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Table 3.1
. Great Basin Restc ___ion initiative Analytic Units















1 wble 4.1
' Relative Strength of n_ _st Value in Welghts of  id Analysis
{after Bonham-Carter; 1984)



Cultural Resources and Inventories

Cultural resource layers compiled for the analysis were derived from a number of different
sources and required varying degrees of man.__lation in order to maxi_.___ their utility.
Idaho and Utah have developed and maintained a geographic information system for cultural
resources. Both states graciously supplied that information for the project area. Nevada is in
the process of completing a similar conversion to an electronic archive. As different cultural
data sets were received, data was merged into a consistent format. All GIS data sets were
cony _..2d from their default projections to a uniform UTM Zone 11, NAD 1927 __pj__.ion.

Utah

Cultural resource shapefiles and resource inventory shapefiles were provided by the Utah
State Historic Preservation Office. Depending upon relative size of the feature, site and
inventory locations are displayed as point, line or polygon shapes. For analytical purposes,
points and lines were buffered to create synthetic polygons and then merged with the
app1__.__te (site or inventory) polygon layers to create single polygonal site or inv___ory
layers. Attributes for the Utah synthetic shapes included buffered width, area, site or
inventory __mber, confidence in plot location, and data entry specifics. Using ArcView®™
utilities, a center point was created for each site so that each entity could also be displayed as
a single point.

Point @ Buffer to 56m radius —> @ Buffered point

_.___’ .
Line ' Buffer to 15m radius ( ), Buffered line
@ “ @ + @ Synthetic Polygon
Buffered point ~ Buffered line Polygon

The Utah site database consisted of a Microsoft Access® database containing Intermountain
Antiquities Computer System (IMACS) encoded fields. Site numbers in the IMACS database
allowed the data to be linked to the GIS site shapefiles.

Idaho

The Idaho State Historic Preservation Guuce |- - 7ided a Microsoft Access® database
containing UTM coordinates for each site within the project area. Fields pertaining to a range
of feature types are present in the table stru..Jre, and dex..., ive artifact attributes are
annotated for each site. A separate table containing SHPO National Register status was
provided with the site data. Inventory databases with locational information have not been
compiled for Idaho.

Iv4












1_ale 4.2
. Potent Natural . .getation Groups .CO Region 4 {after Kiich ;... J)





































































Tabla 5.6
. 0. 0 [ Sprin, _ Valley Analytic Unit ModelS___.. . Prehistoric jervec . _____nse
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« gure 5,39 Spring/Steptoe Valley Analytic Unit Predictive Pattemn - Roads
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.«ble 5.24
' Great Sait Lake Analytic Unit Area




























































































































. Table 5.32
Upper Snake AnalyticL t#


















































































































recent inventory of 10,000 acres within the Ely Field C.uce ....aagement area revealed
few large historic sites, but dozens of disp___ :d small scatters of cans and some
glassware. These were likely sheep camps. Careful analysis and locating of these
seemingly insignificant, uninteresting, sites revealed a good deal about the settlement
pattern of early twentieth century sheep-re____ig. Each individual site would not have
been considered significant; together they are a potential National Register landscape
(Clay, personal communication 2002).

Prehistoric resources are more diffi_ __t to understand in simple factorial ways. The
variation from one study unit to the next is somewhat unexpected. In some units, there
are “sensible” reasons. For example, marshes and dunes (which lie along flat-piedmont
interfaces) are important areas for food resources in the Bonneville Basin. Sites tend to be
more frequent in these places. Other results are less “sensible”. Why should sagebrush
flats be more likely to contain archaeology ' . piedmont in several of the Nevada study
units? Why is water sometimes a negative factor? As promised, we offer no answers for
these questions. They do make clear the importance of continuing to develop explanatory
(causal, deductive) models alongside of correlation forecasts. The kind of study presented
here, (an example of the latter activity) will be improved by creating forecasts from a
better understanding of the rationale behind prehistoric behavior.

Planning Models As Tools

The utility and limitations for the planning model have been discussed above, but it is
worth reiterating these again. The appropriate use of these tools is:

Long range planning

High probability relates to greatest likely overall expense

Low probability equates with fewer resources, lower overall expense.

If fewer sites are encountered, then testin  mitigation costs are reduced.

Low probability does not mean no sites and does not obviate the need for
fieldwork. But fieldwork should be faster and cheaper, on average.

e As model is verified further, cultural resource managers may want to examine
different level of investigation within low probability areas.

e Models and forecasts articulate current state of knowledge. Thus they need
maintenance.

Closing Perspectives

1ne GBRI model study was, we think, successful. Success is al.. .., s a relative term. For
this study, one goal was to evaluate the feasibility of building extensive landscape-level
models. A feasibility evaluation was achieved: yes, this is feasible. Another goal was then
to build such a model. This goal was also met in a series of analytical unit studies. A third
goal was to examine how the model could best be used. This goal was partially met.
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