pine County 
15. How long can a park a month go on 
16. Estimates on the amount of use should be provided 
17. Maybe we should be combining alternatives; want alternative 7 
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Ely, Nevada - List of Concerns (September 1980) 

1. What is intended for the Spring Valley/Swamp Cedar area under 
alternative 7 

2. Are all alternatives subject to change at any time by the National 
Park Service 

3. Why can't the small areas indicated under alternatives 2 or 3 be 
open to mining 

4. Alternative 2 is superimposed on alternatives 4 and 5 
5. Who determines what is detrimental to the protected themes and what 

action would result 
6. Would any use of idle land be considered an incompatible use 
7. Can a building be constructed in an undisturbed area or would that 

require National Park Service approval 
8. Pattened claims should be honored; past generations have been 

deprived of mining valuable minerals 
9. Underground mining is one of most expensive mining methods; if this 

is the only allowed method, it would deprive some people of their 
livelihood 

10. What effect would National Park Service management have on ranching 
(pipes, irrigation, burning, and planting lands); will ranching 
continue to be economical 

11. How would units under alternative 2 be managed; how would visitation 
be controlled in Wheeler Park area 

12. Question of specifics - too many ifs and maybes; concepts in 
document can't be pinned down 

13. Select alternative or alternatives that protect private property rights 
yet preserve resource values for wider society; eliminate some 
alternatives 

14. There is currently a limited tax base (3%); concerned about eroding 
the tax base to fund public services 

15. What are the acreages for Great Basin-wide detached units in 
alternative 7 

16. Will air quality standards be maintained and/or additional restrictions 
imposed 

17. Alternative 7 - Take selected units of the Snake Range to represent 
Great Basin values; question resource valdalism, virgin 
ponderosa/Big Wash., and Bristlecone in Mount Washington 

18. Alternative 7 - Need a map to illustrate areas in Snake Range/ 
Big Wash; include acreages for alternative 7 

19. Opposed to federal management/ownership. At some point state will 
control lands in Nevada-Sagebrush Rebellion 

20. Alternative 7 appears to be the most reasonable 
21 . The costs of management development for each alternative needs to 

be presented 
22. Under alternative 7 - diffused visitation - reduce concentration of 

visitors 
23. Snake Range is representative of the Great Basin natural/cultural 

values 
24. Everything cannot be included in one area 
25. Concern about Park Service involvement in resource preservation; 

doubt that the name National Park Service will mean that much 
26. How would one area represent Great Basin; alternative 7 is most 

representative of Gre-at Basin values--smaller acreages than those 
expressed in alternatives 2-6 
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APPENDIX E: ALTERNATIVE 7 - ANNOTATED LIST OF POTENTIAL 
INTERPRETIVE SITES 

These following sites are only a suggestion; a thorough study should be 
completed before any specific sites are established. The .themes listed are 
the most important to the Great Basin. Many sites display other themes 
and subthemes. 

NEVADA SITES 

Lehman Caves National Monument, White Pine County, Nevada (Great 
Basin Interpretive Center) 640 acres 

Present status: National Park Service (NPS)· administered national 
monument 

Themes represented: Caves and springs;** Dry coniferous forest 
and woodland* 

Wheeler Peak Scenic Area/Mt. Moriah Area, White Pine County, Nevada 
(218,200 acres) 

Present status: 1 U.S. Forest Service multiple-use area under 
wilderness consideration. Interpretive. Center at Lehman Caves, 
Bristlecone interpretive trail, pictograph trail, numerous hiking 
trails and camping facilities. Part of Snake Range; a potential 
national natural landmark (NNL) 

Themes represented: Mountain systems,** Caves and springs*, 
River systems and lakes - Alpine lakes and streams**, Work of 
glaciers**, Tundra**, Boreal forest**, Dry coniferous forest and 
woodland**, Desert communities* Plains - plateaus - mesas*, Caves 
and springs** · 

Spring Valley Swamp Cedar Natural Research Area (NRA), White Pine 
County, Nevada (40 acres) 

Present status: Designated a national recreation area under Bureau 
of Land Management administration 

Themes represented: Special ecosystems** Desert communities* 

Lexington Arch, White Pine County, Nevada ( 40 acres) 

Present status: Forest Service multiple-use area. A 2-mile hiking 
trail allows access to the area; a potential NNL 

*Theme has good representation 

**Theme has excellent representation 
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Themes represented: Sculpture of the land**, Dry coniferous forest 
and woodland* 

Hot Creek Range, Nye County, Nevada (no acreage data available) 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management multiple use area 

Themes represented: Mountain systems**, Hot water phenomena*, 
Dry coniferous forest and woodland**, Desert communities** 

Robert's Mountains, Eureka County, Nevada (62,000 acres) . 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management multiple-use area. 
Grazing and outdoor recreation are major uses; a potential NNL 

Themes represented: Mountain systems**, Earthquake phenomena*, 
Boreal forest*, Dry coniferous forest and woodland** 

Lunar Crater, Nye County, Nevada (2,560 acres) 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management multiple-use 
area--inventoried for recreational potential; a registered NN L 

Themes represented: Works of volcanism** Desert communities* 

Diana's Punchbowl, Nye County, Nevada (160 acres) 

Present status: Under private ownership; a potential NNL 

Themes represented: Hot water phenomena**, Works of volcanism* 

Black Rock Desert, Humboldt and Pershing Counties, Nevada (132,000 
acres) 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management multiple-use area; a 
potential NNL 

Themes represented: River systems and lakes -- largest playa**, 
Works . of volcanism*, Hot water phenomena**, Desert communities 
--barren desert** and early explorers. 

Red Rock Canyon Recreation Lands, Clark County, Nevada (78,000 acres) 

Present status: Recreation area under joint Bureau of Land 
Management and state administration; a potential NNL 

Themes represented: Earthquake phenomena**, Sculpture of the 
land*, Special ecosystems Great Basin - Mohave Desert flora 
ecotone* 
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Pyramid Lake - Anaho Island, Washoe County, Nevada (142,000 acres) 

Present status: Anaho Island is a national wildlife refuge (NWR); 
the remainder of the area is within the . Pyramid Lake Indian 
Reservation. The main uses are fishing and boating; a potential 
NNL 

Themes represented: River systems and lakes remnant 
Pleistocene Lake**, Seashores, lakeshores, islands*, Caves and 
springs*, Special interest species - endemic and endangered fish*, 
Special habitats of special interest - bird colonies* 

Humboldt River, Humboldt County, Nevada (10 acres) 

Present status: Private agricultural land; although highly impacted, 
it is Great Basin's only river 

Themes represented: River systems and lakes -- Great Basin's only 
river* 

lchthyosaur Site, Nye County, Nevada (200 acres) 

P·resent status: The site is on USFS land but administered by 
Nevada State Parks under a special use permit; a registered · NNL 

Themes represented: Age of reptiles (triassic)** 

Ruby Mountains Scenic Area, Elko County, Nevada (40,000 acres) 

Present status: USFS scenic area; a potential NNL 

Themes represented: Mountain systems**, Earthquake phenomena**, 
Work of glaciers**, Tundra**, Boreal forest* 

Ruby Marsh, Elko County,. Nevada (37,000 acres) 

Present status: A national wildlife refuge and registered NNL 

Themes represented: Habitats of special interest -- bird nesting 
sites**, Lakes and ponds**, Caves and springs*, Special interest 
species -rare birds* 

Valley of Fire State Park, Clark County, Nevada (30,000 acres) 

Present status: Nevada State Park and registered NNL 

Themes represented: Earthquake phenomena**, Mountain systems*, 
Sculpture of the land*, Desert ecosystems - Great Basin floristic 
boundary** 
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Humboldt River Sink (Peter Skene Osden) Churchill County, Nevada (no 
acreage data available) 

Present status: Public ownership 

Themes represented: Westward expansion (Great Explorers)* 

Leonard Rock Shelter, Pershing County, Nevada (no acreage data 
available) 

Present status: National historic landmark, privately owned 

Themes represented: Original inhabitant Earliest Americans** 

Fort Churchill, Lyon, Nevada (SO acres) 

Present status: National historic landmark, public ownership - state 
park 

Themes represented: 
travelers)** 

Westward Expansion (Western trails and 

Virginia City Historic District, Storey County, Nevada (14, 700 acres) 

Present status: National historic landmark, privately owned 

Themes represented: Westward Expansion (Mining frontier)** 

Dansberg Ranch, Douglas County, Nevada (3 acres) 

Present status: nominated to national register 

Themes represented: Westward Expansion (Cattlemen's Empire)* 

UTAH SITES 

Antelope Trilobite Beds, Millard County, Utah (10,000 acres) 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management multiple-use land and 
state of Utah lands; potential N NL 

Themes represented: Age of primitive invertebrates (cambrian)**, 
Dry coniferous forest and woodland* 

Bonneville Salt Flats, Tooele County, Utah (40,000 acres) 

Present status: Bureau of Land Management land and a Utah State 
Reserve; a potential NNL 

Themes represented: River systems and lakes -- remnant of largest 
Great Basin pleistocene lake**, Desert communities barren 
desert** 
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Red Mountain, Washington County, Utah (16 ,000 acres) 

Present status: 
potential NNL 

Bureau of Land Management multiple-use area;. 

Themes represented: Plains plateaus mesas**, Works of 
volcanism*, Dry coniferous forest and woodland - ponderosa pine*, 
Desert communities* 

CALIFORNIA SITES 

Cima Dome, San Bernadine County, California (14,000 acres) 

Present status: 
potential NNL 

Bureau of Land Management natural area; a 

Themes represented: Sculpture of the land**, Desert communities** 

Eureka Dunes, Inyo County, California (4,500 acres) 

Present status: 
potential NNL 

Bureau. of Land Management recreation area; a 

Themes represented: Eolian landforms**, Special interest 
species -rare and endemic grass** 

White Mountains, Mono and Inyo County, California and Esmeralda 
County, Nevada (35,000 acres) 

Present status: Scientific.· research, multiple-use management by 
USFS with due regard to natural values. A large portion of the 
area is under wilderness study. Other designations within the area 
include the White Mountain Scientific Area, the White Mountains 
National Recreation Area, and the Ancient Bristlecone Pine Forest 

Themes represented: Mountain systems**, Rivers and lakes*, Work 
of glaciers*, Tundra**, Boreal forests bristlecone**, Dry 
coniferous forest and woodland**, Desert communities 
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