United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

Shoshone National Forest Travel
Management Plan

Preliminary Environmental Assessment

Forest Service

Shoshone National Forest July 2020



In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil rights regulations
and policies, the USDA, its agencies, offices, and employees, and institutions participating in or administering
USDA programs are prohibited from discriminating based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, gender
identity (including gender expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental
status, income derived from a public assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior
civil rights activity, in any program or activity conducted or funded by USDA (not all bases apply to all
programs). Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or incident.

Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program information (e.g.
Braille, large print, audiotape, American Sign Language, etc.), should contact the agency (State or local)
where they applied for benefits. Individuals who are deaf, hard of hearing or have speech disabilities may
contact USDA through the Federal Relay Service at (800) 877-8339. Additionally, program information may
be made available in languages other than English.

To file a program complaint of discrimination, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form,
(AD-3027) found online at: How to File a Complaint, and at any USDA office, or write a letter addressed to
USDA and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. To request a copy of the
complaint form, call (866) 632-9992. Submit your completed form or letter to USDA by:

(1) mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-9410;

(2) fax: (202) 690-7442; or

(3) email: program.intake@usda.gov.

USDA is an equal opportunity provider.



Shoshone National Forest Public Motor Vehicle Use
Preliminary Environmental Assessment
Cody, Wyoming

Lead Agency: USDA Forest Service

Responsible Official: Lisa Timchak, Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
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Cody, WY 82414

Abstract: The Forest Service is preparing a preliminary environmental assessment (PEA) to
designate roads, trails, and areas on the National Forest System (NFS) lands administered by the
Shoshone National Forest, in accordance with the Travel Management Rule (TMR; 36 Code of
Federal Regulations [C.F.R] pts. 212, 251, and 261). The routes and areas determined to be
appropriate for public motor vehicle use would then be included in future motor vehicle use maps
for the Shoshone National Forest. This project includes analysis of wheeled motor vehicle use and
over-snow motor vehicle use, consistent with applicable law and agency guidance.

The Forest Service has included three alternatives in the Preliminary EA, including the no action
alternative. The Preliminary EA will analyze and disclose to the public the environmental, social,
and economic impacts of the roads, trails, and areas proposed for motorized use under the
alternatives. In addition to the effects analysis, the PEA describes the project’s background,
outlines the purpose of and need for the project, describes the components of the alternatives
under analysis, and summarizes consultation and coordination that has been completed
throughout the life of the project. The alternatives are based on the results of internal analysis
and public input received during the scoping process between 2015 and 2018. The action
alternatives seek to achieve the goals of the Forest Plan and provide a safe, efficient, and
environmentally sound transportation system for the public.

The Preliminary EA is available for review online. The project webpage at which information on
this project can be accessed (including past activities associated with the Preliminary EA) is:
https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/shoshone/home/?cid =stelprd3846526. That webpage has links to
this NEPA document, appendices, PDF maps, and KML files for use with Google Earth and other
similar platforms. If you would like to request a hard copy or CD of the Preliminary EA or have any
questions, please contact Mark Foster, Environmental Coordinator, at the Shoshone National
Forest Supervisor's Office, (307) 578-5137or submit your request by email to
SM.FS.shonfcomment@usda.gov (“Attention: Shoshone NF Travel Management Planning
Project”). Media requests for more information should be directed to the Shoshone National
Forest Public Affairs Officer, Kristie Salzmann, by phone at (307) 578-5190.

Comments: Written comments concerning this project delivered electronically or by mail will be
accepted for 30 calendar days following the publication of a legal notice in the Cody Enterprise,
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the newspaper of record. Publication of this notice is expected to occur on July 28, 2020. The
publication date in the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for calculating the comment
period for this analysis. Those wishing to comment should not rely upon dates or timeframes
provided by any other source. Only those who submit timely and specific written comments
regarding this project will be eligible to file an objection. It is the responsibility of persons
providing comments to submit them by the close of the comment period. Individuals and
organizations wishing to be eligible to object to a draft decision on these actions must meet the
requirements of 36 C.F.R. § 218.5.

Written comments (please specify “Attention: Shoshone NF Travel Management Planning
Project”) may be submitted via any of the following methods:

e Email:
SM.FS.shonfcomment@usda.gov
e Mail:

Mark Foster, SNF Environmental Coordinator

Attention: Shoshone NF Travel Management Planning Project
Shoshone National Forest

808 Meadow Lane Avenue

Cody, Wyoming 82414

Electronic comments may be submitted in Word (.doc or .docx), rich text format (.rtf), text (.txt),
portable document format (.pdf), or HyperText Markup Language (.html). To be eligible to object
to a draft decision, each individual or a representative from each organization submitting
comments must either sign the comments or verify identify upon request. Names and addresses
of commenters become part of the public record. You should normally receive an automated
electronic acknowledgement from us as confirmation of receipt. If you do not receive an
automated acknowledgement of receipt, it is your responsibility to ensure timely receipt by other
means.

Thank you for your interest in the management of National Forest System Lands.
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1 Chapter 1

1.1 Introduction

The Forest Service is proposing to designate roads, trails, and areas for public motorized use.
These designations will result in changes to wheeled motorized vehicle and over-snow motorized
vehicle (OSV) use on public routes (roads and trails) and areas within the Shoshone National
Forest (the Shoshone, the Shoshone NF, or the Forest). Additional changes are proposed for
closed (i.e., stored) roads and administrative roads on the Forest. Designations of routes and areas
for wheeled motorized and over-snow vehicle use by the public and identification of the
minimum road system comprise the two components of this project and are generally referred to
as travel management throughout the document. Changes to wheeled motorized vehicle use
under consideration include converting roads to motorized trails, expanding the route system to
allow public motorized access, applying seasonal restrictions to motorized routes during critical
periods, decommissioning unneeded routes, and incorporating needed administrative routes into
the Forest Service road system, among other proposals.

The Shoshone National Forest Travel Management Plan Preliminary Environmental Assessment
(Preliminary EA) was completed to analyze the physical, biological, social, and economic effects of
the proposed changes to the designated system of roads, trails, and areas. The Forest Service has
prepared this Preliminary Environmental Assessment in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal and state laws and regulations. The
Forest Service intends to provide access to the Shoshone National Forest while protecting
physical, biological, and cultural resources. This Preliminary EA discloses the direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects that would result from the proposed action and alternatives with the purpose
of informing any final travel management decisions.

This document is not a decision document. It is a document disclosing the environmental effects
of implementing the proposed alternatives. This analysis is intended to assist the Responsible
Official in making an informed decision on how best to implement the agency's Travel
Management Rule. (36 C.F.R. pt. 212) That decision will be documented in a Decision Notice
signed by the Forest Supervisor of the Shoshone National Forest.

With the release of this Preliminary EA, the Forest Service will provide a comment period during
which members of the public may provide comments on the alternatives considered and the
analysis. (36 C.F.R. 8§ 212.52, 212.81(d); 36 C.F.R. pt. 218, subpt. B) After the close of the comment
period and an opportunity to review this public input, the Forest Service will release a Final EA.
The Final EA will address issues raised with respect to the analysis of this Preliminary EA and will
be made available for public review for a period of 30 days prior to issuing any Finding of No
Significant Impact. (36 CFR pt. 212, subpts. A, B, and C)

1.2 Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this Preliminary EA in compliance with NEPA and other relevant
federal and state laws and regulations. This Preliminary EA discloses the direct, indirect, and
cumulative environmental effects of the proposed action and alternatives. The document is
organized into four parts:
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Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need: The chapter includes information on the Travel
Management Planning Project project area, the history of the project, the purpose of and
need for the project, and the Forest Service's proposal for achieving that purpose and
need. This section also details how the Forest Service has informed the public of the
proposal and how the public has responded.

Chapter 2 — Alternatives: This chapter provides a more detailed description of the
alternatives considered under this project, as well as alternative methods for achieving
the stated purpose. These alternatives were developed based on an interdisciplinary
planning effort and issues raised by the public and other agencies during project scoping
efforts. This discussion also includes possible mitigation measures.

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Effects: This chapter describes the
environmental effects of implementing the proposed action and other alternatives. This
analysis is organized by resource area. Within each section, background information
relevant to the resource is described first, followed by the effects of Alternative 1: No
Action Alternative, which provides a baseline for evaluation and comparison of the other
alternatives that follow.

Chapter 4 — Consultation, Coordination, Literature Cited, and Glossary: This chapter
provides a list of preparers, persons and agencies consulted during the development of
the environmental assessment. This chapter also includes a catalogue of the literature
cited relevant to each forest resource, and a glossary of terms used in the Preliminary EA.

The Forest Service has also prepared appendices to support the analysis and provide information
to the public. These appendices are:

Appendix A — Maps of proposed alternatives for wheeled vehicle and OSV use.

Appendix B — A catalogue of proposals included in the alternatives and those proposals
not carried forward for consideration. This appendix also compares Travel Analysis
Process recommendations from the 2017 Travel Analysis Report with the National Forest
System roads proposed under the alternatives.

Appendix C — A review of minimization criteria screening applied to trails for wheeled
vehicle use and trails and areas for OSV use. This appendix indicates the screening
questions used to identify potential interactions of trails and areas with resources and the
project design features available to mitigate these interactions.

Appendix D — Supplemental materials particular to forest resources referenced in effects
analysis sections.

1.2.1 Background

The Shoshone National Forest rests in the middle of the Rocky Mountains in northwest Wyoming,
between the Great Plains and the continental divide. The Forest's approximately 2.44 million acres
span elevations from 4,600 feet to 13,804 feet across five counties: Fremont, Hot Springs, and
Park counties, with smaller portions in Sublette and Teton counties. Five designated wilderness
areas comprise roughly 1.37 million acres of the Forest, approximately 55% of the total area. The
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backcountry recreation opportunities these and other similar areas provide include backpacking,
hunting, fishing, horseback riding and packing, mountain climbing, and rock climbing.

The Forest also offers numerous opportunities for public motorized recreation. Popular driving
corridors allow for sightseeing or for visitors to travel through the Shoshone on their way to other
destinations. Within these corridors, visitors find opportunities for driving for pleasure, viewing
scenery and wildlife, camping, picnicking, and hiking. And between the backcountry and travel
corridors are transition areas where common opportunities include motorized access, off-highway
vehicle riding, snowmobiling, mountain biking, hiking, dispersed recreation, hunting, fishing,
horseback riding and packing, and other opportunities.

Currently, the Forest has approximately 1,130 miles of National Forest System (NFS) roads and 36
miles of NFS trails for wheeled vehicle use. Additionally, there are over 522,000 acres available for
OSV use, including more than 200 miles of groomed and 85 miles of ungroomed over-snow trails.
Many factors have influenced how this system developed over the years, including land
ownership patterns, use of forest resources, legislation, recreation demands, and changes in
public attitudes. The Forest Service intends to continue to provide different opportunities for
recreation across the Forest consistent with these factors.

1.2.2 Travel Management Rules

The Forest Service launched the Shoshone National Forest's Travel Management Planning Project
in 2015, after publishing the revision of the Forest Plan, the Shoshone National Forest Land
Management Plan 2015 Revision (referred to in text as the Forest Plan; cited as Shoshone LMP).
This Travel Management Planning Project complies with the 2005 Travel Management Rule and
the 2015 Use by Over-Snow Vehicles Rule. (70 Fed. Reg. 68264 (Nov. 9, 2005); 80 Fed. Reg. 4500
(Jan. 28, 2015)) The Forest Service published those rules to “clarify policy related to motor vehicle
use, including the use of off-highway vehicles . . . consistent with provisions of Executive Order
11644 and Executive Order 11989.” (70 Fed. Reg. 68264, 68264; see also 80 Fed. Reg. 4500, 4500—
01). These rules—and the corresponding suite of regulations—establish a framework for
designating motor vehicle use on all National Forest System lands. This framework provides that
motor vehicle use be designated by class of vehicle and time of year. (36 C.F.R. §§ 212.51(a),
212.81(a)) It also provides opportunities to incorporate sustainable motorized recreation,
protection of the environment, increased public safety, and reasonable access into management
of the National Forest System. The designation of routes and areas for motor vehicle use is
required to comply with this national framework as well as direction specified in the Forest Plan.

The Travel Management Planning Project is proposing changes to both wheeled and over-snow
motorized vehicle use. In this document, the term “wheeled” refers to wheeled motorized use that
occurs on National Forest System roads and trails regardless of the season. The term vehicle, as
used in this document, refers to a motorized vehicle, consistent with 36 C.F.R. § 212.1. This
document will use “non-motorized” to indicate when impacts from or interactions with non-
motorized vehicles are incorporated into the analysis. A “wheeled vehicle,” therefore, refers to a
wheeled motorized vehicle operating on a road or trail.

A National Forest System road (NFSR) is defined as “[a] motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide,
unless identified and managed as a trail.” (36 C.F.R. § 212.1) A National Forest System trail is
defined as “[a] route 50 inches or less in width or a route over 50 inches wide that is identified
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and managed as a trail.” (/d.) Different requirements based on State law apply to operators and
vehicles depending on whether wheeled vehicle travel occurs over an NFSR versus an NFST. (FSM
7731.2 11; 36 C.F.R. § 261.15) Generally speaking, NFSTs “present different challenges and require
different skills from driving on roads,” with trails “characterized by narrower treads and clearing
limits, slower speeds, narrower turning radii, and a more intimate experience with the surrounding
landscape than roads designed for motor vehicles.” (FSH 2353.28; T 1) Direction for wheeled
motorized use comes from the 2005 Travel Management Rule, Forest Service regulations (36
C.F.R. pt. 212, subpt. B), and Forest Service guidance (Forest Service Manual 7700, Forest Service
Handbook 7709.55). Available public motorized access routes for wheeled use will be designated
at the conclusion of this project with the decisions incorporated into updated motor vehicle use
maps (MVUMs). (36 C.F.R. § 212.56)

The term “over-snow vehicle” (OSV) is defined as “[a] motor vehicle that is designed for use over
snow and that runs on a track or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow.” (36 C.F.R.

§ 212.1) This definition includes over-snow motorized vehicles such as snowmobiles, snow bikes,
tracked All-Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) or Utility Terrain Vehicles (UTVs), and other vehicles equipped
with tracks and intended for over-snow use. Direction for OSV use comes from the 2015 Use by
Over-Snow Vehicles Rule. (36 C.F.R. pt. 212, subpt. C)

Additionally, non-motorized recreation opportunities and uses will be considered in this analysis
in terms of the effects that designating roads and trails for wheeled vehicle use and designating
routes and areas for over-snow vehicle use have on non-motorized recreation opportunities.

After routes and areas are designated, motor vehicle use not in accordance with these
designations is prohibited, including motor vehicle use off designated roads and trails and
outside designated areas. (36 C.F.R. §§ 261.13, 14) Certain motor vehicle uses are exempt from
these regulations. These uses include the following:

- limited administrative use by the Forest Service (36 C.F.R. §8 261.13(d), 261.14(a));

- use of any fire, military, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle for emergency purposes
(36 C.F.R. 8§ 261.13(e), 261.14(b));

- authorized use of any combat or combat support vehicle for national defense purposes
(36 C.F.R. §§ 261.13(f), 261.14(c));

- law enforcement response to violations of law, including pursuit (36 C.F.R. §§ 261.13(g),
261.14(d));

- vehicle use that is specifically authorized under a written authorization issued under
Federal law or regulations (36 C.F.R. §§ 261.13(h), 261.14(e)); and

- use of aroad or trail that is authorized by a legally documented right-of-way held by a
state, county, or other local public road authority (36 C.F.R. §§ 261.13(i), 261.14(f)).

Designated routes and areas on the Forest will govern all public motor vehicle use, including both
wheeled and over-snow use. As indicated above, once a Decision Notice is signed for the Travel
Management Planning Project, the Forest Service will provide MVUMs that indicate public routes

1 Additionally, the Motor Vehicle Use regulations (36 C.F.R. § 261.13) exempt aircraft, watercraft, and over-
snow vehicles from the requirements applicable to motor vehicles (defined under 36 C.F.R. § 261.2).
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for wheeled vehicle use (with applicable restrictions?) and OSVUMs that indicate public routes and
areas for OSV use (similarly, with applicable restrictions) on the Shoshone National Forest. Any
restriction of motor vehicle use off the designated system will go into effect once the Forest
Service designates the system of roads, trails, and areas open to motor vehicle use on the
Shoshone National Forest and has published these maps.

Until that time, current MVUMs will indicate roads and trails available for wheeled vehicle use.
Because no OVSUM currently designates routes and areas for over-snow motor vehicle use, this
use would occur consistent with current management: specific area closures and restrictions
applied as appropriate, but no routes or areas designated for use.

1.3 Existing and Desired Condition

This section describes the existing and the desired condition for the wheeled vehicle use system
and the over-snow vehicle use system. Data in this section reflecting wheeled and over-snow
vehicle use, as well as data in Chapter 3, reflects data current as of March 2020. These data
capture the current motorized vehicle system (i.e., wheeled and over-snow vehicle) and the
proposed systems under the action alternatives. This section focuses on the existing conditions of
the current motorized vehicle system, while recognizing management goals for this system.

1.3.1 Wheeled NFS Route System

1.3.1.1 Existing Condition

The MVUM incorporates the existing designated road and trail system. Over the years, the Forest
Service has developed an extensive system of roads, trails, and areas for public
motorized/mechanical recreation, which includes highway legal vehicles, off-highway vehicles
(OHVs) such as all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and utility terrain vehicles (UTVs), motorcycles, and
over-snow vehicles including snowmobiles. The MVUMs for the Shoshone National Forest
indicate the following categories of roads and trails, with corresponding definitions:

Roads Open to Highway Legal Vehicles Only: Roads open only to motor vehicles
licensed or certified under State law for general operation on all public roads.

Roads Open to All Vehicles: Roads open to all motor vehicles, including smaller
off highway vehicles that may not be licensed for highway use (not to oversize or
overweight vehicles under State traffic law).

Trails Open to All Vehicles: Trails open to all motor vehicles, including both
highway legal and nonhighway legal vehicles.

Trails Open to Vehicles 50"or Less in Width: Trails open only to motor vehicles
less than 50 inches in width at the widest point on the vehicle

Trails Open to Motorcycles Only: Trails open only to motorcycles. Sidecars are not
permitted.?

2 Applicable restrictions may include vehicle size restrictions and/or seasonal restrictions.
3 Additional designations on current Shoshone National Forest MVUMs include: Special Vehicle
Designations, Seasonal Designations, and Dispersed Camping.
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The Forest Service Manual (FSM) directs Forest Service units to use these seven categories to

identify classes of motor vehicles when conducting travel management and designating use via
MVUMs. (FSM 7711.3 1 6) These classes, and specifically the vehicle classes relevant to road use,
present potential confusion when applied in Wyoming.

Wyoming law allows that off-road recreation vehicles may be operated on main-traveled
roadways, including a public road right-of-way, street, road or highway. (Wyoming Stat. Ann.

§ 31-5-1601) This flexibility under Wyoming law potentially conflates the Forest Service vehicle
road class definitions. Additional confusion may arise from the potentially overlapping definitions
of "off-road recreation vehicle” under Wyoming law (Wyoming Stat. Ann. § 31-1-101), of “off-road
vehicle” under Executive Order 11644 (37 Fed. Reg. 2877 (Feb, 8, 1972)), and of off-highway
vehicle under Forest Service regulations and guidance (36 C.F.R. § 212.1; FSM 7705).

In this Travel Management Planning Project, the Forest Service has opted to use Maintenance
Level to explain the alternatives considered in lieu of the vehicle class definitions currently set
forth in the FSM and the MVUMs. These maintenance levels indicate road condition and
corresponding appropriate vehicle use on the Shoshone National Forest. This metric more
accurately depicts NFSRs of the Shoshone and indicates to the public changes to use proposed
under the alternatives currently considered.

The Forest Service uses five maintenance levels (ML) to classify roads by level of service, ranging
from ML 1 (roads that have been placed in storage and are currently closed to all vehicular use) to
ML 5 (roads that provide a high degree of user comfort and convenience). Roads ML 3 through 5
generally reflect roads that a typical sedan could drive down, while ML 2 roads are more suited
for high clearance vehicles. The Maintenance Level, Forest Service Description, Use Direction, and
Corresponding Management on the Shoshone National Forest are set forth below (Table 1).

Table 1: Maintenance Level Description and Application on the Shoshone National Forest

Maintenance | Forest Service ML Description, FSH 7709.59 | Forest Service ML Management Shoshone NF

Level 16232 Direction, FSH 7709.59 1 62.32 Management
Vehicle Usage
Corresponding to
ML

ML 1 These are roads that have been placed in Roads receiving level 1 None — Roads
storage between intermittent uses. The maintenance may be of any type, | considered stored
period of storage must exceed 1 year. class, or construction standard, and vehicle use
Basic custodial maintenance is performed and may be managed at any prohibited
to prevent damage to adjacent resources other maintenance level during
and to perpetuate the road for future the time they are open for traffic.
resource management needs. Emphasis is However, while being maintained
normally given to maintaining drainage at level 1, they are closed to
facilities and runoff patterns. Planned road | vehicular traffic but may be
deterioration may occur at this level. available and suitable for
Appropriate traffic management strategies | nonmotorized uses.
are "prohibit” and “eliminate” all traffic.

These roads are not shown on motor
vehicle use maps.

ML 2 Assigned to roads open for use by high Discourage or prohibit passenger | High-Clearance
clearance vehicles. Passenger car traffic, cars, or accept or discourage high | Vehicles at Low
user comfort, and user convenience are clearance vehicles. Speed
not considerations. Warning signs and
traffic control devices are not provided
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with the exception that some signing, such
as W-18-1 “No Traffic Signs,” may be
posted at intersections. Motorists should
have no expectations of being alerted to
potential hazards while driving these
roads. Traffic is normally minor, usually
consisting of one or a combination of
administrative, permitted, dispersed
recreation, or other specialized uses.

ML 3 Assigned to roads open and maintained Encourage or accept use by Standard
for travel by a prudent driver in a standard | passenger cars, though Passenger Cars at
passenger car. User comfort and discourage or prohibit strategies Low Speed
convenience are not considered priorities. applied for certain classes of
The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control vehicles or users.
Devices (MUTCD) is applicable. Warning
signs and traffic control devices are
provided to alert motorists of situations
that may violate expectations.

ML 4 Assigned to roads that provide a moderate | Encourage use, though prohibit Standard
degree of user comfort and convenience at | strategies applied for certain Passenger Cars at
moderate travel speeds. Most roads are classes of vehicles or users. Moderate Speed
double lane and aggregate surfaced. with Moderate
However, some roads may be single lane. Degree of User
Some roads may be paved and/or dust Comfort
abated. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices is applicable.

ML 5 Assigned to roads that provide a high Encourage use. Standard

degree of user comfort and convenience.
These roads are normally double lane,
paved facilities. Some may be aggregate
surfaced and dust abated. Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices is
applicable.

Passenger Cars at
Moderate Speed
with High Degree
of User Comfort

As of March 2020, the Forest manages 1,130 miles of roads. Of this total, 878.41 miles are open to
all public use, 70.51 miles are managed for administrative use (including permitted use), and
181.22 miles are classified as ML 1 (i.e., placed in storage and closed to all vehicular use).
Maintenance level 2 and 3 NFSRs open to the public and available for wheeled vehicle use total
approximately 871.68 miles (administrative ML 2 and 3 roads total 69.79 miles). The Shoshone has
6.74 miles managed as ML 4 or 5 roads (administrate ML 4 roads total 0.72 miles, and no
administrative ML 5 roads are on the Forest). The majority of NFSRs were originally established to
support logging or range operations.

Table 2 below describes the existing road system on the Shoshone. It should be noted that while
roads not under Forest Service jurisdiction will be important for describing the social and
environmental impacts of the district road system, they will not be considered for management
actions in this analysis.

Table 2: Existing Road System Mileage by Maintenance Level

Maintenance Level Open to All Mileage % of Total | Open to Administrative Use % of Total | Total

Only
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ML 2 693.96 91% 67.12 9% 761.07
ML 3 182.1 99% 0.96 1% 183.06
ML 4 4.17 63% 240 37% 6.57
ML 5 247 100% 0.00 0% 247
Total 882.7 93% 70.48 7% 953.17

*An additional 181.15 ML 1 roads are in storage and currently closed to all motorized use.

The Forest Service maintains a current system of National Forest System Trails (NFSTs) of 33.98
miles open to wheeled vehicles 50 inches wide or less (NFST, <50" wide) and 2.04 miles open for
single-track use (NFST, Open?), for a total of 36.02 miles. The official system of roads and trails
allows for a variety of recreational opportunities on the Forest and access to unique settings.
Dispersed camping is also allowed off identified routes, with camps permitted within 300 feet of
the centerline of motorized routes (consult the MVUM to determine routes where dispersed
camping is allowed). The Shoshone National Forest separately prohibits cross-country wheeled
vehicle travel, which includes a ban on off-road travel for game retrieval. (36 C.F.R. § 261.56)
Wheeled vehicle use is also prohibited on any snowmobile trail (unless otherwise permitted).
(Shoshone NF Order Number 10-005) This prohibition of wheeled vehicle use on snowmobile
trails eliminates potential conflict between user groups.®

The miles of system roads have declined by about 10 percent since 1989. New construction, which
averaged about four miles per year in the first decade following the 1986 Forest Plan, dropped to
less than one mile per year in subsequent decades. New construction of roads, generally, results
from the need for access to manage vegetation. Decommissioning, averaging about six miles per
year between 1990 and 2010, occurred on both system roads and non-system routes. Activities in
recent years have led an average rate of eight miles per year decommissioned.

The demand for motorized recreation results in the continued presence, and sometimes creation,
of unauthorized routes on the ground. These unauthorized, or “user-created,” routes have
proliferated over the recent decades. These routes appear as often to access popular areas for
dispersed recreation (camping, hunting, horseback riding, etc.). These routes are not kept in the
Forest Service roads inventory and do not receive maintenance to ensure environmental impacts
are minimized. The number of unauthorized routes continues to grow as more and more visitors
use the area and drive vehicles off road.

1.3.1.2 Desired Condition

The 2005 rule directs the Forest Service to provide for a system of NFSRs, NFSTs, and areas on
NFS lands that are designated for motor vehicle use and by class and time of year (if appropriate)

4 These NFSTs are designated as open to all vehicles and open to single-track use. For purposes of the
analysis included herein, these NFSTs are identified as NFST, Open.

> Wheeled motorized access via NFSRs and NFSTs may coincide in areas where over-snow vehicle use
occurs—distinct from OSV trails. Wheeled vehicles travel NFSRs and NFSTs often with trailers carrying OSVs
to access areas with sufficient snow depth for OSV use. Travel on these roads shifts with season and weather
conditions. The Forest Service recognizes the opportunities for varied recreation that open NFSRs and NFSTs
offer for the motorized community and is committed to retaining these opportunities consistent with
resource protection.
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(36 C.F.R. § 212.50). As part of this project, the Forest Service is considering identifying a minimum
Forest road system necessary to provide safe and efficient travel for the administration, utilization,
and protection of NFS lands considering long-term funding expectations while ensuring that the
identified system minimizes adverse environmental impacts. (36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b)) This minimum
road system would reflect analysis and recommendations developed through the previously
conducted Travel Analysis Process and related reports. This analysis includes consideration of all
system roads, including those currently open to public vehicle use and closed to public motor
vehicle use, such as Maintenance Level 1 roads, administrative roads, or roads utilized under
special-use permits.

Complementing the intent to establish the minimum road system for the Forest is the goal of
designating a motorized route system open to the public that accommodates motorized access
needs consistent with the Forest Plan and the 2005 Travel Management Rule. The Plan contains
the following guidance relevant to the road system:

Relevant Goals for Roads and Trails

- National Forest System roads and trails needed for long-term objectives and to meet
desired conditions are constructed and maintained in a manner that provides for user
safety and minimizes impacts to natural resources. (RDTR-GOAL-01)

- Roads and trails not needed for long-term objectives are decommissioned, stabilized, and
restored to a more natural state. (RDTR-GOAL-02)

- All System roads and trails open to wheeled motorized vehicles are shown on a motor
vehicle use map that is available at no charge to the public. (RDTR-GOAL-03)

- Avariety of wheeled motorized trail loops are provided for riders of different abilities.
(RDTR-GOAL-04)

- The road and motorized trail systems are established using the travel management
planning project. (RDTR-GOAL-08)

- Resource impacts from use of unauthorized motorized routes are eliminated, along with
the unauthorized route. (RDTR-GOAL-09)

Relevant Objectives for Road's and Trails

- Maintenance occurs on at least 60 percent of maintenance levels 3, 4, and 5 miles and at
least 5 percent of maintenance level 2 miles of System roads annually. (RDTR-OBJ-01)

- Maintenance occurs on at least 15 percent of System trail miles annually. (RDTR-OBJ-02)

- At least three new, wheeled motorized trail loop opportunities are available. (RDTR-OBJ-
05)

Relevant Standards for Roads and Trails

- Maintain system roads at the minimum maintenance level that meets the management
objectives for the area. (RDTR-STAND-01)

9|Shoshone Travel Management Planning Project



These goals, objectives, and standards reflect the intent of this Travel Management Planning
Project to identify a financially sustainable road and trail system that provides safe and efficient
travel for the administration, utilization, and protection of NFS lands with minimal adverse
environmental impacts. Road management objectives and trail management objectives that
document the intended purpose, standards, operation and maintenance criteria will be developed
as a result of the final decision.

1.3.2 Over-Snow Vehicle Use System

1.3.2.1 Existing Condition

The Forest currently does not publish OSVUMs. The Forest recognizes approximately 289 miles of
snowmobile trails (groomed/ungroomed), and approximately 522,970 acres available for OSV use.
Over-snow motorized use occurs on the Forest consistent with the Forest Plan and subject to
specific area and route closures (see Shoshone National Forest Special Orders for current closures,
https://www.fs.usda.gov/detailfull/shoshone/alerts-notices/?cid =stelprdb5175892&width=full).
The Forest Plan indicates where this is use can occur (Shoshone LMP Table 22) and that:

- OSV use is permitted on roads and trails open to wheeled vehicles consistent with law
and regulations;

- over-snow motorized vehicle use is permitted on designated groomed snowmobile trails;
- snowmobile use is permitted on designated ungroomed snowmobile trails; and
- snowmobile use is permitted within identified winter range exemption areas.

(Shoshone LMP 120) The Forest Plan also states that tracked ATVs/UTVs can operate on routes
designated on the MVUMs or on groomed snowmobile trails (when snow is present). (Shoshone
LMP 103) The Forest Plan identifies, therefore, three classes of vehicles: OSVs, snowmobiles, and
tracked ATVs/UTVs. OSVs is a general term that covers both snowmobiles and tracked ATVs/UTVs
under the Forest Plan.

The Forest Service is providing revised definitions and categories of OSVs that update the terms
used in the Forest Plan for purposes of this Travel Management Planning Project. OSVs will
continue to correspond to the regulatory definition: “[a] motor vehicle designed for use over
snow and that runs on a track or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow.” (36 C.F.R.

§ 212.1) This project includes two sub classes of OSVs. These classes are:

e Class 1: over-snow vehicles that exert a ground pressure of 1.5 pounds per square inch
(psi) or less. Class 1 vehicles correspond to “snowmobile” as that term is used in the
Forest Plan.

e Class 2: over-snow vehicles that exert a ground pressure of 1.5 pounds per square inch
(psi) or greater. Class 2 vehicles correspond to “tracked ATVs" as that term is used in the
Forest Plan.

The Forest Service determined that these classes provide more detailed and science-based
explanations for the types of OSVs that recreate on the Forest while allowing for an accurate
assessment of impacts. As indicated above Class 1 OSVs typically exert a ground pressure of 1.5
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pounds per square inch (psi) or less. This class includes snowmobiles, tracked motorcycles,
tracked all-terrain vehicles (ATVs), tracked utility terrain vehicles (UTVs), and snowcats. Class 2
OSVs typically exert a ground pressure of more than 1.5 psi. This class includes tracked four-wheel
drive (4WD) sport utility vehicles (SUVs) and tracked 4WD trucks. The Forest does not have any
documented conflicts between different classes of OSV use. Consistent with the Forest Plan, Class
1 OSVs would be allowed on all designated OSV trails and areas; Class 2 OSVs would only be
allowed on designated groomed OSV trails (or where a NFSR or NFST was open year-round to
wheeled vehicles). Areas and routes on National Forest System lands for OSV use will be identified
on separate OSVUMs. (36 C.F.R. § 212.81) This Travel Management Planning Project will use the
term OSV unless effects are traceable and relevant to one class of vehicles (in that instance, the
OSV class will be identified and effects analyzed).

1.3.2.2 Desired Condition

Two primary factors necessitate establishing routes and areas for OSV use. First, this process
would incorporate area closures identified in the Forest Plan (Shoshone LMP, SPLC-GUIDE-4).
Areas of OSV use would be closed to protect habitat for big game species, including crucial winter
range and parturition areas. The Forest would also identify exceptions to closures where over-
snow use may occur, consistent with the Forest Plan. Second, the 2015 Use by Over-Snow
Vehicles Rule directs the Forest Service to designate routes and areas of OSV use where snowfall
is adequate. (36 C.F.R. § 212.81) Designating these routes and areas and publishing the OSVUM
would bring the Forest into compliance with these guiding regulations and ensure use occurs in
appropriately identified locations. The desired condition for the Forest is to designate a system of
routes and areas suitable for OSV use consistent with the Forest Plan and the 2015 Use by Over-
Snow Vehicles Rule.

1.4 Context and Need for the Travel Management Planning
Project

This section explains the purpose and need for the Shoshone National Forest to implement the
Travel Management Planning Project. The section further explains the scope, location, and
decision framework used to arrive at a management decision with respect to motorized use on
the Forest.

1.4.1 Project Purpose & Need

This Travel Management Planning Project is needed to bring the motorized recreation system into
compliance with regulations for both wheeled vehicles use and for OSV use. This process is a
framework to identify, develop, and implement a motorized use system consistent with Agency
direction and with the Forest Plan.

The project is needed to address the following reasons with respect to wheeled vehicle use:

- To achieve multi-use goals for a discrete population of recreationalists. The Travel
Management Planning Project intends to address the increasing demand for motorized
routes for a growing recreational group on the Forest, including providing opportunities
for motorized loop routes.
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To ensure a fiscally sustainable motorized route system. Budgets over the past decade
have caused the Forest Service to evaluate how it can safely, efficiently, and sustainably
manage a road and trail system on the Shoshone National Forest that meets the diverse
needs of the public. Ensuring a safe and efficient travel system remains a central focus of
this planning project, and any outcome will incorporate these considerations.

To reduce adverse impacts to resources. Existing use of some system routes can raise
resource issues. These resource issues can involve hydrologic resources, wildlife resources,
and potential user conflict. This process intends to address these issues to arrive at a
motorized route system that provides access and opportunity for use while minimizing
adverse environmental impacts, consistent with 36 C.F.R. part 212.

To meet direction from the 2015 Revision to the Land Management Plan. The Record of
Decision from the 2015 Revision to the Land Management Plan directed the Forest
Service to conduct a Travel Management analysis for the Shoshone National Forest. This
process will fulfill this direction.

The process will also allow the Forest Service to publish OSVUMs that designate routes and areas
for OSV use, and thereby provide clear direction to the public.

The intended purpose of this Planning Project is to

identify a minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for
administration, utilization, and protection of NFS lands (36 C.F.R. § 212.5);

provide a system of designated public roads and trails for wheeled vehicle use consistent
with the Forest Plan, Executive Orders 11644 and 11989, and subpart B of the travel
management regulations (36 C.F.R. § 212.51); and

provide a system of designated public trails and areas for OSV use consistent with the
Forest Plan, Executive Orders 11644 and 11989, and subpart C of the travel management
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 212.81).

1.4.2 Project Scope

The Forest Supervisor (Responsible Official) of the Shoshone National Forest is charged with
establishing the scope of the environmental analysis, including the scope of the actions and
alternatives to be analyzed. (40 C.F.R. § 1508.25) The following sideboards set by the Forest
Supervisor were used to evaluate proposals received and guide the analysis of the alternatives:

Consistency with Forest Plan: Management direction for this project comes from the
Shoshone National Forest Land Management Plan 2015 Revision, which sets the Forest-
wide direction (goals, desired conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines) for
managing the resources of the Forest (Forest Plan). The Forest Plan embodies the
provisions of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), its implementing
regulations, and other guiding documents. When appropriate, this Preliminary EA tiers
to the 2015 Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
in compliance with 40 C.F.R. § 1502.20.
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e Forest Setting Objectives: The Forest Service will seek to retain the character of the
Shoshone National Forest as a backcountry forest, while maximizing access and
recreation opportunities through a safe and efficient road and motorized trail system.

1.4.3 Proposed Project Location

The proposed project location is inclusive of the entire Shoshone National Forest where
motorized use is permissible according to Management Area (MA) prescriptions in the Forest Plan
(Shoshone LMP, pgs. 111-189). The project area excludes the following:®

- MA 1.1 Wilderness

- MA 1.1A Glacier Addition to the Fitzpatrick Wilderness

- MA 1.3 Back country recreation year-round non-motorized

- MA 1.6B Dunoir Special Management Unit

- MA 2.3 Proposed research natural areas

- MA 3.5D Back country recreation and forest restoration (year-round non-motorized).

The area upon which motorized use is allowed totals 522,970 acres, equating to roughly 21
percent of the total area of the Forest—with an approximate 75 percent of the Forest area
characterized as backcountry. Motorized use is not, logically, the primary recreation characteristic
of the Shoshone National Forest. Nonetheless, it is an important component of recreation on the
Forest in the places where it is permitted.

The Forest Plan sets forth detailed descriptions of the type of motorized use authorized in each
management area, consistent with the management goals, objectives, and standards for that area.
These management areas (MA) include backcountry settings (MA 3.3A, MA 3.3B, MA 3.3C, MA
3.5A, MA 3.5B, MA 3.5C) unique natural landscapes (MA 1.5A, MA 1.6A, MA 2.2A, MA 3.1A, MA
3.1B, MA 3.1C), areas with cultural or historic significance (MA 3.6A, MA 3.6B, MA 4.5A) and
various other recreation and administrative places (MA 4.2, MA 4.3, MA 5.2, MA 54, MA 8.1, MA
8.2, MA 8.6). For a full description and the management implications of these designations, please
refer to the Shoshone Forest Plan.

® The Forest Plan does authorize temporary roads in “back country recreation year-round non-motorized”
and "back country recreation and forest restoration-year-round non-motorized” areas. The construction and
use of temporary roads are outside the scope of this Planning Project, and will be addressed on a project-by-
project basis.
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1.4.4 Decision Framework

Given the purpose and need, the responsible official reviews the proposed action, the other
alternatives, and the environmental consequences in order to make the following decisions:

- Whether the proposal is consistent with the Forest Plan.

- Whether further analysis is needed through the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

- Whether the alternatives or a combination of alternatives ensures that the Forest follows
the requirements for multiple uses, outlined in the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of
1960.

- Whether the alternatives or a combination of alternatives best represents the trails
designated as open to public wheeled motor vehicle use, taking into consideration the
minimization criteria for motor vehicle use on trails and areas outlined in 36 C.F.R.

§ 212.55.

- Whether the alternatives or a combination of alternatives best represents the trails and
areas designated as open to OSV use, taking into consideration the minimization criteria
for motor vehicle use on trails and areas outlined in 36 C.F.R. § 212.81.

- Whether specific design criteria, project design features, or mitigation measures are
necessary for wheeled routes or for OSV routes and areas.

- Whether and how any monitoring measures will be implemented under a selected
alternative.

1.5 Public Involvement

The Forest Service conducted several years of outreach on this issue, engaging with the public,
State agencies and partners, and incorporating substantive input. The process began following
the issuance of the 2015 Revision to the Land Management Plan for the Forest, which included
several goals for motorized travel. Forest Service personnel developed on-the-ground proposals
from these broad goals with public input. Soon after, in 2016, the Forest Service released a
proposed action and sought comments through public scoping. The Forest Service also issued a
Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for this Travel Management
Planning Project on May 27, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg. 33655, 33655 (May 27, 2016). The Forest received
hundreds of comments, held public meetings and conference calls, and organized field visits to
gather external input. This public input provided the Forest Service with vital information that it
used to revise the proposed action. That revised proposed action went out to the public in 2017
during a second scoping round.

The Forest Service refined its proposals based on the results of this outreach. These collaborative
efforts highlight an informative, data-driven, and publicly engaged decision-making process that
the Forest Service has continued through this process. This process also provided an opportunity
to identify issues of concern to the public and effects potentially overlooked in the analysis of the
alternatives. These issues are discussed in greater detail below.
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The Shoshone National Forest Travel Management Plan is a project or activity implementing a
land management plan, not authorized under the Healthy Forests Restoration Act, that is subject
to pre-decisional administrative review under 36 C.F.R. part 218, subparts A and B.

1.6 Issues

Issues serve to highlight effects or unintended consequences that may occur from the proposed
action and alternatives. Incorporating these issues into the analysis of impacts strengthens the
understanding of the effects associated with any given alternative and the trade-offs between
them, informing both the decision-maker and the public (FSH 1909.15, 12.4). An issue is not an
activity in itself; instead, it is the projected effects of the activity that create the issue.

Issues were identified through the scoping process and through internal review by resource
specialists. The Forest Service identified the following issues in scoping that drove the
development of alternatives and analysis.

1.6.1 Necessity of an Environmental Impact Statement versus an
Environmental Assessment

As stated above, the Forest Service issued a notice of intent to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement assessing the effects to forest resources of the Travel Management Planning Project
and alternatives contained therein. The two scoping periods of 2016 and 2017 provided extensive
public input, with comments received from a broad spectrum of stakeholders. The Forest Service
reviewed these comments and conducted further internal scoping to identify issues of concern.
Analysis considered these issues of concern, assessing the potential effects to discrete forest
resources. The Forest Service has used these issues to focus analysis of the effects of motorized
use on roads, trails, and areas throughout the Shoshone National Forest, considering both
landscape level macro effects and project specific micro effects. The resulting analysis, set forth in
Chapter 3 of this Preliminary EA, will inform the Forest Supervisor of the level of effect associated
with the alternatives considered to discrete forest resources. The Forest Supervisor will determine
whether the level of effect rises to a significance threshold that warrants an Environmental Impact
Statement or whether a finding of no significant impact is appropriate (FONSI).

The Forest Service will consider all comments and public input as it continues to assess the
impacts and effects associated with the Travel Management Planning Project. Any decision as to
conducting an Environmental Impact Statement or issuing a FONSI will occur after an opportunity
for public review and comment and after any necessary additional analysis.

1.6.2 Motorized Vehicle Recreation

Motorized vehicle recreation, including wheeled and OSV use, are components of the recreational
experiences the Shoshone National Forest offers to the public. The Forest Service recognizes the
quality of motorized experiences sought on the Forest, including offering a diverse range of
opportunities for different skill levels, opportunities that suit certain population segments (e.g.,
older or disabled individuals), and accommodation for current and future growth in motor sports.
The Forest Plan revision in 2015 acknowledged many of these factors in developing goals,
objectives, and standards for motorized recreation. The Travel Management Planning Project has
attempted to address this issue. The action alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 3, consider
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opportunities for diverse OHV use across the Forest consistent with resource protection goals.
These alternatives include proposals to convert many of the roads on the Shoshone National
Forest to trails suitable for wheeled vehicles (e.g., ATVs, UTVs, etc.). This management scheme
would allow current use by licensed operators in motor vehicles suitable for operation on state
highways, roads, and other rights of way to continue. In addition, unlicensed operators,
particularly youth operators, would be able to operate ATVs, UTVs, and other similar vehicles
enrolled in the State of Wyoming's State Trails Program on these routes. Managing these routes
collaboratively with the State of Wyoming through this program would provide additional
funding mechanisms that can assist the Forest Service in maintaining these routes and, thereby,
improve user experience while minimizing resource impacts.

1.6.3 Enforcement and Unauthorized Use

Enforcement of unauthorized motor vehicle use, including off-road and off-trail use, occurs on
the Shoshone National Forest. Resource degradation from unauthorized use could result in
inappropriate or unauthorized use of system and non-system roads or trails with the potential for
damage to forest resources, increased user conflicts, and decreased safety for nonmotorized
users. The Shoshone National Forest consistently monitors its routes open to public motor
vehicles for appropriate use. The issue of prohibiting inappropriate motor vehicle use is a
necessary outcome of the Travel Management Planning Project, as subsequently issued MVUMs
and OSVUMs that correspond to the selected alternative will indicate to the public appropriate
vehicle class and seasonal limits on roads, trails, and areas. Future monitoring, partnerships, and
education efforts offer effective and integral means of addressing unauthorized use.

1.6.4 Effects to Forest Resources

Effects to forest resources include effects to individual wildlife species (e.g., grizzly bear, Canada
lynx, and wolverine); degradation of water quality, watershed condition, and air quality; spread of
invasive plants and invasive aquatic species; and damage to cultural resources. These effects are
analyzed for each alternative in Chapter 3. Different indicators were developed to assess the
impacts of wheeled vehicle and OSV use for resources. Independent minimization criteria
screening questions and project design features were similarly developed with respect to wheeled
vehicle use over trails and OSV use on trails and in areas.

One issue related to Effects to Forest Resources are seasonal restrictions. Alternative 1 would
continue current seasonal restrictions of Forest Service roads and trails. The action alternatives,
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, would propose additional seasonal restrictions to Forest Service
routes. The majority of these additional restrictions are targeted to areas identified by the State of
Wyoming's Game and Fish Department as integral to big game habitat and can include crucial
winter range habitat, parturition habitat, and other similarly vital habitat. The Forest Service
recognized the importance of this habitat and addressed issues surrounding it in the revision of
the Land Management Plan in 2015. That Plan sets goals, standards, and objectives for managing
these areas. Seasonal restrictions incorporated under the action alternatives primarily address
these goals, standards, and objectives, and the State of Wyoming provided vital data to identify
appropriate routes and recommend applicable dates. Restricting wheeled vehicle use on these
routes during the proposed periods is expected to have benefits to big game, and effects
associated with these proposals are addressed below.
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Resource concerns involving sediment run-off, water resource impacts, and aquatic species effects
prompted the limited restriction of a small number of additional routes. These proposed closures
are expected to minimize route degradation, decrease funding maintenance needs, and improve
overall user experience along these routes when open. Further analysis is set forth below.

1.6.5 Trail and Area Analysis: Minimization Criteria

Comments received during the two previous scoping periods addressed the application of
minimization criteria requirements to trails and areas designated as open to motorized use for
wheeled and over-snow vehicles. The Forest Service has incorporated the minimization criteria
requirements consistent with 36 C.F.R. § 212.55(b) into the analysis of alternatives. These criteria,
which include screening trails and areas open to motorized use and considering project design
features, were applied to identify impacts and refine the alternatives. These criteria include a
consistent method across the alternatives that utilizes the best available data and management
practices. The screening process and development of project design features are described more
fully in Chapter 2.

1.6.6 High Lakes Wilderness Study Area

Over-snow vehicle use in the High Lakes Wilderness Study Area predates the establishment of the
area in 1984 via the Wyoming Wilderness Act. Questions persist as to the suitable type and
frequency of OSV use in the areas. The Forest Service has considered these questions and
provided an analysis of use based on best available data. Chapter 3 provides greater detail on this
Area, the OSV use that occurs within its boundaries, and the potential effects of management
under the alternatives.

1.6.7 Adequate Snow Depth

Regulations that guide designating OSV use on National Forest System lands (including roads,
trails, and areas), require that the responsible official incorporate snow depth as a consideration.
The regulations state, “[o]ver-snow vehicle use on . .. National Forest System lands shall be
designated by the Responsible Official . . . of the National Forest System where snowfall is
adequate for that use to occur.” (36 C.F.R. § 212.81(a)) Responsible officials could apply this
inquiry to areas “where snowfall may occur, but is not consistently adequate for OSV use[.]” (80
Fed. Reg. 4500, 4507 (Fed. 27, 2015)) This inquiry is suited, then, to areas of infrequent or
potentially variable snowfall that would not be adequate for over-snow vehicle use. (See /d.
(reasoning that the determination incorporate “local conditions, including, as appropriate,
variability in the weather"))

The Forest Service has conducted a preliminary screening exercise to determine areas not suited
for over-snow vehicle use based on adequate snow depth. This analysis required two steps. First,
the Forest considered generally adequate snow depth for OSV use, bearing in mind potential
impacts to resources. Second, the Forest evaluated historic snow depth trends based on SNOTEL
data. The Forest used data in or near to areas where OSV use occurs or may occur in the future.
This information provided the best available data from which to assess snow depth for areas of
use and evaluate management options.
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Beginning with the first step of this analysis, at least one study has documented potential impacts
from OSV use in thin snow-cover settings. Fassnacht et al. (2018) examined the effects of differing
levels of use on snowpack properties at two different locations in Colorado. Fassnacht et al. found
that snow density changes were more pronounced for thinner snow accumulations (the
operational standard of 30 centimeters or 11.8 inches) and when OSV use started in deeper snow-
packs (120 centimeters or 47 inches) there was less difference in density, hardness, and ram
resistance compared to no snowmobile use. These results suggest that from a management
standpoint, it may be desirable to limit OSV use in shallower snow conditions to avoid increases in
density, hardness, and ram resistance that could possibly impact land resources below the
snowpack. Based on this study, the Forest employed a metric of 12" inches of snow depth to
assess adequacy of current locations.

On the second step of the analysis, the Forest selected SNOTEL observation sites based on Ranger
District and proximity to over-snow vehicle use areas. NRCS data for snow depth from these sites
was averaged by month for all years of available data. Data was available for all observation sites
from at least 2004 onward (providing at least 16 years of data from which to develop monthly
averages of snow depth in inches).

Applying a metric of 12" (Fassnacht et al., 2018), the data illustrate that adequate snow-depth is
generally available Forest-wide throughout the traditional over-snow vehicle use season. (See
Table 3) The Forest is taking steps to formally recognize this season under Alternative 2, with the
Ranger Districts establishing open/close dates for use. The North Zone, which includes the Clarks
Fork, Greybull, and Wapiti Ranger Districts, will allow OSV use November 1 to May 31. The
Washakie Ranger District will allow snowmobiling from December 1 to May 31. And the Wind
River Ranger District will allow snowmobiling from November 1 to May 31. These date ranges
generally reflect the period during which these areas—district wide—support adequate snow
depths for over-snow vehicle use. The Forest recognizes nonetheless that variability of weather
during the shoulder seasons (i.e.,, November and May) can present conditions that do not support
OSV use (especially at lower elevations). To address any concerns regarding potential resource
damage during such periods, Line Officers will retain authority to adjust open and close dates
district-wide and on an area-specific-basis. The Forest believes this approach will provide
opportunities for over-snow vehicle use recreation while protecting forest resources.

Alternative 3 does not currently identify open and closure dates for use of over-snow motorized
vehicles. The Forest Service has not included dates under this Alternative based on public input
regarding responsible use and reflecting the history of minimal resource issues that arise from
such use. While seasonal dates may offer the public precise guidance on appropriate use (as
under Alternative 2), the Forest also recognizes the current responsible manner in which this use
occurs on the Forest Service.
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Table 3: SNOTEL Data by Site & Ranger District, with Averages by Month of Daily Mean Snow Depth (inches)

SNOTEL #: Common Name Ranger District | Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

SNOTEL 326: Beartooth Lake Clarks Fork 50.88 62.88 71.18 76.53 65.71 31.69 1.47 0.00 0.35 547 20.94 36.41
SNOTEL 875: Wolverine Clarks Fork 24.26 32.11 33.11 22.16 4.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 432 14.79
SNOTEL 472: Evening Star Clarks Fork 58.94 73.00 80.94 82.82 62.88 23.13 0.65 0.00 0.41 571 22.12 41.41
SNOTEL 560: Kirwin Greybull 27.38 33.95 39.86 41.00 24.24 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.38 4.90 12.24 20.95
SNOTEL 819: Timber Creek Greybull 11.06 14.06 14.12 12.59 424 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 1.47 3.65 8.41

SNOTEL 616: Marquette Wapiti 14.24 17.94 21.47 24.29 14.53 1.88 0.00 0.00 0.12 253 6.29 11.88
SNOTEL 350: Blackwater Wapiti 51.57 62.79 73.21 81.00 69.43 29.93 1.29 0.00 047 8.64 24.07 40.50
SNOTEL 923: Deer Park Washakie 31.36 39.78 46.13 48.17 32.87 7.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 3.27 11.86 22.23
SNOTEL 525: Hobbs Park Washakie 31.06 38.38 46.56 5231 40.06 11.07 0.00 0.00 0.31 5.13 12.69 22.81
SNOTEL 775: South Pass Washakie 35.06 43.18 49.00 4835 28.18 3.69 0.00 0.00 0.12 2.76 10.76 23.65
SNOTEL 826: Townsend Creek | Washakie 20.76 27.06 31.76 31.53 14.41 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.12 2.29 6.76 14.41
SNOTEL 379: Burroughs Creek | Wind River 32.25 39.88 43.50 4250 23.06 3.07 0.00 0.00 0.12 213 9.94 22.38
SNOTEL 405: Cold Springs Wind Rlver 19.27 2545 27.82 21.86 9.00 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.18 2.36 6.77 13.73
SNOTEL 585: Little Warm Wind River 26.76 34.12 38.76 36.35 16.59 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.18 3.29 10.41 19.82
SNOTEL 822: Togwotee Pass Wind River 52.29 64.29 72.29 74.33 60.62 2235 1.30 0.00 0.33 6.14 20.48 37.95
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2 Chapter 2 - Description of the Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Shoshone National
Forest Travel Management project. It includes a description and map of each alternative
considered. This section also presents the alternatives in comparative form, sharply defining the
differences between each alternative and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the
decision maker and the public.

2.2 Process Used to Develop Alternatives

As indicated above, the Forest Service has conducted extensive outreach over several years in the
course of developing the proposals analyzed herein. Since September 2015, the Forest Service has
held 16 public meetings, four cooperator meetings/conference calls, and 11 field trips to gather
external input on the need for changes to the Motor Vehicle Use Map and winter motorized use.

In May 2016, the Forest Service released a proposed action for public comment, receiving a total
of 332 individual comments. After reviewing this project, the Rocky Mountain Regional Office
recommended to the Forest that, for the sake of efficiency and effectiveness, the Forest
incorporate assessment of a minimum road system under Subpart A into the project. The Forest
then held a series of public meetings and field trips in the spring/summer of 2017 to explain and
present a preliminary minimum road system (MRS). The public was given the opportunity to
provide comments on the MRS as well as submit any additional proposals for consideration. This
informal comment opportunity yielded four new proposals from internal and external scoping
efforts.

As a result of these prior scoping and planning efforts for this project, 136 ranger district-specific
and two Forest-wide proposals were submitted for changes to the wheeled vehicle travel system.
For the winter travel system, there were 16 district-specific and nine Forest-wide proposals
submitted by interested agencies, members of the public, and staff of the Shoshone National
Forest. To develop the Proposed Action, the SNF interdisciplinary team identified proposals
through a screening process that considered rules and regulations, guidance from the Forest
Supervisor, and input from public meetings and field trips. This process incorporated the criteria
for designating roads, trails, and areas for wheeled vehicle use under both subpart B (wheeled)
and subpart C (over-snow) of 36 C.F.R. part 212. (36 C.F.R. §§ 212.55(a), 212.81(d)) Table 4, below,
sets forth the screening criteria the Forest Service incorporated into the proposal development
and review.

Table 4: Screening Criteria Applied during Proposal Development

Baseline Considerations

Legality Whether law, regulation, or policy prohibited the
proposal. This criterion also considered whether valid
easements/access rights authorized public use.
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Forest Plan Consistency

Whether the proposal was consistent with the
management direction under the Shoshone Land
Management Plan 2015 Revision.

Forest Management & Recreation Considerations

Budgetary Feasibility

Whether current budget allocations for road and
motorized trail maintenance can finance the proposal.

Potential for Non-Compliance

Whether the proposal presents enforcement issues and
invites non-compliance.

Loops & Linkages Whether the proposal provides increased access,
including loops and linkages, while avoiding new ground
disturbance through construction.

Dispersed Site Access Whether the proposal provides access to well-used

dispersed camping sites.

Re-Opening Roads

Whether the proposal involves opening a closed road
consistent with resource concerns.

User Conflicts Whether the proposal increases potential for conflict
between different user groups.
IRAs Whether a proposed motorized trail in an inventoried

roadless area retains area characteristics while providing
access.

Resource Considerations

Threatened & Endangered Species

Whether the proposal affects Primary Conservation Area
for Grizzly Bears or other secure habitat related to species
listed and proposed for listing as threatened and
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.

Wildlife, Including Big Game Species

Whether the proposal overlaps with big game secure
habitat, parturition areas, crucial winter range, or
migration routes with potential impacts to species.

Watershed & Aquatic Species

Whether the proposal implicates watershed and aquatic
species resource concerns due to run-off, erosion, and
sedimentation caused by proximity of motorized routes
to waterbodies, stream crossings occurrence and
frequency, and road density.

Soils Whether the proposal occurs on steep slopes prone to
erosion or landslides.

Invasive Species Whether the proposal would promote the establishment
and spread and invasive and noxious plant species.

Cultural Resources Whether the proposal may lead to disturbance or damage

of cultural resources on the Forest.

These criteria with additional input received through the public scoping periods provided the
Forest Service with ample data from which to determine the feasibility of proposals. Additional
data and recommendations arose through the Travel Analysis Process for the road system (with
the output of the process being the Travel Analysis Report) and the application of minimization
criteria to the trail and area system (discussed below, see 2.2.1 (Minimum Road System and 2.2.2

(Minimization Criteria)).
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2.2.1 Minimum Road System

Forests are required to “identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel
and for administration, utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands.” 36 C.F.R.

§ 212.5(b)(1). The process that leads to determining the minimum road system (MRS) involves
identifying roads likely needed and those likely not needed for administration, utilization and
protection of National Forest System lands while meeting applicable statutory and regulatory
requirements and reflecting long-term funding expectations. Forests utilize a science-based
approach, consistent with 36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b)(1), from which to evaluate current roads and make
recommendations that may then be examined in the NEPA process. This Travel Analysis Process
culminates in a Travel Analysis Report that explains methodology for evaluating roads, application
of methodology to the existing road system, and results of the analysis (i.e., recommendation of
likely needed and likely unneeded roads). (See FSH 7709.55 ch. 20 (describing the framework
utilized through the Travel Analysis Process to develop the Travel Analysis Report))

The TAP describes current conditions, risks, benefits, opportunities (needs for change), and
provides recommendations for action. The intent is that future NEPA analyses with adequate
public input carry forward, reject, or modify the recommendations in the TAR, and provide the
basis for making specific transportation system related decisions on the Forest. This process and
the related recommendations informed the proposals identified as viable and the alternatives
considered in this Preliminary EA.

The Forest Service utilized the Travel Analysis Process to identify and categorize roads, publishing
the results of that analysis in the 2017 Travel Analysis Report. The report memorialized the route-
by-route analysis of all National Forest System roads on the Forest, providing recommendations
for the minimum road system needed for public access and Forest management. These
recommendations reflect an applied analysis that incorporates multiple resource and user inputs
specific to each road on the Forest, representing both current and future management objectives.
Specific inputs considered in the analysis and described in the 2017 TAR are: physical, biological,
social, and economic risks and benefits of every system road. Specific benefits of roads included:
recreation access, timber access, fuels treatment access, range access, and special uses. Metrics
for assessing risks from road use were developed from impacts to water resources, aquatic
organism passage, wildlife, botany, heritage resources, and public health & safety / financial
burden. The 2017 Travel Analysis Report describes these benefits and risks in greater detail and
explains how numerical values were assigned for each category. (Further information on the TAP
and TAR are described in section 3.2)

2.2.2 Minimization Criteria

Trails were subject to a screening process similar, albeit different, to the TAP/TAR process. This
screening process necessitates the application of “minimization criteria” to trails and areas open
to motorized use for wheeled and over-snow vehicles. The term “minimization criteria,” as used
throughout this document, refers to the subset of the specific criteria that the responsible official
is to consider “with the objective of minimizing” the four categories of impacts set forth in 36 CFR
§212.55(b)(1)-(4) when designating trails and areas for motorized use. These categories of impacts
include:

- Damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, and other forest resources;
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- Harassment of wildlife and significant disruption of wildlife habitats;

- Conflicts between motor vehicle use and existing or proposed recreational uses of NFS
lands or neighboring federal lands; and

- Conflicts among different classes of motor vehicle uses of NFS lands or neighboring

federal lands.

(36 C.F.R. 8§ 212.55(b), 212.81(d))’

On the Shoshone, wheeled vehicle use only implicates the minimization criteria review for
motorized trails, because the Forest prohibits cross-country motorized travel. As stated previously,
the prohibition on cross-country wheeled vehicle travel includes a ban on off-road travel for
game retrieval, though limited dispersed camping can occur along designated routes. (36 C.F.R.

§ 261.56) The Forest authorizes OSV use in areas (/.e, cross-country travel) and on trails, and both
are subject to the minimization criteria. Table 5 correlates the regulatory minimization criteria to
resource areas of the Forest and the section of this EA that provides more detailed analysis of the

relevant criterion.

Table 5: Minimization Criteria, Applicable Resource Area, and Section of the EA Addressing Minimization Criteria

Minimization Criteria (36 C.F.R.
§ 212.55(b))

Applicable Resource
Area

Section of the EA Addressing Minimization Criteria
and Considering Effects Analysis

Damage to soil, watershed,
vegetation, and other forest
resources

Harassment of wildlife and significant
disruption of wildlife habitats

Conflicts between motor vehicle use
and existing or proposed recreational
uses of NFS lands or neighboring
federal lands

Conflicts among different classes of
motor vehicle uses of NFS lands or
neighboring federal lands

Compatibility of motor vehicle use
with existing conditions in populated
areas, taking into account sound,
emissions, and other factors

1. Hydrologic
Resources

2. Soil Resources,
Botany Species
(Wildlife)

3. Cultural Resources

4. Threatened and
Endangered species
(Wildlife)

5. Species of Local
Concern (Wildlife)

6. Recreation (Trails)

7. Engineering (Roads)

7. Recreation (Trails)
8. Engineering (Roads)
Not Applicable (see

Socioeconomic Effects
Analysis)

3.8 (Soils), 3.9 (Watersheds), 3.12 (Cultural Resource),
3.18 (Wildlife: Sensitive Plant Species)

3.14 (Wildlife: Threatened and Endangered Species),
3.15 (Wildlife: Management Indicator Species and
Region 2 Sensitive Species), 3.16 (Wildlife: Species of
Local Concern), 3.17 (Wildlife: Aquatic Species)

3.2 (Transportation: the Shoshone NF Road System),
3.3 (Recreation: the Shoshone Motorized Trail
Network and Recreation Opportunities)

3.2 (Transportation: the Shoshone NF Road System),
3.3 (Recreation: the Shoshone Motorized Trail
Network and Recreation Opportunities)

3.4 (Socio-Economics)

" The minimization criterion applicable to populated areas, 36 C.F.R. § 212.55(b)(5), does not apply to the
Forest due to the low population densities of adjacent Forest communities. See the socioeconomics effects
analysis, which describes the population and demographic data for these communities.

24|Shoshone Travel

Management Planning Project



Each action alternative incorporated the minimization criteria above when designating trails and
areas for motorized use. Resource specialists developed screening criteria to determine where
trails or areas intersected with a resource that implicated a minimization criterion. Points of
intersection informed resource specialists’ development of appropriately tailored mitigation
actions that would minimize potential impacts from motorized use along the trail or in the area.
Design criteria and mitigation activities that achieve sufficient minimization of impacts are set
forth in Appendix C. Appendix C further contains the results of trails proposed under Alternative 2
and Alternative 3 screened through these questions.®

It is important to note that applying the minimization criteria should not be interpreted as strictly
requiring the prevention of all impacts. Instead, in applying the minimization criteria, the Forest
Service maintains the flexibility to manage for a reasonable reduction of impacts while still
addressing the need to provide trails and areas for public motorized use experiences.

2.3 Alternatives

Each alternative incorporates a range of route types and suitable uses, as well as specific actions
taken with respect to routes. These route types and uses—some of which have been discussed
and referenced above—are listed and defined below. Actions taken with respect to wheeled
routes are also defined.

Route Types & Uses
NFSR, ML 1 — National Forest System roads in storage and closed to all wheeled vehicle use.

NFSR, administrative — National Forest System roads open to administrative and permitted
use.

NFSR, open to all wheeled vehicles — National Forest System roads open to all wheeled public
use.

NFSR, open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less — National Forest System roads open
to all wheeled vehicles with a maximum width of 64 inches.

NFST, open to wheeled vehicles 50 inches wide or less — National Forest System trails open to
all wheeled vehicles with a maximum width of 50 inches.

NFST, open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less — National Forest System trails open to
all wheeled vehicles with a maximum width of 64 inches.

NFST, open to all wheeled vehicles — National Forest System trails open to all wheeled public
use (includes single track NFSTs).

8 Many NFSTs proposed under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 will have been reviewed through the TAP/TAR
process as well as screened according to the minimization criteria requirements. Many NFSRs are proposed
to be converted to NFSTs under these action alternatives. The Forest Service reviewed those existing NFSRs
through the risk/benefit assessment of the TAP/TAR, arriving at recommendations for each NFSR. For NFSRs
converted to NFSTs under either of the action alternatives, the minimization criteria were applied through
this Travel Management Planning Project.
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Route Actions

Keep as is — NFS routes identified as maintained in the alternative consistent with current
management

Conversions — NFS routes converted by the type (e.g., NFSR to NFST) or the use (e.g., NFSR,
open to all wheeled vehicle, to NFSR, administrative)

Additions — NFS routes added to the wheeled vehicle system (e.g., Add new NFSR, open to all
wheeled vehicles)

Subtractions — NFS routes currently open to public wheeled vehicle use that are
decommissioned

Apply Seasonal Restriction — NFS routes subject to seasonal restriction of wheeled vehicle use

Just under 200 unique proposals were considered for wheeled vehicle use, with 32 considered for
OSV use. Appendix B sets forth the proposals carried forward for analysis under Alternatives 2 and
3 for wheeled vehicle use and for OSV use. Alternative 1, the no action alternative, would continue
current management and therefore does not have any proposals that would alter this
management. This Alternative is not included in the Appendix. The tables in Appendix B include a
location note for the change, a description of the change (corresponding to the categories
identified above), and a rationale.

Also included in Appendix B are tables that identify proposals considered during the scoping of
the Travel Management Planning Project but eliminated from further study. The rationale for
eliminating these proposals is included for both wheeled and OSV use proposals.

Many of the proposals carried forward for analysis are common to Alternatives 2 and 3. Proposals
also may have very slight changes between the alternatives. For instance, Alternative 2 proposes
to convert many NFSRs to NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles, while Alternative 3 proposes to
convert the same roads to NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles 64-inches wide or less. Access for
motorized users was a central consideration when considering converting NFSRs to NFSTs. Each
alternative analyzed below incorporated these changes onto the analysis of the system of roads,
trails, and areas open for motorized use. Analysis considered impacts associated with construction
(e.g., where additions are made), with maintenance, and with use.

Forest Plan direction, public input, and science-based travel analyses applied to these proposals
informed this Travel Management Planning Project. These various processes have led to the
current proposals under consideration, and the Alternatives described below.

2.3.1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

Maps for each alternative considered in detail in this Preliminary EA can be found in Appendix A.
Table 6 below compares the alternatives considered in detail in this Preliminary EA. The totals
shown represent only those roads and trails currently open to, or proposed as open to, public
wheeled vehicle use. This does not include routes not open to the public, such as those for
administrative use, ML 1 roads, and special-use permit roads. Additionally, roads that are
proposed for conversion to trails in an alternative are tallied under trails.
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Table 6: Summary of the NFS Routes Open to Public Motor Vehicle Use, by Alternative

Designated Routes

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Roads (Miles) 882.70 731.99 718.35
Percent Change N/A -16.67% -18.22%

Trails (Miles) 36.02 198.00 194.51
Percent Change N/A 449.74% 440.05%

Total Routes (Miles) 914.43 929.99 912.86
Percent Change N/A 1.70% -0.17%

Additional information that reflects the designated NFS routes, including the conversion, addition,
subtraction, or other management action are identified in detail below.

Each alternative proposes an MRS for the NFS roads. As described above, the MRS includes the
need to balance long-term funding, minimization of adverse effects associated with those roads,
and the ability to meet the resource or management objectives in the Forest Plan. The MRS
includes roads that are open to public motor vehicle use (roads open to all vehicles and or open
to highway vehicles only) and those roads closed to public motor vehicle use (ML1 and
administrative use only). Table 7 provides a summary of the MRS for each alternative based on

the maintenance level for NFSRs.

Table 7: MRS Road Maintenance Level Mileage by Alternative

Maintenance Level Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
ML 1 181.15 248.96 185.16

ML 2 761.07 630.19 603.74

ML 3 183.06 183.06 183.06

ML 4 6.57 6.57 6.57

ML 5 247 247 247

Total NFSR Mileage 1134.32 1071.26 981.00

Additional discussion of the MRS and costs associated with the systems proposed under each
alternative can be found in Chapter 3, Transportation: the Shoshone NF Road System.

The OSV system is an independent component of motorized use on the Shoshone Forest. Table 8
below displays the cumulative OSV system proposed under the alternatives, with Table 9
comparing the action alternatives with the current management regime.

Table 8: Comparison of Alternatives with Cumulative Forest-Wide Mileage for Over-Snow Motorized Use

Cumulative Miles' by Route Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 3
Total OSV Trail System (Open to Class 1 OSVs) 288.88 299.00 288.88
Groomed 201.19 201.19 201.19
Class 2 OSV Trails (Groomed)3? N/A* 171.39 112.27
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Ungroomed

87.69

97.81

87.69

Areas Open to Motorized Travel (acres?)

522,970.00

521,616.00

512,442.00

T Miles rounded to the nearest 100th (0.00)
2 Acres rounded to the nearest 100th (0.00)

3 Since current trails are not designated under an OSVUM, tracked ATV use is not subject to any restriction aside from

targeted special orders.

4 Ungroomed tracked ATV use and corresponding Class 2 OSV management is discussed above.

Table 9: Comparison of Alternatives with Change from Current Condition (Alternative 1) for OSV Use

Cumulative Miles' by Route Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 3
Total OSV Trail System (Open to Class 1 OSVs) 0.00 10.12 0.00
Groomed 0.00 0.00 0.00
Class 2 Trails (Groomed)3 0.00 171.39 112.27
Ungroomed 0.00 10.12 0.00
Areas Open to Motorized Travel (acres?) 0.00 -1,354.00 -10,528.00

1 Miles rounded to the nearest 100th (0.00)

2 Acres rounded to the nearest 100th (0.00)

3 Since current trails are not designated under an OSVUM, tracked ATV use is not subject to any restriction aside from
targeted special orders.

4 Ungroomed tracked ATV use and corresponding Class 2 OSV management is discussed above.

2.3.1.1 Summary

Table 6 through Table 9 illustrate the nature of changes to the minimum road system, the
designated system for wheeled vehicle use, and the designated system for over-snow vehicle use
on the Forest. At the landscape level, the total changes in mileage (and for OSV use, acreage) are
relatively minor. For example, the designated (open) system of motorized routes, which
encompasses roads and motorized trails open to the public, increases by 1.70% under Alternative
2 (when compared with the current system) and decreases by 0.17% under Alternative 3. Similarly
minor are the changes to the OSV systems proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 when viewed at
the landscape scale. These Alternatives do incorporate a suite of specific proposals, and the
analysis of effects associated with these proposals assists the Forest in identifying potential
impacts to resources not otherwise apparent from this landscape perspective.

2.4 Alternatives Analyzed in Detall

Three alternatives were developed in detail for the current Travel Management Planning Project.
Each "action alternative” (i.e., Alternatives 2 and 3) was designed to be a viable alternative. The
Alternatives presented below represent a range of reasonable alternatives, given the purpose and
need and key issues for the proposed action. Public input has largely driven the development of
these proposals, beginning with comments received during the Forest Plan revision. Comments
received from the initial scoping effort in May of 2016 led the Forest Service to modify its
preliminary proposed action. Additional comments received through the 2017 scoping of the
modified proposed action provided the Forest Service with supplemental information that led to
the currently proposed action Alternatives.
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The interdisciplinary team has analyzed these three alternatives in this Preliminary EA. They are:
Alternative 1 (No Action); Alternative 2; and Alternative 3. Alternative 1 represents the existing
situation on the SNF for both wheeled and OSV use. Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect many of the
proposals considered in the Proposed Action in 2016, with modifications under each alternative.
These alternatives are described in greater detail below. All information included in the text,
tables, and maps is based on the best available information; corrections and adjustments will
occur during project implementation. All numbers, including road and trail miles, are
approximations. The motorized system identified in each of the action alternatives is aimed at
meeting the requirements of the Travel Management Rules while providing access to a range of
recreational opportunities required by a variety of user groups and protecting sensitive natural
and cultural resources. Summary landscape-scale data for roads, trails, and areas designated for
motorized use are described below.

2.4.1 Landscape-Scale Data under the Alternatives

2.4.1.1 Alternative 1

The No Action alternative represents the existing condition and the baseline against which the
"action” alternatives are measured. The Forest Service is not required to but may consider a no-
action alternative when analyzing impacts through an environmental assessment. (36 C.F.R.

§ 220.7(b)(2)(ii); see also FSH 1909.15 § 41.22 ("A stand-alone no-action alternative is not
required.”)) For this analysis the existing condition is defined differently for wheeled vehicle use
(36 C.F.R. pt. 212, subpt. B) and for over-snow use (36 C.F.R. pt. 212, subpt. C). Each motorized use
is described in turn.

2.4.1.1.1 Wheeled Vehicle Use

The No Action alternative for wheeled vehicle use reflects the current designated system of NFSRs
and NFSTs designated on the Shoshone National Forest MVUMs for the North Zone (Clarks Fork
Ranger District, Greybull Ranger District, and Wapiti Ranger District) and South Zone (Washakie
Ranger District and Wind River Ranger District). Subsequent changes to the motorized routes
available for wheeled use would be addressed on a project-by-project basis. Table 10 summarizes
the route statistics for Alternative 1.

Table 10: Summary of Alternative 1 Wheeled Routes

Identified & Designated Routes Mileage
NFSR, ML 1 181.15
NFSR, administrative 70.48
NFSR, open to all wheeled vehicles 882.70
NFST, <50" wide (open to OHVs such as ATVs and motorcycles) 36.02

Total Wheeled Route System 1170.35

The road system for the Forest totals 1,134 miles under this Alternative. Of these road miles,
882.70 are open to the public. (Table 11) These roads fall within all Maintenance Level
categories—these categories are described in greater detail in the Transportation Effects Analysis.
The vast majority of Forest roads open to the public fall within ML 2.
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Table 11: Alternative 1 Existing NFSR System — Open to Public Motorized Use, Administrative Use Roads, & Stored Roads

Maintenance Open to All Public | % of Open to % of Stored % of Total Road
Level Motorized Use Total Administrative Use | Total Roads Total System

ML 1 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 181.15 100% 181.15
ML 2 693.96 91% 67.12 9% 0.00 0% 761.07

ML 3 182.10 99% 0.96 1% 0.00 0% 183.06

ML 4 417 63% 240 37% 0.00 0% 6.57

ML 5 247 100% 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 247

Total System 882.70 78% 7048 6% 181.15 16% 1134.33
Mileage

By district, the road system resembles the following:

Table 12: Alternative 1 Existing NFSR System by Ranger District

Operational Maintenance Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River | Total Miles
Level

FSRML 1 53.93 39.42 6.54 9.63 71.62 181.15
FSR ML 2 169.56 91.35 89.25 183.06 227.86 761.07
FSRML 3 15.11 22.44 19.21 47.30 78.99 183.06
FSR ML 4 2.15 0.00 340 1.02 0.00 6.57
FSRML 5 0.47 0.00 1.81 0.20 0.00 247

Total Miles 241.22 153.22 120.21 241.20 378.47 1134.32
Miles of Seasonal Restrictions | 102.11 39.51 42.98 72.16 4398 300.75

(% of Total*) (42%) (26%) (36%) (30%) (12%) (27%)

*Rounded to nearest whole percentage

Seasonal restrictions apply to roughly a quarter of all roads on the Forest, with the Clarks Fork
Ranger District having the highest total number and highest percentage of roads under seasonal
restriction. (Table 12)

The Forest also supports a current motorized trail system with 11.90 miles on the Washakie
Ranger District and 22.08 miles on the Wind River Ranger District open to vehicles 50-inches-or-
less-wide. Washakie Ranger District also authorizes single track motorized use on 2.04 miles
(identified above as an NFST open wheeled vehicles 50 inches wide or less). Motorized trail
opportunities total 36.02 miles Forest-wide—with no seasonal restrictions currently applied to
these trails.

2.4.1.1.2 Over-Snow Motorized Use

No changes would occur under alternative 1 to the existing system of OSV use on trails and areas
within the Shoshone National Forest except as prohibited by Forest Order. In addition, only those
seasonal restrictions as specified in the Shoshone Forest Plan and contained in existing Forest
Orders would continue. These restrictions and orders have resulted in an area of approximately
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522,495 acres available for OSV use (roughly 24% of the Forest's land base). Motorized over-snow
vehicle travel would have no established start or end dates, with motorized use limited only by
snow cover. Motorized use by Class 2 OSVs could continue on routes identified on the MVUM
and on groomed OSV trails, consistent with the Forest Plan. (Forest Plan, 103) Mileage and
acreage open to OSV use under Alternative 1 is set forth in Table 13.

Table 13: Alternative 1 OSV Use Opportunities Open to the Public

Winter Motorized Travel Clarks Greybull Wapiti Washakie | Wind Total
Fork RD RD RD RD River RD Miles

Trails (Miles)

OSV Trails - Groomed 25.65 0.00 1.99 59.22 114.32 201.19

OSV Trails - Ungroomed 31.20 0.00 0.00 2.56 53.94 87.69

Total FS Snowmobile Trail System 56.85 0.00 1.99 61.79 168.26 288.88
Area (Acres)

Total Area Open to OSV Travel 170,788 28,462 9,137 112,764 201,819 522,970

The Travel Management Regulations, Subpart C, would not be implemented, and no OSV use
map would be produced.

2.4.1.2 Alternative 2

Alternative 2 corresponds to the Proposed Action released for public comment in November 2017
in the Shoshone National Forest Travel Management Scoping Document. This alternative, as
explained in the Scoping Document, incorporated direction from the Regional Office to identify a
minimum road system for the Forest consistent with 36 C.F.R. part 212, subpart A. The Forest
Service also assessed comments received and incorporated issues raised by the public during the
2016 scoping into the alternatives. The changes to the road system and motorized trail network
are summarized below. This summary reflects the generalized data consistent with individual on-
the-ground proposals.

2.4.1.2.1 Year-Round Motorized Use

The summary of the road system and changes proposed under Alternative 2 are set forth in Table
14.

Table 14: Summary of Alternative 2 Wheeled Routes

Identified & Designated RouteS Mileage
NFSR, ML 1 181.15
NFSR, administrative 70.48
NFSR, open to all wheeled vehicles 73243
NFST, <50" wide (open to OHVs such as ATVs and motorcycles) 2.04

Total Wheeled Routes 986.10

Converted NFS Route Classification

Convert NFSR to NFSR, <64" wide 247
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Convert NFSR to administrative use only road 8.81

Convert NFSR to NFST, <64" wide 345
Convert NFSR to NFST, open to all wheeled vehicles 139.65
Convert NFST, 50" wide to NFST, <64" wide 18.14
Total Routes Converted 172.52
Added NFS Routes
Add new NFSR, ML 1 67.81
Add new NFSR, access to dispersed camping (ML 2) 1.25
Add new NFSR, open to all vehicles (ML 2) 9.32
Add new NFST, 50" wide 5.18
Add new NFST, 64" wide 18.57
Total Routes Added 102.13
Subtracted NFS ROUTES
Decommission NFSR 10.37
Decommission NFST, <50" wide 5.15
Total Routes Subtracted 15.52
Seasonal Restrictions
NFSR Seasonal Restrictions 364.76
NFST Seasonal Restrictions 157.64

Table 15 sets forth the minimum road system proposed under Alternative 2, Forest-wide, focusing
on the mileage by road Maintenance Level.

Table 15: Alternative 2 Proposed Road System

Maintenance Open to All Public | % of Open to % of Stored % of Total Road
Level Motorized Use Total Administrative Use | Total Roads Total System
ML 1 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 248.96 100% 248.96

ML 2 554.26 89% 67.12 1% 0.00 0% 621.38

ML 3 182.10 99% 0.96 1% 0.00 0% 183.06

ML 4 417 63% 240 37% 0.00 0% 6.57

ML 5 247 100% 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 247

Total System 729.67 69% 7713 7% 248.96 24% 1055.76
Mileage

By district, the minimum road system proposed under Alternative 2 would resemble the following:

Table 16: Alternative 2 Minimum Road System by Ranger District

Operational Maintenance Level Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total Miles

FSRML 1 57.94 3942 6.54 11.52 133.53 248.96
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FSR ML 2 165.74 95.30 89.71 68.95 210.50 630.19
FSRML 3 15.11 22.44 19.21 47.30 78.99 183.06
FSR ML 4 2.15 0.00 340 1.02 0.00 6.57
FSRML 5 0.47 0.00 1.81 0.20 0.00 247
Total Miles 24141 157.16 120.67 128.99 423.03 1,071.26
Miles of Seasonal Road Restrictions | 109.30 50.41 44.65 103.29 57.12 364.76
(% of Total*) (60%) (43%) (39%) (88%) (20%) (44%)

*Excludes ML 1 roads when calculating total miles for purposes of denominator.

This alternative proposes additional seasonal restrictions, with the largest increase occurring in
the Washakie Ranger District. (Table 16) These seasonal restrictions were proposed to address
issues associated with protecting road surfaces and Forest resources during the wet spring
months.

The designated motorized trail system would undergo substantial changes under Alternative 2.
These changes are summarized below in Table 17.

Table 17: Alternative 2 Designated NFST by Class of Vehicle and by Ranger District

Designated NFST Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total
RD RD RD RD RD Miles
NFST, <50" wide 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.09 3.82 17.91
NFST, <64" wide 6.67 0.00 0.00 1.90 31.60 40.16
NFST, open to all wheeled 3.98 0 0 117.16 18.78 139.92
vehicles
Total Designated NFST 10.65 0.00 0.00 133.15 54.19 198.00
Miles of Seasonal Trail 8.38 0.00 0.00 133.15 16.52 158.05
Restrictions (79%) (N/A) (N/A) (100%) (30%) (80%)
(% of Total)

Changes indicated above involve the expansion of the NFST network and the application of
seasonal restrictions to this network. This network increases in miles by 167.13 when compared
with Alternative 1 (the current NFST network). The network also provides expanded use
opportunities, with the addition of NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles and NFSTs open to
wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide and less. The increase of motorized trail miles owes,
predominantly, to the conversion of NFSRs to NFSTs: the alternative would convert 139.92 miles
from NFSRs to NFSTs open to all vehicles and 3.45 miles to NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles 64
inches wide and less. Seasonal restrictions applied to motorized trails would address potential
impacts to forest resources, and the effects analysis in Chapter 3 below examines these potential
impacts with respect to individual resources.

Wyoming State traffic law governs use of motorized vehicles within the Shoshone National Forest,
including on NFSTs. These NFSTs would allow current use to continue, provided vehicles complied
with width restrictions for specific routes. Put alternatively, wheeled vehicle use can occur on
NFSTs. This conversion also would provide expanded access to youth operators, ATV/UTV users,
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and, meet Forest Plan direction (including incorporating motorized trail loops and linkages into
the trail network). Additional discussion of recreational impacts is set forth in section 3.3
(Recreation: the Shoshone Motorized Trail Network and Recreation Opportunities).

24.1.22 0OSV Use

Alternative 2 proposes to designate trails and areas for OSV use. This alternative includes the
following actions for OSV use:

- Designating 288.88 miles of groomed and ungroomed trails for Class 1 OSV use (201.19
miles groomed, 87.69 ungroomed)

- Adding 10.12 miles of ungroomed trails to the Class 1 OSV trail system

- Closing approximately 1,350 acres to OSV use to allow cross-country skiing and minimize
conflicts between users

Mileages and acreages open to OSV use under Alternative 2 are set forth in Table 18.

Table 18: Alternative 2 Designated Over-Snow Motorized Use Opportunities Open to the Public

Winter Motorized Travel Clarks Greybull Wapiti Washakie | Wind Total
Fork RD RD RD RD River RD
Trails (Miles)
Snowmobile Trails - Groomed 25.65 0 1.99 59.22 114.32 201.19
Snowmobile Trails - Ungroomed 31.20 0 0 2.56 53.94 97.81
Total FS Snowmobile Trail System 56.85 0.00 1.99 61.79 168.26 299.00
Area (Acres)
Total Designated Area Open to OSV 170,788 28,462 9,137 112,764 201,819 521,616
Travel

Alternative 2 would also designate 258.03 miles of trails for Class 2 OSVs on the OSVUM. Of these
trails, 38.79 miles outside of a designated MVUM road or motorized trail and off of a designated
OSV trail. These routes currently contradict Forest Plan direction, which requires that these Class 2
vehicles operate on groomed trails or over MVUM roads and trails and may necessitate a Forest
Plan amendment if they are carried forward.

Table 19: Alternative 2 Designated Tracked ATV Use on Ungroomed Snowmobile Trails

Tracked ATV Operation on Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total
Ungroomed Trails RD RD RD RD RD
Use Outside an MVUM Road or 22.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 423 27.03
Motorized Trail

This Alternative would implement the Travel Management Regulations, Subpart C, and the Forest
would publish OSVUMs at the conclusion of the project.
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2.4.1.3 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 reflects modifications and minor changes to Alternative 2. These modifications and
minor changes were the result of comments received and issues raised by the public during the
November 2017 scoping. The changes to the road system and motorized trail network are
summarized below. This summary reflects the generalized data consistent with individual on-the-
ground proposals.

2.4.1.3.1 Year-Round Motorized Use
The summary of changes proposed under Alternative 3 is set forth in

Table 20: Summary of Alternative 3 Wheeled Routes

Identified & Designated RouteS Mileage
Roads, ML 1 185.16
Roads, administrative 70.48
Roads, open to all wheeled vehicles 709.74
Trails, 50" wide (open to OHVs such as ATVs and motorcycles) 22.08

Total Wheeled Routes 987.45

Converted NFS Route Classification

Convert NFSR to NFSR, <64" wide 0.00
Convert NFSR to administrative use only road 10.07
Convert NFSR to NFST, <64" wide 117.16
Convert NFSR to NFST, open to all wheeled vehicles 36.10
Convert NFST, 50" wide to NFST, <64" wide 0.00
Total Routes Converted 163.33
Added NFS Routes
Add new NFSR, ML 1 4.01
Add new NFSR, administrative use only road 0.00
Add new NFSR, access to dispersed camping (ML 2) 0.71
Add new NFSR, open to all vehicles (ML 2) 4.38
Add new NFST, 50" wide 2.04
Add new NFST, <64" wide 2.66
Total Routes Added 13.80
Subtracted NFS ROUTES
Decommission NFSR 5.79
Decommission NFST, <50" wide 0.00
Total Routes Subtracted 5.79
Seasonal Restrictions
NFSR Seasonal Restrictions 353.37
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NFST Seasonal Restrictions

160.36

Table 21 sets forth the minimum road system proposed under Alternative 3, Forest-wide, focusing
on the mileage by road Maintenance Level.

Table 21: Alternative 3 Proposed Road System

Maintenance Open to All Public % of Open to % of Stored % of Total Road
Level Motorized Use Total Administrative Use | Total Roads Total System
ML 1 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 185.16 100% 185.16
ML 2 521.00 87% 77.65 13% 0.00 0% 598.65
ML 3 182.10 99% 0.96 1% 0.00 0% 183.06
ML 4 417 63% 240 37% 0.00 0% 6.57
ML 5 247 100% 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 247
System Total 709.74 73% 81.01 8% 185.16 19% 975.91

By district, the road system proposed under Alternative 3 would resemble the following:

Table 22: Alternative 3 Minimum Road System by Ranger District
Operational Maintenance Level Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total Miles
FSRML 1 57.94 3942 6.54 9.63 71.62 185.16
FSR ML 2 154.68 95.30 94.58 53.79 205.39 603.74
FSR ML 3 15.11 2244 19.21 47.30 78.99 183.06
FSR ML 4 2.15 0.00 340 1.02 0.00 6.57
FSR ML 5 047 0.00 1.81 0.20 0.00 247
Total Miles 230.35 157.16 12554 | 111.93 356.01 981.00
Miles of Seasonal Road Restrictions | 102.26 51.71 41.34 103.84 64.54 363.70
(% of Total*) (59%) (44%) (35%) (100%) (23%) (46%)

* Excludes ML 1 roads when calculating total miles for purposes of denominator.

Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would implement additional seasonal restrictions with the
largest increase occurring in the Washakie Ranger District. (Table 22) These seasonal restrictions
were proposed to address issues associated with protecting road surfaces and Forest resources
during the wet spring months.

Changes to the designated motorized trail system under Alternative 3 are set forth in Table 23

below.

Table 23: Alternative 3 Designated NFST by Class of Vehicle and Ranger District

Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total

RD RD RD RD RD Miles
NFST, <50" wide 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.94 24.11 38.05
NFST, <64" wide 0.69 0.00 1.96 117.64 0.00 120.30
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NFST, open to all wheeled 16.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.63 36.16
vehicles

Total Designated NFST 17.21 0.00 1.96 131.58 4375 194.51
Miles of Seasonal Trail Closure 7.09 0.00 1.96 131.10 20.20 160.36
(% of Total) (41%) (0%) (100%) (100%) (46%) (82%)

The overall footprint of the trail network under Alternative 3 resembles that of Alternative 2. Miles
under the Alternative 3 network increase by 158.49 when compared with Alternative 1 (the current
motorized trail network). The network also provides expanded use opportunities, with the
addition of NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles all and NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches
wide and less. A primary difference between Alternative 3 and Alternative 2 is that the majority of
converted roads-to-trails fall under the NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide and less
category, versus under the NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles category under Alternative 2
(compare Table 23 with Table 17). Seasonal restrictions applied to motorized trails would address
potential impacts to forest resources, and the effects analysis below examines these potential
impacts with respect to individual resources.

This proposed system would provide similar access opportunities as identified under Alternative
2. Additional discussion of recreational impacts is set forth in 3.3 (Recreation: the Shoshone
Motorized Trail Network and Recreation Opportunities).

24.1.32 0OSV Use

Alternative 3 proposes to designate trails and areas for OSV use similar to Alternative 2, though
Alternative 3 does not propose to add any additional trails. This alternative includes the following
actions for OSV use:

- Designating 288.88 miles of groomed and ungroomed trails for Class 1 OSV use (201.19
miles groomed, 87.69 ungroomed)

- Adding 10.12 miles of ungroomed trails to the Class 1 OSV trail system
- Designating, consistent with Forest Plan direction, trails suitable for Class 2 OSV

- Closing approximately 1,350 acres to OSV use to allow cross-country skiing and minimize
conflicts between users

- Closing approximately 9,175 acres to OSV use in the High Lakes Wilderness Study area

Mileages and acreages open to OSV use under Alternative 3 are set forth in Table 24.

Table 24: Alternative 3 Designated OSV Use Opportunities Open to the Public

Winter Motorized Travel Clarks Greybull Wapiti Washakie | Wind Total
Fork RD RD RD RD River RD
Trails (Miles)
Snowmobile Trails - Groomed 25.65 0 1.99 59.22 114.32 201.19
Snowmobile Trails - Ungroomed 31.20 0 0 2.56 53.94 87.69
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Total FS Snowmobile Trail System 56.85 0.00 1.99 61.79 168.26 288.88

Area (Acres)

Total Area Open to OSV Travel 161,613 28,462 9,137 112,764 200,465 512,442

Alternative 3 also would designate trails for Class 2 OSVs on the OSVUM, totaling 146.03 miles
under this alternative. Of these trails, 20.84 miles occur outside of a designated MVUM road or
motorized trail. These routes currently contradict Forest Plan direction with respect to Class 2
vehicles. This use may necessitate a Forest Plan amendment if carried forward.

Table 25: Alternative 3 Designated Tracked ATV Use on Ungroomed Snowmobile Trails

Tracked ATV Operation Clarks Fork Greybull Wapiti Washakie Wind River Total
RD RD RD RD RD
Use Outsid MVUM Road
se butside an roador 2084 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2084
Motorized Trail

This Alternative would implement the Travel Management Regulations, Subpart C, and the Forest
would publish OSVUMs at the conclusion of the project.
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3 Chapter 3 - Environmental Impacts

3.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the physical, biological, social, and economic environments of the project area
and the effects of implementing each alternative on that environment. It also presents the scientific and
analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives presented in the alternatives chapter. This chapter
presents the description of the affected environment, direct/indirect effects, and cumulative impacts. The
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations recognizes three types of effects:

Direct effects are caused by an action and occur at the same time and place.
Indirect effects are caused by an action but occur later in time or farther removed in distance.

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes the actions.

(40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, .8) As past actions are already included in the affected environment, the cumulative
impacts analysis builds upon this existing condition assessment by considering the incremental addition
of direct and indirect effects of the proposed action as well as ongoing and reasonably foreseeable
actions. A more detailed discussion of cumulative impacts is included below.

This chapter presents the scientific and analytical basis for comparison of the alternatives presented. It is
organized by individual resource topic. Each resource topic section utilized unique methodology with
different data sources to assess potential effects to resources under the alternatives. These
methodologies, data sources, and analysis are described for each resource.

The Environmental Consequences section for each resource topic discusses direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of implementing the alternatives and applicable design criteria. This section
incorporates issue indicators, resource specific assumptions, and any incomplete or unavailable data at
the time of the analysis.

3.1.1 Assumptions

The Forest Service made the following general assumptions for this analysis that apply to all resource
analyses:

- Generally applicable standards and laws that apply throughout the analysis below include: the
Travel Management regulations (36 C.F.R. pt. 212, subpts. A, B, and C); Executive Order 11644
(February 8, 1972); Executive Order 12898 (February 11, 1994); the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield
Act of 1960; the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; the National Forest Management Act
of 1976; and the Forest Service Manual and the Forest Service Handbook.

- The current maintenance conditions of roads (NFSRs) and trails (NFSTs) open to public wheeled
vehicle use would generally stay the same over time.

- New routes proposed under the alternatives (i.e., new NFSRs or new NFSTs) would be designated
and added to the MVUM or OSVUM after any necessary regulatory actions and construction are
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completed. Necessary regulatory actions include acquiring permits and authorizations from
responsible local, state, and federal agencies, performing on-site surveys, and applying site-
specific mitigation actions to minimize potential impacts.

New NFS routes added to the system are also contingent on available funding. The Forest
anticipates developing partnerships to support funding these projects.

NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles and NFSRs open to all wheeled vehicles have similar effects
based on the vehicle characteristics and use (e.g., vehicle size, speed traveled on routes, frequency
of travel, etc.).

Any NFS routes not included in the decision are not precluded from being added, modified, or
removed from the Shoshone’s transportation system in future travel management decisions.

Increased use from both motorized and nonmotorized recreational users may occur if populations
increase.

Public vehicle use would be limited to those routes and areas proposed under the alternatives for
inclusion in the MVUMs and OSVUM by class and vehicle and time of year.

Reducing routes available to public motor vehicle use may concentrate motor vehicle use.
Decisions made in the Shoshone Forest Plan (2015) are incorporated into this analysis.

Decommissioning routes could allow them to return to conditions similar to the surrounding
areas over time. Blocking the entrance to a route is the minimum requirement for
decommissioning. Refer to 36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b)(2) for potential route decommissioning activities.

Motorized use of routes not designated for such use is not included in this analysis.

This analysis evaluates the impacts of designating NFSRs, special use permit (SUP) roads, closed
roads, motorized NSFTs, and areas.

Future monitoring of wheeled and OSV use will occur coincidental to other ongoing monitoring
and review activities on the Forest. When and where feasible, the Forest Service will assess vehicle
use impacts with respect to forest resources and determine whether responsive action is
necessary to limit impacts (examples of responsive action include seasonal restrictions, route
closure, vehicle size limitations, and other similar measures).

Public users will provide an additional monitoring mechanism, and the Forest Service will
coordinate with both motorized and nonmotorized user groups to obtain site-specific vehicle use
data.

Current management of cross-country wheeled travel will not change under the action
alternatives. Cross-country wheeled travel and game retrieval will remain prohibited on the
Shoshone National Forest; dispersed camping will be permitted along designated NFS routes
identified on the MVUM.

Unless otherwise indicated, mileage and acreage figures are approximate and based on the
nearest 100th, e.g., XXX miles or 10th, e.g., X.X acres.
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3.1.2 Data Sources

The Shoshone utilized as a primary data source the Forest Service's INFRA database, which tracks spatial
(GIS) data and other attributes for NFS routes. INFRA includes information on existing conditions, seasonal
restrictions, primary maintenance, maintenance levels, and other relevant NFS route attributes, and allows
for tracking and recording changes to the NFS routes.

The agency insures the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses
and incorporates GIS and other data from various sources including those maintained by Forest Service
resource specialists and other agencies, such as the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Wyoming
Department of Health, Wyoming Department of Administration and Information, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA); US Census Bureau; US Geological Survey (USGS); and US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS).

3.1.3 Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities are actions known to have occurred, are presently
occurring, or are likely to occur within the analysis areas for the Shoshone National Forest Travel
Management Planning Project. These actions may contribute cumulative impacts when combined with the
proposed activities. The Forest Service Handbook uses the Council on Environment Quality’s definition of
cumulative impact:

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time.

(FSH 1909.15.05 (citing 40 C.F.R. 1508.7)) Cumulative impacts analysis incorporates, therefore, three
categories of actions into the analysis of alternatives: past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions.

The analysis of cumulative impacts builds from consideration of the direct and indirect impacts on the
environment that are expected or likely to result from the proposed action and alternatives. The
environmental analysis required under NEPA is forward-looking in that it focuses on the potential impacts
of the proposed action and alternatives. However, past and present activities have contributed or could be
contributing to the existing condition of resources, as described in the Environmental Consequences
sections of the resource analyses. Additionally, reasonably foreseeable activities may produce
environmental effects to resources relevant to the proposal. Therefore, past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable activities have been considered in the cumulative impacts analysis for each resource relative
to potential future effects of the proposed activities. Because the proposal’s direct and indirect effects
vary in time and space, each likely effect should have a defined and specific cumulative impacts analysis
area and timeframe.

The activities listed below are addressed in the Environmental Consequences discussions for each
resource, identifying which effects may contribute cumulatively to the effects of the proposed activities,
and what those effects might be. They are analyzed and discussed individually to the extent they may
provide unique or especially pertinent ongoing and future cumulative impacts relevant to the pending
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decision or are somehow particularly useful in illuminating or predicting the direct and indirect effects of
the proposed activities, whether or not the monitored effects are actually cumulative to the proposed
activities.

3.1.3.1 Past Actions

Only those residual impacts from past actions that are of the same type, occur within the same
geographic area, at the same time, and have a cause-and-effect relationship with the direct and indirect
impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives are considered relevant and useful for the cumulative
impacts analysis. This analysis relies, to a large extent, on an examination of the current environmental
conditions in order to highlight the impacts of past actions. These current conditions, reflective of past
actions, facilitate analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives and past
actions. This method allows for efficient analysis, since existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of
all prior human actions and natural events that have affected the environment and might contribute to
cumulative impacts. Additionally, some of these activities may continue to produce environmental effects
that overlap in time and space with issues or resources relevant to the proposed action and alternatives.

Table 26 lists known past activities on National Forest System and adjacent lands as identified by resource
specialists, documentation, other agencies, etc. There are marked differences between past and current
land management practices and policies. The evolution that has occurred in land management practices is
the result of science, our ongoing monitoring results, and changing public values. During the scoping
process and subsequent analysis of this project, the Forest Service determined that the past activities,
decisions, information, and environmental documents listed in Table 26 are applicable to all or portions of
the National Forest System lands included in the analysis area, and considered them during the
cumulative impacts analyses discussed in this chapter.

3.1.3.2 Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

Cumulative impacts can only occur when the likely impacts resulting from the proposed action or
alternatives overlap spatially and temporally with the likely impacts of ongoing and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (FSH 1909.15, § 15.2). These actions encompass “[t]hose Federal or non-Federal
activities not yet undertaken, for which there are existing decisions, funding, or identified proposals.” (36
C.F.R. § 220.3). And an "identified proposal” refers to a concrete goal for which the Forest Service is
preparing a decision or implementing a decision and where the effects of the decision can be
meaningfully evaluated (40 C.F.R. § 1508.23). Relevant present or reasonably foreseeable future actions are
those having impacts that accumulate with the impacts of the alternative being analyzed.

3.1.3.3 Region of Influence

The region of influence for each resource evaluated by the cumulative impacts analysis is the project area,
unless otherwise noted.

3.1.3.4 Time Frame

The time frame of the cumulative impact analysis incorporates the sum of the impacts of anticipated
future actions consistent with implementing an alternative, in combination with other past, present, and
future actions. This is because impacts may accumulate or develop over time. The future actions described
in this analysis are those that are “reasonably foreseeable”; that is, they are ongoing (and will continue
into the future), are funded for future implementation, or are included in firm near-term plans. The
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temporal boundary for the cumulative impacts analysis is from 2010 through 2030, the farthest date out
to reasonably identify future actions.

3.1.3.5 Process for Assessing Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impact analysis for each resource or resource use builds on the analyses of the direct and
indirect impacts of anticipated future actions to be taken, consistent with the project alternatives. In
addition, the cumulative impact analysis considers other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions and their impacts on natural resources, ecosystems, and human uses in the project area.

Table 26: Past, Current, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions Considered in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Project Name Project Description Implementation District
Timeframe

Forest-Wide Management

Forest Plan Revision Revise the Forest Plan to provide current 2015 Forest
guidance on resource management activities
on the Forest.

Invasive Plant Control of noxious and other invasive plants 2021 Forest
Management through the integration of manual,
mechanical, biological, and ground and aerial
herbicide control methods

Mountain Bike Designation of non-motorized trails for 2021 Forest
Management mountain bike use

Roads & Trails Management

Beartooth Hwy Project to maintain and reconstruct Federal 2018-2020 Clarks Fork
Reconstruction Highway 212, led by the Wyoming

Department of Transportation
Seven D Bank This is a proposed long-term solution for 2018 Clarks Fork
Stabilization bank stabilization on Sunlight Creek where it

intersects with FSR 101.2A (7D Rd). 200 linear
feet of bank will be stabilized using large
woody debris and historic gravel will be
replaced.

Loop Road Maintenance Loop Road Maintenance project improves 2018 Washakie
sight distance by constructing pull-outs, add
additional curve-widening, and perform
road-side brushing.

Fossil Hill to Frye Lake Construction of non-motorized trail from 2018 Washakie
Trail Fossil Hill to Sheep Bridge Trail #7071

Togwotee Pass to Brooks | Construction of a non-motorized trail from 2019 Wind River
Lake Non-motorized Trail | Hwy 26/287 at Togwotee Pass to connect

Construction with NFS Trail #823. This trail is intended to

be part of the Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail once a separate project moving
the trail is completed.

Cody County Snowmobile | Proposal to issue a new permit to operate 2019 Clarks Fork
Association Shelter Permit | and maintain a shelter within the Island Lake
Renewal Campground.
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Project Name

Project Description

Implementation

District

Timeframe
Lander Nordic Ski Proposal to authorize the Lander Nordic Ski 2020 Washakie
Association Inner Pipeline | Association to extent the Inner Pipeline Trail
Groomed Trail Extension at the Beaver Creek Cross-Country Ski Trails.
Upper Brewers Trail Over- | Proposal for over-snow grooming of the 5.5 2019 Washakie
snow Grooming for Non- | mile long Upper Brewers Trail and a 1-mile
motorized Over-snow portion of Forest Road 302.1E on the
Travel Washakie District for non-motorize over-
snow use limited to skis, fat tire bikes and
snowshoe travel.
Vegetation Management
Budworm Response The proposal is to treat approximately 2,000 2020 - 2024 Clarks Fork
Project acres using a combination of vegetation
management prescriptions including
sanitation salvage, shelterwood/seed tree
harvest prescription.
Sunlight Vegetation Vegetation management activities to 2020 Clarks Fork
Management Project improve forest condition, reduce the build-
up of hazardous fuels, enhance defensible
space, and improve wildlife habitat.
Russell Peak Sanitation Proposal to utilize timber harvest and non- 2020 Clarks Fork
and Fuels Reduction commercial treatments to respond to insect
infestation, reduce fuel continuity near
private structures and move vegetation
towards Forest Plan desired conditions.
High Lakes Resiliency Proposal to implement vegetation 2022 Clarks Fork
Project management activities along Federal
Highway 212.
Greater Greybull Project Vegetation management activities to 2020 - 2023 Greybull
improve forest condition, reduce build-up of
hazardous fuels, enhance defensible space
around historic Kirwin mining area, and
improve wildlife habitat.
Pine Creek HFRA Pine Creek Project addresses insect and 2020 Washakie
disease infestation on the southernmost
portion of the Washakie Ranger District
through a combination of treatments
including mechanical harvest, aspen
enhancement, and use of prescribed fire.
Loop Road Fuel Break Project reduces fuel loads along Forest 2020 - 2021 Washakie
Service Road 300 through mechanical
treatment and prescribed fire operations.
Long Creek Project Vegetation management project to treat 2020 Wind River

approximately 7,479 acres using the
following methods: Sanitation salvage; Aspen
enhancement; Pre-commercial thinning; and
Prescribed burning.
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Project Name Project Description Implementation District
Timeframe
Lower Wind Vegetation Vegetation management activities to 2021 Wind River
and Fuels Reduction improve forest conditions and reduce
hazardous fuels.
Lava Mountain Project Vegetation management to treat 2020 - 2023 Wind River
approximately 5,367 acres using the
following methods: Sanitation Salvage;
Group Selection; Pre-commercial thinning;
and Prescribed burning of piles
Range Management
Livestock Grazing Permit Renewal of permits to graze for Face of the 2008 Greybull, Wapiti
Renewal (2008) Mountain, Ghost Creek, Bench Guard Station,
Rock Creek allotments.
Livestock Grazing Permit Permit issuance for Greybull livestock grazing | 2009 Greybull
Issuance (2009) allotment.
Livestock Grazing Permit Permit issuance for Basin, Lake Creek, 2010 Clarks Fork, Greybull,
Issuance (2010) Greybull, Piney, Squaw Creek, Atlantic City, Wapiti
Bull Creek, Carter Creek, Valley/Boulder, Salt
Creek, Fish Lake, and Doby Cliff allotments.
Livestock Grazing Permit Permit issuance for Little Rock, Sugarloaf, 2010 Clarks Fork, Greybull,
Issuance (2010) Washakie Needles, Bayer Mountain, and Washakie
Middle Fork grazing allotments.
Livestock Grazing Grazing permits for the Big Creek, North Fork | 2013 Wapiti
Management (2013) Winter Range, Rand Creek and Robbers
Roost and seven Recreation Horse
Allotments.
Special Use Permitting (Outfitting, Guiding, and other Recreational Uses)
Worthen Reservoir Proposal to reissue a special use permit to 2020 Washakie
Special Use Permit the City of Lander, Wyoming to operate and
Reissuance maintain a reservoir, dam, and other
structures necessary for monitoring flows
into and out of the reservoir.

3.2 Transportation: the Shoshone NF Road System

3.2.1 Introduction

The analysis of transportation effects examines the existing road system, proposed changes under the
different Alternatives, and corresponding maintenance and funding needs. This analysis assesses primarily
the minimum road system consistent with 36 C.F.R. part 212, subpart A, but also addresses the designated
NFS road system pursuant to 36 C.F.R. part 212, subpart B. Recreational impacts associated with NFS
roads and NFS trails is considered in the following Recreation section (see 3.3).

The travel management regulation at 36 C.F.R. § 212.5 requires the Forest Service to identify a minimum
road system needed for safe and efficient travel for administration, utilization and protection of NFS lands;
and to identify roads under Forest Service jurisdiction that are no longer needed to meet resource
management objectives for decommissioning or converted to other uses, such as trails (see 2.2.1). In
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determining the minimum road system, the responsible official must incorporate a science-based travel
analysis which informs future travel management decisions affecting use, operation and maintenance
based on the physical, biological, social and economic benefits and risks of roads. Guiding the analysis is
the TAP/TAR process conducted in 2015 and 2017. That process is described in greater detail below.

3.2.1.1 Travel Analysis Process/Travel Analysis Report

Travel Analysis is intended to inform subsequent National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes,
allowing individual projects to be more site-specific and focused, while still addressing cumulative
impacts. The Travel Analysis Process (TAP) neither produces decisions nor allocates National Forest
System lands for specific purposes. It merely provides the analytical framework from which to make
recommendations that may then be examined in the NEPA process. It describes current conditions, risks,
benefits, opportunities (needs for change), and recommends priorities for action.

The Forest began the process of identifying the minimum road system by reviewing roads for benefits and
risks as part of the Travel Analysis Process (TAP). The Forest completed an initial TAP, and resulting Travel

Analysis Report (TAR), in 2015. In 2017 the Forest revised the TAP/TAR and made it available to the public
for review including an informal comment period which ended August 31, 2017.

The recommendations from the 2015 TAR are shown below:

e Roads listed in the H/H (High Benefit and High Risk) category should be considered for future
capital improvements. These roads are needed as part of the minimum road system, and also
represent resource and/or financial concerns. Action should be taken in order to reduce the risk
impacts along these roads. These roads should receive the highest priority for maintenance and
mitigation.

e Roads in the H/M (High Benefit and Medium Risk) category should be considered as a priority for
maintenance and mitigation, but of a lesser priority when compared to the roads in category H/H.
These roads are needed as part of the minimum road system due to their high benefit.

e Roads in the H/L (High Benefit and Low Risk) category are ideal roads because they provide high
benefits to forest management and pose low risks. These roads are needed as part of the
minimum road system.

e Roads in the M/H* (Medium Benefit and High Risk) category should be considered for priority
mitigation of resource impacts, downgrading to a lower operational maintenance level (ML 2 to
1), or decommissioned.

e Roads in the M/M (Medium Benefit and Medium Risk) category should receive mitigation and
maintenance, though secondary in priority to roads with higher benefits or higher risks. These
roads create some resource impacts but also provide benefits. These roads are needed as part of
the minimum road system.

e Roads in the M/L (Medium Benefit and Low Risk) category are needed as part of the minimum
road system due to their importance and relatively low resource risk.

e Roads in the L/H* (Low Benefit and High Risk) category should be analyzed in depth and
potentially downgraded to a lower operational maintenance level (ML 2 to 1), or decommissioned.
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If decommissioning occurs, the risk impacts need to be addressed so they are eliminated or
greatly reduced as a result of the decommissioning process.

e Roads in the L/M* (Low Benefit and Medium Risk) category should be considered as a low priority
for maintenance. Similar to roads in the L/H these roads should be further analyzed for
downgrading maintenance level, or decommissioning.

e Roads in the L/L* (Low Benefit and Low Risk) category should be analyzed in depth and potentially
downgraded to a lower operational maintenance level (ML 2 to 1), or decommissioned.

Categories with an asterisk (*) next to them were shown as “Likely Not Needed for Future Use"” on the
Appendix B maps of the 2015 report. The categories with no asterisk were shown as “Likely Needed for
Future Use” in the same report.

In 2017, the Forest Service re-engaged the TAP to refine its analysis with respect to ranking of roads. As
described in the 2017 TAR, the 2017 TAP/TAR

was completed during a three-day workshop in which the team reviewed
GIS data, INFRA data, aerial and topographic data, historic planning and
project documents and filled out the TAP Matrix spreadsheet. The team
collectively ranked each route based on the TAP criteria, which allowed
for an iterative, collaborative, and rapid analysis process. Additionally, the
roads identified as needing an in-depth analysis in the 2015 TAR were
further evaluated and designated as needed or not needed for future
use. The main focus of this TAP is to evaluate all existing NFSRs on the
Shoshone National Forest for benefits and risks to other resources.
During this evaluation existing roads that are currently not on the system
were identified as potentially needed for land management activities.

During the three-day workshops it was determined that identifying roads as needed or not needed based
on the benefit and risk did not represent access needs for forest management. For example, if a road had
a low benefit but was an important access route for timber management, the road was identified as Likely
Needed for Future Use. Therefore, individual road determinations were made during the workshops and
the final designations were shown on the 2017 Travel Analysis Report Appendix A Benefit/Risk Matrix and
Appendix B Maps.

The recommendations from the 2017 TAR are shown below with relevant descriptions:

e Roads listed in the H/H (High Benefit and High Risk) category should be considered for future
capital improvements. These roads have resource and/or financial concerns. Action should be
taken in order to reduce the risk impacts along these roads. These roads should receive the
highest priority for maintenance and mitigation.

e Roads in the H/M (High Benefit and Medium Risk) should be considered as a priority for
maintenance and mitigation, but of a lesser in priority when compared to the roads in category
H/H.

e Roads in the H/L (High Benefit and Low Risk) category are ideal roads because they provide high
benefits to Forest management and pose low risks.
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e Roads in the M/H (Medium Benefit and High Risk) category should be considered for priority
mitigation of resource impacts, but of a lesser in priority when compared to the roads in category
H/M.

e Roads in the M/M (Medium Benefit and Medium Risk) category should receive mitigation and
maintenance, though secondary in priority to roads with higher benefits or higher risks. These
roads create some resource impacts but also provide benefits.

e Roads in the M/L (Medium Benefit and Low Risk) are important and present a relatively low
resource risk.

e Roads in the L/H (Low Benefit and High Risk) category should receive mitigation and
maintenance, though lower in priority to roads with higher benefits or higher risks.

e Roads in the L/M (Low Benefit and Medium Risk) category should be considered as a low priority
for maintenance.

e Roads in the L/L (Low Benefit and Low Risk) category are relatively low resource risk.”

Not Likely Needed roads were selected by the TAP interdisciplinary team as roads that are not needed by
resource specialists for the long-term management of the Forest. Additionally, existing non-system roads
were identified as having a potential need for land management activities. Those roads were designated
as Likely Needed.

The original scoping effort for Travel Management, the TAP and the resulting TAR, combined with input
from the public and scoping comments, were used to develop the initial proposal for the minimum road
system. Also noteworthy is that during the TAP a wildlife biologist was not part of the interdisciplinary
team; however, during this current travel management effort a wildlife biologist will be analyzing all
alternatives.

3.2.1.2 Current Analysis and Proposals

A National Forest System Road (NFSR) is defined as “A forest road other than a road which has been
authorized by a legally documented right-of-way held by a State, county, or other public road authority.”
(36 C.F.R. § 212.1) The Forest Service's authority to develop and maintain a road system is set forth at 16
U.S.C. § 532. This direction regarding the administrative, protection, and utilization of National Forests
recognizes the need for a transportation system to facilitate legitimate uses and management activities.
Although the National Forest Road System is considered a “public” road system, it does not provide for
the general commerce, convenience, and transportation needs of the public at large in the same manner
as a public highway system. The Forest Service encourages public use of the National forests; therefore,
the road system needs to accommodate public access and use, provided that these activities are
consistent with existing laws, regulations, and management objectives.

Motor Vehicle Use is designated and shown on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). This designation, per
36 CF.R. §212.51, describes the classes of wheeled motor vehicles and time of year that public wheeled
vehicle use is allowed on the NFSR. Vehicle classes can include licensed vehicles (typically cars, sport utility
vehicles, or licensed motorcycles) or unlicensed vehicles (typically ATVs, UTVs, and some motorcycles). The
resulting minimum road system will include all of the Shoshone National Forest System roads shown on a
Motor Vehicle Use Map (i.e., those roads designated as open to public wheeled vehicle use), as well as
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those roads not shown on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (i.e., administrative or permitted use roads and
those that have been placed in storage).

This analysis will focus on comparing the effects of implementing the proposed alternatives. The issues
pertaining to transportation that have been identified for a detailed analysis include: management,
maintenance, and funding of the existing and proposed road network, and potential conflicts of
motorized mixed-use.

3.2.2 Methodology

This analysis is based on information contained in the Forest Transportation Atlas, which consists of
Geographic Information System (GIS) data (current as of February 26, 2020), the Forest Natural Resource
Manager (NRM) databases (current as of March 9, 2020) and the Transportation Analysis Report (April 27,
2017). Available funding amounts are based on the average of recent fiscal years: 2018 (FY18), 2019
(FY19), and 2020 (FY20). All numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

3.2.2.1 Resource Indicators and Measures

The issues pertaining to transportation that have been identified for detailed analysis are: management,
maintenance, and funding of the existing and proposed road network, and potential conflicts of
motorized mixed-use.

Table 27: Resource condition indicators and measures for assessing effects

Issue Indicator or Measure Source
Management, maintenance, and funding Miles 2015 Forest Plan (see Land and Resource
of the existing and proposed road network Management discussion beginning on
page 13.)
Motorized mixed use Miles EM-7700-30

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

The primary issues involving the road system implicate both the minimum road system established under
36 C.F.R. part 212, subpart Am and the designated road system open to the public pursuant to 36 C.F.R.
part 212, subpart B. The analysis of environmental consequences considers these aspects of the road
system, particularly the ability of the Forest Service to manage, maintain, and fund the system. These key
considerations are described and analyzed below.

3.2.3.1 Road Management, Maintenance and Funding

Road management involves managing NFS roads to: prevent damage to roadways, abate unsafe traffic
conditions, control the use of vehicles that exceed the design capacity of a road, require cost recovery
from commercial haulers to reduce maintenance costs, and meet any other road management objectives
(RMOs), such as protecting wildlife habitat or achieving recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) objectives.
Road maintenance pertains to maintaining NFS roads to accommodate their intended use safely and in
accordance with maintenance criteria documented in their RMOs. Funding is monies used to support road
maintenance and construction activities.

Each year the Forest Service is responsible for maintenance of NFS roads. Roads are periodically assessed
for condition, resource damage and maintenance needs. Roads require various levels of maintenance and
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investment to stay functional. Road maintenance items are divided into those elements that are
performed on an annual basis, on intermittent bases, and referred to as deferred maintenance. Annual
maintenance, typically on ML 3 to 5 roads, includes items such as surface grading, ditch cleaning, culvert
cleaning, dust abatement and if warranted, gravel replacement. Items such as roadside brushing on open
roads, sign and gate replacement, checking stored roads for storm damage are performed on an
intermittent basis. ML 1 road maintenance includes improving damaged road closures and repairing failed
drainage structures. Deferred maintenance consists of maintenance that could not be accomplished in a
timely manner and therefore becomes deferred. These items are usually more costly and require out-year
planning and budgeting. Examples include culvert or bridge replacements, heavy maintenance items such
as roadside clearing, culvert installation and minor road realignment related to safety improvements.

Table 28 describes the desired funding to maintain roads consistently and according to maintenance level
specification. Road maintenance levels (ML) are described above in section 1.3.1.1. These costs do not
represent a full maintenance cycle for every mile of road, instead they reflect the typical annual cost for
maintenance of this group of roads at the recommended frequency. These cost estimates are a result of
amortizing the costs for the maintenance cycle. For example, a maintenance level 2 road is maintained
once every five years at a total cost of $800 a mile, an amount that amortizes to $160 per year. The cost
estimates are based on annual maintenance needs such as blading, cleaning culverts and maintaining
drainage structures and do not include deferred maintenance costs.

Table 28: Desired Annual Maintenance Interval and Annual Costs by Maintenance Level (based on average costs in NRM).

Maintenance Level Cost/Mile Desired Maintenance Interval Annual Maintenance Cost/Mile
1 $150 10 Years $15

2 $800 5 Years $160

3,485 $1,500 1 Year $1,500

Road maintenance is funded primarily by Forest Service annual appropriations and periodically through
project proposals by the Regional Office, Federal Highway Administration, and Wyoming Game and Fish
Department. Maintenance priorities are identified in annual maintenance plans. Priorities incorporate
safety, traffic volume, resource damage and road condition concerns. Road maintenance is not static:
rather, it depends upon a number of factors, including:

e Allocated funding for road maintenance;

e Miles of road maintained through commercial activities, such as timber sale contracts, and by
cooperators or other parties;

¢ Funding allocated for reconstruction and improvement projects to support emergency repairs,
mitigate safety concerns, and meet other management activities;

e Funding needed for large projects, such as bridge replacement;
e Resource protection needs.

The Shoshone National Forest appropriated budget for road maintenance varies annually. The average
funds available for maintenance from FY18 to FY20 was $395,472. The amount allocated for road
maintenance fluctuates on a yearly basis. [tems such as annual appropriation totals, when the funds are
received, employee salary, vacant positions, and additional mid-year appropriations all impact road
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maintenance activities. The general trend in the Forest Service is for funds to be held at the Washington
and Regional Office levels to support large scale projects. The result is that less appropriations are sent to
the field units. It is projected that approximately $275,000 will be available for road maintenance in FY21.

The Shoshone has been successful in applying for and receiving funds from the Federal Highway
Administration for road repairs on maintenance level 3 - 5 roads. These funds supplement shortfalls in
budgeting to maintain these higher ML roads. Not every road requires annual physical maintenance to
stay functional. The Shoshone physically maintains approximately 21 percent of the open road system on
an annual basis. Roads in maintenance levels 3 - 5 receive a higher level of attention because they are the
primary access routes through the Forest and receive higher volumes of traffic. Maintenance on these
roads generally includes surface blading once a year.

Approximately 158 miles of maintenance level 3 - 5 (ML 3 - 5) roads and 42 miles of ML 2 roads are
maintained annually on a priority basis. The Shoshone Forest Plan Objectives for road maintenance sets
an objective of annually maintaining 60% of ML 3 - 5 roads and 5% of ML 2 roads. Historically, these
objectives have been met on an annual basis. Table 3 illustrates the miles of road and associated cost for
the existing road system. The projected road maintenance funding ($275,000) is down from previous years
but is still sufficient to meet Forest Plan objectives ($178,580). Funds above those needed to meet Forest
Plan objectives are used to: repair washouts from the spring runoff, repair soft spots in the roadway,
reopen roads closed by landslides and clean or replace culverts. The costs of these annual repairs (as
distinguished from annual maintenance) regularly exceed available funding and lead to a repair backlog
for NFSRs.

Table 29: Alternative 1 —Annual Maintenance Costs to meet Forest Plan Objectives.

Forest Plan Objectives Miles of Annual Maintenance Estimated Annual
Road ($/mile) Cost

Forest Plan Objectives for ML 2 (5%) maintenance 38 $160 $6,080

Forest Plan Objectives for ML 3, 4, 5 (60%) 115 $1,500 $172,500

maintenance

Total 153 $1,660 $178,580

Overall, the trend for the majority of the Shoshone’s roads is toward declining condition due to the
reduction in overall funding and increases in traffic volume and use. As a result, deferred maintenance
funding needs have increased to an estimated $25 million. The Forest is not able to address certain items
on an annual or proper cyclical basis, such as those listed below:

e Brushing needed every 10 years which is important for safety on ML 3 - 5 roads.
e Maintaining and replacing signs, signposts and cattleguards on System roads.
e Gate replacement and repairs on roads seasonally closed and/or ML 1 roads.

e Damage from unexpected severe weather events such as slides or slumps, which cannot be
addressed with annual maintenance dollars unless the damage is large enough to qualify for
alternative funding.
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e Surface repair and surface rock replacement on ML 3 - 5 roads, which requires a large influx of
funds for the year the rock is replaced (many of these roads require surface rock replacement at
least every 10 years).

e Installation of large culverts, bridges and low water crossings.

e Bridge maintenance needs such as replacing running surfaces and guardrails.

3.2.3.2 Motorized Mixed Use

Motorized mixed use occurs when a NFSR is designated for use by both highway-legal and non-highway
legal motor vehicles. Operators of highway-legal motor vehicles are subject to state traffic law, including
requirements for operator licensing. When a Responsible Official proposes to depart from state traffic law
by authorizing motorized mixed use where it would otherwise be prohibited, those decisions must be
advised by documented engineering analysis conducted by a qualified engineer. The role of the qualified
engineer is to analyze information on the road and road use and to recommend actions to mitigate safety
risks. Motorized mixed use on NFSRs designed, operated, and maintained for high-clearance vehicles may
be appropriate where the objectives of minimizing use conflicts and promoting public safety can be met.

Wyoming authorizes use by off-road vehicles on roadways and trails enrolled in the State ORV program.
The State manages this system under its Trails Program. Table 30 below helps to illustrate the
requirements for operating on different roads and motorized trails within Wyoming and under the State
Trails Program. The Shoshone National Forest has enrolled all its roads in the State ORV program thus
bypassing the need to conduct a motorized mixed-use engineering report. Additionally, no alternative
considered under this project proposes motorized mixed-use roads (proposed NFSTs allowing for a broad
range of users, would be treated as trails and not roads). If proposed future use departs from this
management regime, from State law, or if monitoring for potential conflicting motor vehicle use indicates
use conditions such as increase in speed, volume, composition or distribution of traffic, the Forest Service
will consider whether to conduct an engineering analysis report for the given route.

Table 30: General Summary of Operation Requirements under Wyoming's Off-Road Vehicle Program’

Regulated Roads outside of the Wyoming Roads under the Wyoming ORV Motorized Trails under the
Entity ORV Program Program Wyoming ORV Program
Vehicle Comply with State Law (i.e., Street Obtain Wyoming ORV Program Obtain Wyoming ORV Program
Legal) and have a Vehicle License Permit and/or Have a Licensed Permit and/or Have a Licensed
Plate? Vehicle Vehicle
Operator Must have a valid operator’s license | Must have a valid operator’s No driver's license requirement.
and carry proof of liability license and carry proof of liability
insurance. insurance.

T For more information on off-road vehicle use in Wyoming, please consult the Wyoming Parks Trails Program website.

2 Vehicles with a license plate (including multi-purpose vehicle license plates) may operate on any roadway in Wyoming except
interstate highways.

3.2.3.3 Alternative 1 — The No Action Alternative
Under Alternative 1 the existing road system would remain in place as is.
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3.2.3.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 would allow current road management and maintenance practices to continue with priority
going to those NFSRs with higher traffic volumes, safety, and environmental concerns. No ground
disturbing activities from construction of new roads would occur, and unneeded roads would not be
decommissioned. No existing NFSRs would be converted to NFSTs.

The Forest would not perform maintenance, reconstruction, closing, or reclassification of unauthorized
routes. Unauthorized routes, in many cases, have no drainage structures, poor alignment, and are located
in drainage bottoms, on steep slopes, and in meadows, resulting in vegetation compaction and loss.

The TAP/TAR would be used to inform future road decisions on a case-by-case project basis in separate
NEPA analyses. Seasonal or administrative closures, or road projects including reconstruction, realignment
or decommissioning would be considered during those analyses. Table 31 displays the system miles and
desired annual maintenance funding under this alternative.

Table 31: Alternative 1 — No Action Road System Miles and desired Annual Maintenance funding.

ML Miles of Road Annual Maintenance Desired Annual Funding Alt 1 Forest Plan
(Rounded to ($/Mile) Required to Meet Maintenance Objectives
Nearest Whole Mile) Maintenance Annual Cost

ML 1 181 $15 $2,715 $0

ML 2 761 $160 $121,760 $6,080

ML3-5 192 $1,500 $288,000 $172,500

Total 1,134 $1,675 $412,475 $178,580

3.2.3.4 Alternative 2 — The Proposed Action

This section analyzes the effects associated with Alternative 2. Alternative 2 proposes a minimum road
system with a net reduction of 63 miles from Alternative 1 as shown in Table 32. The Alternative 2
minimum road system does not affect the operational ML 3 - 5 arterial and collector road system because
of their high value for recreation, timber management, and other forest uses.

Table 32: The resulting minimum road system for Alternative 2 by Maintenance Level

ML Alt 1 Alt 2 (Miles) Difference between Alt 1 and Alt 2 TAP/TAR Recommendation by ML
(Miles) (Miles) (Miles) *

ML 1 181 249 +68 210

ML 2 761 630 -131 719

ML3-5 192 192 0 184

Total System 1,134 1,071 -63 1,112

Miles

*Miles shown is the sum of roads listed as “Likely Needed” minus roads “Not Likely Needed". For example, ML 1 miles shown is
232 miles (Likely Needed) — 22 miles (Likely Not Needed) = 210 miles.

Key points of the minimum road system under Alternative 2 (by ML) and with reference to the TAP/TAR
are set forth below (see Appendix B for a crosswalk between the TAP/TAR):
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e ML 1 -Includes non NFSRs that will be put in storage and used for long term management needs.

e ML2 - Converts many ML 2 NFSRs to NFSTs. One NFSR that was identified as not needed in the
TAP/TAR was FSR 480.1F, but it is being proposed as part of the minimum road system because it
provides access to a barrow pit.

e ML 3 -5 - Mileage differences reflect increased accuracy of mapping between the TAP/TAR and
Travel Management.

3.2.34.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

The financial burden for annual maintenance of the resulting minimum road system under Alternative 2
would decrease compared with the current road system due to the reduction of miles of NFSRs and the
increase in closed NFSRs. Converting 140 miles of NFSRs to NFSTs open to all vehicles and three miles to
NFSTs open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less will provide motorized access while reducing reliance on
NFSR funds to manage these routes. Furthermore, these NFSTs would be eligible for grants through the
Wyoming State Trails program to address maintenance needs.

The conversion of non-NFS routes to ML 1 (68 miles) and ML 2 (10 miles) NFSRs will result in improved
resource conditions. When the non-NFS route is brought onto the system and used during future
management needs, the road will be maintained according to applicable road standards and Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Appendix D contains detailed information on these BMPs. When ML 1
NFSRs are put into storage the road will be closed to all motorized travel. This management scenario
improves overall road conditions by providing the Forest Service with a long-term strategy to address
maintenance concerns on these currently non-NFS routes.

ML 2 NFSRs converted to administrative or permitted uses only (~9 miles) will result in decreased road
maintenance needs due to decreased use.

Road Decommissioning is proposed on 10 miles of road and is estimated to cost $15,000 per mile (based
on NRM costs). This includes blocking the entrance and restoring vegetation.

Table 33: Detailed comparison of changes in road miles between Alternative 1 and 2.

Travel Management Alt 1 Alt 2 Discussion

Decision . .
(miles) | (miles)

Maintenance Level 1

Conversion of unauthorized | 0 68 Increase in ‘new’ NFSRs identified for future uses such as timber management.
roads to ML 1 NFSRs The costs to convert per BMPs will be borne by the benefitting resource.
(placed in long term

storage)

Maintenance Level 2

Conversion of ML 2 NFSRs 0 140 Provides for continued motorized access while reducing reliance of road funds
to NFSTs open to all as these NFSTs would be eligible for grants. In the event that NFSTs are
vehicles utilized by logging vehicles, the Forest may close the trail to the public for a

short duration to avoid mixing logging traffic with motorized trail vehicles.

Conversion of ML 2 NFSRs 0 3 Provides for continued motorized access while reducing reliance of road funds
to NFSTs open to vehicles as these NFSTs would be eligible for grants. In the event that trails are utilized
64 inches or less in width by logging vehicles, the Forest may close the trail to the public for a short

duration to avoid mixing logging traffic with motorized trail vehicles.
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Travel Management Alt1 Alt 2 Discussion

Decision . .

(miles) | (miles)
Conversion of unauthorized | 0 10 9 miles to serve as connectors to allow for motorized loop opportunities; 1
roads to ML 2 NFSRs mile to provide motorized access to dispersed camping sites.
ML 2 NFSRs converted to 0 9 9 mile increase in ML 2 NFSRs managed intermittently for administrative or
Administrative or Permitted permitted uses. These roads will not be designated and shown on the MVUM.
Uses Only.
Decommission of NFSRs 0 10 Predominantly focuses on decommissioning small spurs and minor routes with

associated resource benefits (e.g., hydrologic resources, aquatic species, etc.).

Maintenance Level 3-5

No changes proposed. 0 0

Alternative 2 would result in a reduced amount of desired annual funding of $19,940 when compared to
the current road system. Table 34 below illustrates the miles of NFSRs and financial aspects of Alternative
1 and 2. The cost to meet Forest Plan objectives under Alternative 2 is also shown, which is a slight
decrease of $740 compared with Alternative 1. Estimated road decommissioning costs total $150,000, and
these roads will be decommissioned as funds become available or local projects dedicate funding to
decommission the road once a project concludes.

Smaller deferred maintenance needs such culvert replacement will be addressed as funding is available.
Large deferred maintenance items such as bridge replacement and road surfacing will require funding
support from Congressional appropriations.

Table 34: Alternative 2 - Proposed Action transportation system miles of road and desired annual funding.

ML Alt1 Alt 1 Desired Annual Alt 2 Alt 2 Desired Annual Alt 2 - Forest Plan Maintenance
(Miles) Funding (Miles) Funding Objectives Annual Cost

ML 1 181 $2,715 249 $3,735 $0

ML 2 761 $121,760 630 $100,800 $5,040

ML3- | 192 $288,000 192 $288,000 $172,800

5

Total 1,134 $412,475 1,071 $392,535 $177,840

3.2.34.2 Cumulative Impacts

Two types of projects are considered here: road maintenances projects and vegetation management
projects. These projects are considered because they will impact the transportation resource at the same
time and location. The following list of road maintenance projects have, are, or will be taking place in the
Shoshone National Forest: Beartooth Highway Reconstruction, Loop Road Maintenance, WYDOT road
maintenance, and Park County, Fremont County, and Hot Springs County Road Maintenance. Typical
activities that take place with these projects are paving, slope stabilization, placing aggregate surfacing,
grading gravel road surfaces, excavating, placing embankment, and road realignments. These projects
have the potential to affect the Shoshone National Forest by utilizing embankment material from National
Forest lands, increasing construction traffic, utilizing existing roads for construction purposes, and staging
equipment on National Forest lands. The scope of these projects is typically short in duration and usually
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limited to an area adjacent to the project site (occasional projects last longer than a year, though these
are rare). The impacts to the Forest road system may result in short term road closures, construction
delays, increased use and road maintenance performed by the project proponent. The long-term result is
that impacted Forest roads will have reduced deferred maintenance and an improved travel corridor. In
the event that designated NFSTs are utilized by construction vehicles, the Forest may close the trail to the
public for a short duration to eliminate mixing construction traffic with wheeled vehicles.

Vegetation management projects such as timber sales generally include road reconstruction and road
maintenance. Impacts associated with vegetation management projects are generally similar to the
impacts described above. Timber Sales may last up to five years (and are extended occasionally as
necessary). Complementary road work is completed shortly after the timber sale has sold, and then minor
spurs and temporary roads are constructed as needed in the following years. The impacts to the Forest
road system may result in: short term road closures, construction delays, increased use and road
maintenance and/or reconstruction performed by the timber purchaser. The long-term result is that
temporary roads will be closed and not increase the NFS road mileage. Roads utilized for timber haul will
have reduced deferred maintenance and an improved travel corridor. In the event that NFSTs are utilized
by logging vehicles, the Forest may perform a motorized mixed-use analysis and potentially close the trail
to the public for a short duration to eliminate mixing logging traffic with wheeled vehicles.

3.2.3.5 Alternative 3

This section analyzes the effects associated with Alternative 3. This analysis considers differences in
relation to Alternative 1. Alternative 3 proposes a minimum road system with a net reduction of 153 miles
from Alternative 1 as shown in Table 35. The proposed minimum road system does not affect the
operational ML 3 - 5 arterial and collector road system because of their high value for recreation, timber
management and other forest uses.

Table 35: The resulting minimum road system for Alternative 3 by Maintenance Level.

ML Alt 1 Alt 3 Change when compared to Alt 1 TAP/TAR Recommendation by ML (Miles)*
(Miles)

ML 1 181 185 4 210

ML 2 761 604 -157 719

ML3-5 192 192 - 184

Total System Miles 1,134 981 -153 1,112

*Miles shown is the sum of roads listed as “Likely Needed” and “Not Likely Needed". For example, ML 1 miles shown is 232 miles
(Likely Needed) — 22 miles (Likely Not Needed) = 210 miles.

The differences between Alternative 3 and the TAP/TAR are similar to the differences described in
Alternative 2 (again, see Appendix B for a crosswalk between the TAP/TAR and each alternative):

e ML 1 - Fewer non-NFSRs will be put in storage and used for long term management needs.

e ML2 - Converts many ML 2 NFSRs to NFSTs. One NFSR that was identified as not needed in the
TAP/TAR was FSR 480.1F, but it is being proposed as part of the minimum road system because it
provides access to a barrow pit (similar to Alternative 2).
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e ML 3 -5 - Mileage differences reflect increased accuracy of mapping between the TAP/TAR and
Travel Management.

3.2.3.5.1

Direct and Indirect Effects

The financial burden for annual maintenance of the resulting minimum road system proposed under
Alternative 3 would be reduced from the current road system due to the reduction of NFSR miles and the
increase in NFSRs managed for administrative or permitted uses and closed roads. Converting 36 miles of
NFSRs to NFSTs open to all vehicles and 117 miles to NFSTs open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less will
continue to provide motorized access while reducing reliance on road funds to maintain these routes.

The conversion of non-NFS routes to ML 1 (four miles) and ML 2 (five miles) NFSRs will result in improved
resource conditions. When the non-NFS route is used for management needs, the route will be brought
to road standards utilizing BMPs. When ML 1 NFSRs are put into storage, the road will be closed to

motorized travel.

ML 2 NFSRs converted to administrative or permitted uses only (11 miles) will result in decreased road
maintenance needs and decreased use.

Road Decommissioning miles total 6 miles and is estimated to cost $15,000 per mile (based on NRM
costs). This includes blocking the entrance and restoring vegetation.

Table 36: Detailed comparison of changes in road miles between Alternative 1 and 3.

Travel Management Alt 1 Alt 3 Discussion
Decision . .
(miles) | (miles)

Maintenance Level 1
Conversion of unauthorized | 0 4 Increase in ‘new’ NFSRs identified for future uses such as timber management.
roads to ML 1 NFSRs The costs to convert per BMPs will be borne by the benefitting resource.
(placed in long term
storage)
Maintenance Level 2
Conversion of ML 2 NFSRs 0 36 Provides for continued motorized access while reducing reliance of road funds
to NFSTs open to all as these NFSTs would be eligible for grants. In the event that NFSTs are
vehicles utilized by logging vehicles, the Forest may close the trail to the public for a

short duration to avoid mixing logging traffic with motorized trail vehicles.
Conversion of ML 2 NFSRs 0 117 Provides for continued motorized access while reducing reliance of road funds
to NFSTs open to vehicles as these NFSTs would be eligible for grants. In the event that trails are utilized
64 inches or less in width by logging vehicles, the Forest may close the trail to the public for a short

duration to avoid mixing logging traffic with motorized trail vehicles.
Conversion of unauthorized | 0 5 4 miles to serve as connectors to allow for motorized loop opportunities; 1
roads to ML 2 NFSRs mile to provide motorized access to dispersed camping sites.
ML 2 NFSRs converted to 0 11 11 mile increase in ML 2 NFSRs managed intermittently for administrative or
Administrative or Permitted permitted uses. These roads will not be designated and shown on the MVUM.
Uses Only.
Decommission of NFSRs 0 6 Predominantly focuses on decommissioning small spurs and minor routes with

Maintenance Level 3-5

associated resource benefits (e.g., hydrologic resources, aquatic species, etc.).
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Travel Management Alt1 Alt 3 Discussion

Decision . .
(miles) | (miles)

No changes proposed 0 0

Alternative 3 would reduce the amount of desired annual funding by $25,060 when compared to the
current road system. Table 37 below illustrates road miles and financial aspects of Alternative 3 when
compared with Alternative 1. The cost to meet Forest plan objectives under Alternative 3 is also shown,
which is a slight decrease in annual cost of $948. Estimated road decommissioning costs total $90,000,
and these roads will be decommissioned as funds become available or local projects dedicate funding to
decommission the road as the project concludes.

Smaller deferred maintenance needs such culvert replacement will be addressed as funding is available.
Large deferred maintenance items such as bridge replacement and road surfacing will require funding
support from Congressional appropriations.

Table 37: Alternative 3 - Transportation system miles of road and desired annual funding.

ML Alt1 Alt 1 Desired Annual Alt 3 Alt 3 Desired Annual Forest Plan Maintenance Objectives
(miles) Funding (miles) Funding Annual Cost

ML 1 181 $2,715 185 $2,775 $0

ML 2 761 $121,760 604 $96,640 $4,832

ML3- | 192 $288,000 192 $288,000 $172,800

5

Total 1,134 $412,475 981 $387,415 $177,632

3.2.3.5.2 Cumulative Impacts

The past, present and foreseeable projects and the cumulative impacts for Alternative 3 will be the same
as those identified in Alternative 2.

3.2.4 Consistency with Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Policy

3.24.1 Land and Resource Management Plan

The 2015 National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (forest plan) provides goals, standards,

and guidelines for roads across the Forest. These metrics for review are listed below, both generally and
with respect to specific management areas. All Forest Standards are met with the proposed Alternatives.
One particular area, Management Area 3.3C, raises an issue of consistency.

Management Area 3.3. C is managed for back country recreation wheeled motorized with winter non-
motorized. For this area, the Forest Plan states:

e Prohibit new road construction or existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor existing
rights. (MA3.3C-STAND-01)

The action alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 3, propose a road in this management area. The road is 0.22
miles in length. A non-NFS route exists in place and is used to access a Forest Service grazing allotment
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and cow camp. The proposed road would bring this existing route onto the Forest road system, but would
not alter overall road mileage in the area due to proposed decommissioning of roads in the management
area. The proposal to add this road to the System will ensure existing maintenance and use standards
apply to the route, while continuing to support grazing and other Forest uses.

Additional Forest Plan goals for roads are as follows:

e National Forest System roads and trails needed for long-term objectives and to meet desired
conditions are constructed and maintained in a manner that provides for user safety and
minimizes impacts to natural resources. (RDTR-GOAL-01)

e Road and trails not needed for long-term objectives are decommissioned, stabilized, and restored
to a more natural state. (RDTR-GOAL-02)

e All System roads and trails open to wheeled motorized vehicles are shown on a motor vehicle use
map that is available at no charge to the public. (RDTR-GOAL-03)

e Replace undersized culverts and bridges. (RDTR-GOAL-07)

e The road and motorized trail systems are established using the travel management planning
process. (RDTR-GOAL-08)

e Resource impacts from use of unauthorized motorized routes are eliminated, along with the
unauthorized route. (RDTR-GOAL-09)

Forest Plan Objectives for roads require:

e Maintenance occurs on at least 60 percent of maintenance levels 3, 4 and 5. At least 5 percent of
maintenance level 2 miles of System roads annually. (RDTR-OBJ-01)

e There are fewer than 1,400 miles of System roads on the Shoshone. (RDTR-OBJ-04)

Standards for roads:

e Maintain roads at a minimum maintenance level that meets the management objectives for the
area. (RDTR-STAND-01)

Guidelines for roads:

e Gates installed on System roads should be a minimum of 14 feet in length in order to facilitate
passage of equipment, such as snow groomers, yarders, heavy equipment, etc. (RDTR-GUIDE-03)

e Unauthorized routes should be closed and rehabilitated as soon as practical. (RDTR-GUIDE-04)

The 2015 National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (forest plan) also provides standards and
guidelines for roads within various Management Areas (MAs). These are described below.

Management Area 1.3 Roads and trails

e Prohibit new National Forest System road construction or reconstruction unless necessary to
honor valid existing rights. (MA1.3-STAND-01)
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¢ Limit all motorized use, including snowmobile use, to authorized administrative, law enforcement,
search and rescue, fire suppression, and emergency purposes. (Administrative purposes include
motorized use authorized by special use authorization.) (MA1.3-GUIDE-04)

Management Area 1.5A — Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone Wild River

e New roads, campgrounds, picnic areas, and trailheads are not allowed. (MA1.5A-STAND-11)

e Wheeled motorized vehicles are restricted to Forest Roads 110, 119, 165, 174, 178. 1A, and
178.1B. In the lower corridor, motorized traffic is not permitted off designated routes for the
purpose of dispersed camping or any other generally permitted activity. This excludes
snowmobiles traveling over snow. (MA1.5A-STAND-14)

e The designated motorized routes within the river corridor should be maintained as primitive
routes for off-highway vehicles or high clearance vehicles. (MA1.5A-GUIDE-19)

Requirements for specific management areas with respect to NFS routes are listed below. Management
Area 2.2A - Line Creek Plateau Research Natural Area

e Roads and other facilities shall not be constructed in these areas, except within 250 feet of the
centerline of U S Highway 212.27 (MA2.2A-STAND-13)

e Do not permit new roads, trails, fences, structures, or signs unless they contribute to the desired
conditions or to the protection of the research natural area, except within the highway easement.
(MA2.2A-STAND-16)

Management Area 3.1A — Swamp Lake Botanical Area

e Road construction is prohibited. Road maintenance is limited to that needed for safety and
resource protection. (MA3.1A-STAND-03)

Management Area 3.1B — Proposed Little Popo Agie Geological Area

e New road construction is prohibited. Road reconstruction and maintenance is limited to that
needed for safety and resource protection. (MA3.1B-STAND-02)

Management Area 3.3A — Back country recreation year-round motorized

e Prohibit new System road construction or existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor
existing rights. (MA3.3A-STAND-02)

Management Area 3.3B — Back country recreation summer non-motorized with winter motorized

e Prohibit new National Forest System road construction or existing road reconstruction unless
needed to honor existing rights. (MA3.3B-STAND-01)

Management Area 3.3C — Back country recreation wheeled motorized with winter non-motorized

e Prohibit new road construction or existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor existing
rights. (MA3.3C-STAND-01)

Management Area 3.5A-D — Back country recreation and forest restoration
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e Prohibit new System road construction or existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor
existing rights. (MA3.5-STAND-03)

Management Area 3.6B — Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic Trail

e Do not construct roads within non-auto tour sections of the Trail corridor. (MA3.6B-STAND-09)

3.2.5 Conclusion

Table 38 summarizes the effects under the alternatives with respect to engineering and NFSR resources,
and Table 39 summarizes the travel management designation by Alternative. Of the alternatives presented
in this discussion:

e Alternative 2 will result in the largest NFSR system and require the largest amount of annual
funding.

e Alternative 3 will result in the fewest number and miles of NFSRs and have the lowest annual
maintenance costs.

e The required funding to meet Forest Plan objectives is substantively similar across the alternatives.
e Future funding levels are anticipated to remain at current levels.
e The TAR will inform priority road maintenance work for NFSRs included in a future system.

e In all alternatives the Forest's deferred maintenance backlog will not be sustainably addressed on
a yearly basis and the Forest should pursue external funding sources to accomplish this work.

Table 38: Summary of all alternatives.

ML Alt1 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 2 Alt 2 - Forest Plan Alt 3 Alt 3 Alt 3 - Forest Plan
Mil Desired Mil Desired Maintenance i Desired Maintenance
(Miles) Annual (Miles) Annual Objectives Annual (miles) Annual Objectives Annual
Funding Funding Cost Funding Cost

ML 1 181 $2,715 249 $3,735 $0 185 $2,775 $0

ML 2 761 $121,760 630 $100,800 $5,040 604 $96,640 $4,832

ML3-5 192 $288,000 192 $288,000 $172,800 192 $288,000 $172,800

Total 1,134 $412,475 1,071 $392,535 $177,840 981 $387,415 $177,632

System

Miles/Cost

Table 39: Travel Management by Alternative

Designation Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3
(Miles) (Miles) (Miles)
NFSRs in Storage (ML 1) 181 249 185
NFSRs for Administrative Only Wheeled Vehicle Use (ML 2 - 5) 70 79 81
Total miles of NFSRs Closed to Public Wheeled Vehicle Use 251 328 266
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Designation Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

(Miles) (Miles) (Miles)
NFSRs Open to All Wheeled Vehicles (ML 2 - 5) 883 743 715
NFSRs Open to Highway-Legal Wheeled Vehicles Only (ML 2 - 5) 0 0 0
Total miles of NFSRs Designated Open to Public Wheeled Vehicle Use 883 743 715
Total 1,134 1,071 981

3.3 Recreation:; the Shoshone Motorized Trail Network and
Recreation Opportunities

3.3.1 Introduction

Dovetailing with the analysis of the Forest Service road system and the effects of that system is the
analysis of effects to recreation. A focus of this analysis is on the National Forest System trail network, with
consideration of the road system when appropriate. The Forest continues to aim to provide outdoor
recreation opportunities with minimized impacts to natural resources, consistent with the Forest Plan
(2015).

3.3.1.1 Methodology

This section includes a description of the methods and data used in this analysis. The analysis area for
proposes of assessing impacts to recreation under the alternatives is the SNF excluding designated
wilderness and management areas where motorized use is prohibited. Adjacent private and public lands
are incorporated into the analysis. This analysis was conducted at the landscape scale.

A suite of analytical tools was used to assess impacts. Statistical use data derived from the Forest Service
National Visitor Use Monitoring database (USFS 2019), geographic information system (GIS) data
including Natural Resource Manager (NRM — formally INFRA) road and trail information, Motor Vehicle
Use Maps (MVUM), and public input informed the analysis. And the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
assisted in comparing conflict potential for recreation uses—specifically for wheeled vehicle recreation.

The analysis produced metrics used to compare the alternatives (e.g., miles of routes designated per
alternative). Qualitative considerations were also incorporated into the analysis, including user
opportunities, experiences, goals, and conflicts. Analysis examined access, ingress/egress per alternative,
goal interference, user displacement, and the resulting social conflicts. Proposals under each alternative
were considered in the context of the applicable key management areas (e.g., inventoried roadless
managed as Management Area 3.5 A — C, Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, and the Nez Perce
(Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic Trail) consistent with the Forest Plan.
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3.3.1.2 Resource Indicators and Measures

Table 40: Resource condition indicators and measures for assessing effects

Issue

Indicator or Measure

Source

Decommission roads and trails.
Summer motorized trail loop
opportunities.

Continued recreational use.
Management of unauthorized
routes.

Over-snow motorized use.

Miles of roads and miles of trails
decommissioned.

Miles of new loop trail, including for youth
users.

Miles and opportunities for recreation use
on roads and trails across user groups.

Miles closed and rehabilitated under
alternatives.

Miles of OSV use and acres open to OSV

Forest Plan goal RDTR-GOAL-02

Forest Plan goal RDTR-GOAL-04 & Forest

Plan objective RDTR-OBJ-05

Forest Plan guideline RDTR-GUIDE-01

Forest Plan guideline RDTR-GUIDE-04

Forest Plan Guideline REC-GUIDE-03;

use, including tracked ATV/UTVs.
Forest Plan Guidance SPLC-GUIDE-04

Forest Plan Table 22, “General suitability for
wheeled vehicular recreation and motorized
travel route construction”
Management of motorized use MA3.6A-STAND-04; MA3.6A-STAND-06
on the CDNST

Miles of motorized routes managed as
roads, trails, mix-use, and OSV use including
tracked ATV/UTVs

Management of motorized use
on the Nez Perce

Miles of motorized routes managed as
roads, trails, mix-use, and OSV use including
tracked ATV/UTVs

MA3.6B-STAND-01; MA3.6B-STAND-05;
MA3.6B-STAND-08; MA3.6B-STAND-09;
MA3.6B-GUIDE-03

Management of motorized use 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule
within the Inventoried Roadless
Areas

Miles of motorized routes managed as
roads, trails, mix-use, and OSV use including
tracked ATV/UTVs

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences

3.3.2.1 Context for Analysis

The Forest Service monitors the quantity and quality of recreation visitor data on National Forest Service
lands, using the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) program. This information is required for Land
and Resource Management Plans by Executive Order 12862 and the National Recreation Agenda. NVUM
information assists Congress, Forest Service leaders, and program managers in making sound decisions
that best serve the public and protect valuable natural resources. Data from NVUM provides reliable
information about the type, quantity, quality, and location of use of public lands.

The most recent NVUM data (Forest Service, 2019) related to transportation indicates the following:

- 22.2 percent of SNF visitors drove on roads for pleasure

- 4.8 percent of SNF visitors used OSV vehicles
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- 3.4 percent of SNF visitors were active on motorized trails, including using OHVs

Additionally, the NVUM data indicates that SNF visitors used certain special facilities during their visits, as
follows (Forest Service, 2019):

- 294 percent of SNF visitors used forest roads

- 223 percent of SNF visitors used a scenic byway

- 15.8 percent of SNF visitors used a designated off-road vehicle area
- 8.4 percent of SNF visitors used motorized dual track trails

- 7.9 percent of SNF visitors used motorized single track trails

The motorized recreation report analyzes NFSRs open to all vehicles, and all NFSTs for wheeled vehicle
use, including NFSTs open to all vehicles, NFSTs open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less, and NFSTs open
to motorcycles (single-track). Other classes of routes, namely NFSRs, are analyzed in the transportation
report. Definitions for NFSRs and NFSTs are set forth above.

The 2015 SNF Revised Forest Plan provides general directions, standards, and guidelines for the
construction and maintenance of roads and motorized trails including management direction specific to
designated management areas. These directions, standards, and guidelines informed the analysis of
recreational opportunities under each alternative.

Nonmotorized trails and dispersed camping (which refers to camping 300 feet from the centerline of a
designated NFS route) are accessed via the motorized route network on designated routes throughout
the SNF; nonmotorized recreation is outside the scope of this analysis and not included in the discussion
unless relevant and explicitly referenced (including reference to non-motorized wheeled recreation, such
as mountain biking, and similar nonmotorized recreation activities).

3.3.2.1.1 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

The recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) provides a framework to evaluate relationships and
interactions of users, recreation activities, and forest conditions (Forest Service 2018). The ROS is a
classification system that considers natural setting (vegetation, landscape, topography, and scenery),
recreational use (levels and type of use), and management conditions (development, roads, regulations).
The Shoshone National Forest has established a recreation opportunity spectrum for wheeled vehicle use
but has not established an ROS for OSV use. (See Shoshone LMP, 2015)

Maintaining a broad spectrum of classes across the Forest is very important to provide users with choices
to facilitate desired recreation experiences. ROS values that reflect seven standard classes were applied to
the Forest. These values and their composition are set forth below.

Table 41: ROS Class Across the Forest

ROS class Acres in 2008 Percentage of the Shoshone
Rural 21,378 1%

Roaded natural 207,615 8%

Semi-primitive motorized 291,560 12%
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ROS class Acres in 2008 Percentage of the Shoshone

Semi-primitive non-motorized 572,312 23%

Primitive 1,365,154 56%

Rural—Accessible by all travel modes and road classes. Remoteness has little relevance to
this classification. Facilities constructed primarily for user comfort; synthetic materials may
be used in construction, but appearance should be harmonious with the natural
environment. Moderate to high levels of contact with other users in developed sites on
roads and trails. SNF has 21,378 acres ranked as rural (1%).

Roaded Natural—Accessible by all travel modes and road classes, but primarily
maintenance level 4 and 3 roads (smaller paved roads and unpaved but maintained
roads). Remoteness has little relevance to this classification. Facilities are rustic and
provide some comfort to the user. They must be constructed from native materials, but
refinement may be evident in the design. Moderate to high contact levels on roads,
moderate to low contact on trails and developed sites. SNF has 207,615acres ranked as
roaded natural (8%).

Semi-primitive Motorized—Accessible by cross-country travel, nonmotorized trails,
motorized trails, and primitive roads. Human activity distant. Facilities are rudimentary,
constructed from native materials and primarily for site protection. Limited contact with
other parties on trails or in campsites. SNF has 291,560 ranked as semi-primitive
motorized (12%).

Semi-primitive Nonmotorized—Accessible by cross-country travel and primarily
nonmotorized trails only. Signs of human activity should be visible or audible only in the
distance. Facilities are rudimentary, constructed from native materials and primarily for
site protection. Limited contact with other users on trails or in campsites. SNF has 572,312
acres ranked as semi-primitive nonmotorized (23%).

Primitive—Accessible by cross-country travel and nonmotorized trails only, out of sight
and sound of human activity. Any site facilities are minimal, constructed from natural
materials, and are for site protection only. Very limited contact with other users on trails
or in campsites. SNF has 1,365,154 acres ranked as primitive (56%).

In analyzing affects to recreation from the proposed travel management prescriptions per alternative, it is
important to quantify and compare the miles of available NFS routes within each ROS class. This
comparison assists in easily identifying and comparing the changes per ROS class per alternative. The
tables below illustrate this comparison for both wheeled (Subpart B) and over-snow (Subpart C) vehicle
use within each ROS class.

Table 42: Subpart B - Comparison of Miles of NFS Routes Open to Wheeled Vehicles by ROS Class

ROS Class Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Miles of Roads Open to Motorized Vehicle Use
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Primitive 0 0 0
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 132 132 132
Semiprimitive Motorized 345.59 260.73 25047
Roaded Natural 458.91 397.06 391.23
Rural 0.015 0.015 0.015
Urban 0 0 0
No Data 76.86 72.86 88.96
Subtotal Roads | 882.8* 731.99* 731.99*
Miles of Trails Open to Motorized Vehicle Use
Primitive 0.07 0.07 0.07
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 0 0 0
Semiprimitive Motorized 2249 128.87 123.14
Roaded Natural 13.09 68.00 70.22
Rural 0 0 0
Urban 0 0 0
No Data 0.37 1.05 4.08
Subtotal Trails | 36.02* 197.99* 197.51*
Total All Routes Open to Public Motorized Recreation 918.72** 929.98** 929.5**

Source: Forest Service GIS 2020

*Subtotals do not include certain NFS routes being analyzed that fall outside the SNF boundary or are SNF-maintained routes
that cross private land, and therefore no ROS class is available for these routes.
**Total does include those SNF routes that have no available ROS data.

Table 43: Subpart C - Comparison of Miles of OSV Trails by ROS Class

ROS Class Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Miles of Groomed Trails

Primitive 0 0 0

Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 8.95 8.95 8.95

Semiprimitive Motorized 68.6 68.6 68.60

Roaded Natural 110.85 110.85 110.85

Rural 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Urban 0.00 0.00 0.00
No Data 12.8 12.8 12.80
Subtotal Groomed Trails | 201.20* 201.20* 201.20*
Miles of ungroomed Trails Open to Motorized Vehicle Use
Primitive 0 0 0.00
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 21.68 24.40 21.68
Semiprimitive Motorized 33.08 34.71 33.08
Roaded Natural 31.70 37.21 31.70
Rural 0.00 0.00 0.00
Urban 0.00 0.00 0.00
No Data 1.23 1.49 1.23
Subtotal Ungroomed Trails | 87.69* 97.82* 87.69*
Total Groomed/Ungroomed Trails Open to Public Over-Snow Motorized | 288.88** 299.01** 289.89**
Recreation

Source: Forest Service GIS 2020

*Subtotals do not include certain NFS routes being analyzed that fall outside the SNF boundary or are SNF-maintained routes
that cross private land, and therefore no ROS class is available for these routes.

**Total does include those SNF routes that have no available ROS data.

3.3.2.1.2 Management Areas

The SNF Forest Plan defines management areas in the SNF that are designated to promote, protect, or
highlight different resources or uses. Management areas associated with motorized and nonmotorized
recreation on the SNF are summarized as follows (Forest Service 2015):

- Management Area 3.3A, Back country recreation year-round motorized. Management of use
within this specific recreation setting focuses on sustainability and providing high-quality
motorized experiences. A variety of experiences may be provided, ranging from off-highway
vehicle use on existing roads to single-track motorcycle trails.

- Management Area 3.3B, Back country recreation summer non-motorized with winter motorized.
Management of uses within this specific recreation setting focuses on sustainability and providing
high-quality non-motorized summer and motorized winter experiences.

- Management Area 3.3C, Back country recreation wheeled motorized with winter non-motorized.
Management of uses within this specific recreation setting focuses on sustainability and providing
high-quality motorized summer and non-motorized winter experiences.

- Management Area 3.5A - C, Back country recreation and forest restoration. Management of uses
within this specific setting focuses on sustainability and restoration of forests and wildlife habitat
and providing high-quality non-motorized and motorized experiences depending upon
management area allocation. In areas where motorized recreation is suitable a variety of
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experiences may be provided, ranging from off-highway vehicle use on existing motorized trails
to single-track motorcycle trails. Back country motorized activities are generally allowed on
designated routes in both the winter and summer. Except for exempted areas, over-the-snow
winter activities are not permitted in big game crucial winter range areas.

- Management Area 3.6A, Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. Management of uses within this
specific recreation setting focuses on sustainability and providing high-quality non-motorized
experiences, especially within 0.5 mile of the Trail's travel route.

- Management Area 3.6B, Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic Trail. Management of uses
with this specific recreation setting focuses on protecting the historic values for which the Trail
was designated and providing high quality non-motorized experiences on the sections off
existing roads.

- Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) - There are 684,800 acres identified as inventoried roadless on
the Shoshone. The areas were identified as part of the 1978 Roadless Area Review and Evaluation.
In 2001, the Roadless Area Conservation Rule formally designated these areas as inventoried
roadless areas and established national direction for timber harvest, road construction, and road
reconstruction within these areas.

- The management approach for IRAs is defined by the Roadless Area Conservation Rule and
generally guided by the management area to which the individual IRA is allocated. Where
inventoried roadless area direction conflicts with other direction in the Plan, the more restrictive
direction applies.

To further analyze proposed travel management prescriptions per alternative for consistency with the
management area's Goals, Standards, and Guidelines, the management areas were combined with the
ROS classes and IRAs. The resulting data illustrated in Table 44 captures the management state of the
project area by identifying the acres of ROS Class within each management area and percentage
located in an IRA.

Table 44: Acres of ROS and percentage of IRA within each Management Area

Management Area ROS Acres Wheeled Over-Snow National Temporary Motorized
Motorized Motorized Forest Road Trail
on System Road | Construction | Construction
Designated Construction
Routes
3.3A Back country year- SPM 55,8798 Yes Yes No Yes Yes
round motorized
(100%)
(34% in
IRA)
3.3B Back country SPNM 135,087 No Yes No Yes No
summer non-motorized,
h . (100%)
winter motorized
(90% in
IRA)
3.3C Back country SPM 69,423 Yes No No Yes Yes
wheeled motorized,
. . (100%)
winter non-motorized
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Management Area ROS Acres Wheeled Over-Snow National Temporary Motorized
Motorized Motorized Forest Road Trail
on System Road | Construction | Construction
Designated Construction
Routes

(80% in
IRA)
3.5A Back country SPM 29,137 Yes Yes No Yes Yes
recreation and forest
. (100%)
restoration year — round
motorized (100% in
IRA)
3.5B Back country SPM 8,026 No Yes No Yes No
recreation and forest
. . (100%)
restoration winter —
motorized (100% in
IRA)
3.5C Back country SPM 13,311 Yes No No Yes Yes
recreation and forest
. (100%)
restoration year —
wheeled motorized (100% in
IRA)
3.6A Continental Divide SPM 1.64 Yes, Outside | Yes, outside | No Yes No
National Scenic Trail wilderness wilderness
(100%) . .
o where it where it
(18.25 miles in the
. (70% of does not does not

Shoshone NF. 1.64 miles X . .

located torized CDNST in interfere interfere

ocated on motorize IRA, 0% of with the with the

routes)

CDNST nature and nature and

managed purposes of | purposes of

asopento | the Trail the Trail and

motorized may be

use in IRA) restricted in
big game
crucial
winter
range

3.6B Nez P 0 Yes, outside Yes, outside No Yes No

Perce wilderness wilderness

National SPNM 1 0 where it where it

Historic does not does not

Trail 6.7 miles interfere interfere

. are open with the with the

(59.9 miles R

o to public nature and nature and
within the .
Forest. with motorized purposes of | purposes of
" use SPM 5.48 (61% the Trail the Trail and

11.3 mlles in IRA) may be

occur.rln.g restricted in

on existing .

big game
roads, only -
crucial

6.7 open to

public use)
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Management Area

ROS

Acres

Wheeled
Motorized
on
Designated
Routes

Over-Snow
Motorized

National
Forest
System Road
Construction

Temporary
Road
Construction

Motorized
Trail
Construction

3.6B Nez
Perce

winter
range.

0.03 (100%

SPNM in IRA)

National
Historic
Trail -

Corridor

6.46 (64%

SPM in IRA)

10.54
Miles of RN
roads

within Nez

(37,435
acres
within the
Forest)

2.58 (41%
in IRA)

Perce
18.35 miles

of roads
within the
corridor.
10.54 miles
are open to
public
motorized

corridor

NonFS | 1.47

use

3.3.2.1.3 Resources Present, But Not Analyzed in Detail

3.3.2.1.3.1 Continental Divide National Historic Trail (CDNST)

18.25 miles of the CDNST passes through the Shoshone National Forest. 1.64 miles are located on existing
roads: 0.79 mile in the Wind River Ranger District and 0.85 mile in the Washakie Ranger District.
Alternatives 2 and 3 prescribe a new seasonal restriction on the 0.85 mile segment in the Washakie
Ranger District. Travel Management prescriptions along the 1.65 miles of the CDNST will not deter from
the desired recreational experiences or beneficial outcomes attained by those who visit the CDNST.
Impacts to recreation due to this proposed management action are expected to be negligible and will not
be analyzed in further detail. Effects will not be analyzed in greater detail.

Approximately 4.37 miles of the CDNST located in the Wind River Ranger District (Togwotee Pass, Upper
Warm Springs, and Union Pass) are open to OSV use, of which all are groomed OSV trails. This over-snow
management prescription does not change across the alternatives. OSV use along the CDNST wiill
continue into the future, and potential conflicts between users are anticipated to be minimal if non-
existent. Effects will not be analyzed in greater detail.

3.3.2.1.3.2 Nez Perce National Historic Trail (NPNHT) — Public Route and Bannock Trail
(Side Route)

Just under 60 miles of the NPNHT's Public Route and Bannock Trail winds through the Shoshone National

Forest. Roughly 11 miles (11.36 miles) are co-located on existing NFSRs, of which 6.71 miles are open to

the public. 2.1 miles are managed under seasonal restrictions (Open from May 1 — December 15). These

open NFS routes allow users to attain desired experiences. The ML 2 road management surface (natural

surface) will continue to cater to the desired semi-primitive settings which surround the corridor. Social
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conflicts such as encounters with motorized and non-motorized users may occur along the sections open
to wheeled vehicle use. No changes in management are proposed across the alternatives. Impacts to the
NPNHT related to travel management are expected to be negligible, and effects will not be analyzed in
greater detail.

5.74 miles of the NPNHT are located in areas designated as open to OSV use. Proposed travel
management actions do not change across the alternatives, and use would continue into the future as it
currently occurs. Impacts to the NPNHT from OSV use are expected to be negligible, and effects will not
be analyzed in greater detail.

3.3.2.1.3.3 Nez Perce National Historic Trail (NPNHT) Corridor

A two-mile corridor surrounds the NPNHT. This corridor helps to maintain desired settings and protect
the integrity of the NPNHT. NFSRs and NFSTs located within the NPNHT corridor were analyzed for effects
and impacts. Existing NFS routes on the Forest total 18.35 miles and are located within 37,435 acres of
corridor. Of the 18.35 miles, only 10.54 miles are open to the public, with the remaining 7.81 miles closed
or administrative use only. Impacts from motorized use under Alternative 1 are not expected to affect the
settings or integrity of the NPNHT. Alternatives 2 and 3 would establish a new seasonal restriction along
317 feet of the 10.54 miles of public roads within the corridor. These alternatives would have marginally
greater resource protection values, but this increase in value is negligible and impacts are expected to be
similar as analyzed under Alternative 1.

Approximately 3,008.65 acres of the NPNHT corridor are open to OSV use. There are no groomed or
ungroomed trail located within the corridor. These over-snow travel management prescriptions are
consistent across the alternatives, with negligible impacts to the NPNHT expected. Effects will not be
analyzed in greater detail.

3.3.2.2 Impacts Common to All Alternatives

3.3.2.2.1 Management Areas

The routes proposed under the alternatives intersect different management areas with unique Forest Plan
Goals, Standards, and Guidelines. The effects of under the Alternatives are similar for many of the routes.
The following list captures those management areas with similar effects expected with the associated
management proposed under the alternatives.

MA 1.3 — Back country recreation year-round non-motorized recreation: Just less than a mile (0.94
miles) of road open to all motorized use is proposed across all alternatives. Small discrete spur
roads within the management area account for this mileage, including 0.27 miles near the Trail
Creek Trailhead in the Wind River RD, 0.58 miles along Phelps Mountain Road in the Clarks Fork
RD, and 0.1 miles near the Lodgepole Trail in the Clarks Fork RD. User conflict may occur between
motorized and nonmotorized users; however, these impacts would be minor as these routes serve
as trailheads or access routes/parking areas allowing users to enjoy the back country non-
motorized experiences.

MA 3.3C - Back country recreation wheeled motorized with winter non-motorized: MA3.3C-
GOAL-01 states, "Provide quality wheeled motorized and winter non-motorized recreation
opportunities.”; and MA3.3C-GUIDE-03 states, “Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity
spectrum class of semi-primitive motorized in the summer and semi-primitive non-motorized in
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the winter.” Proposed travel management actions under Alternatives 2 and 3 do not allow for OSV
recreation. Potential conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users within this area are
expected to be minimal.

3.3.2.3 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 1 reflects routes published on the latest MVUMs. Consistent with Subpart B, under Alternative
1 the Forest Service would maintain 882.70 miles of NFSRs, 2.04 mile of NFSTs open (including to single-
track, and 33.98 miles of trails open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less.® The Forest currently provides
918.72 miles of NFS routes open to wheeled vehicle recreation. Consistent with Subpart C motorized use,
the Forest Service would continue to allow OSV use on 288.88 miles of trails and across 522,970 acres.

Table 45: Alternative 1 Summary

Route Class Miles (unless otherwise indicated)

Subpart B — Designated Wheeled NFS Routes

NFSRs open to all vehicles 882.70
NFSTs open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less 33.98
NFSTs open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less 0
NFSTs open to single-track 2.04

Total Motorized Routes 918.72

Subpart C— OSV Use

Miles of OSV Groomed Trails 201.19
Miles of OSV Ungroomed Trails 87.69

Total Miles of Over-Snow Trails 288.88
Area available for cross-country OSV use 522,970 Acres

Miles of motorized routes open to public within ROS Class, Management Area, and IRA within the
Shoshone NF were quantified. ROS Classes were categorized as ROS Compliant and ROS Noncompliant
and supplemented with miles identified in each ROS Class and IRA. Compliance was determined by
intersecting the routes within each ROS class and evaluated according to whether the route segments
were located within a ROS setting where wheeled vehicle use was permitted (Semiprimitive motorized,
Roaded natural, Rural, or Urban) versus where such use is not permitted (Primitive and Semiprimitive
nonmotorized). The following table illustrates impacts to ROS for both Subparts B and C per alternative,
with mileage within each ROS class as in indicator for impacts.

Table 46: Subpart B - Routes Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use by ROS Class in Alternative 1
Compliance ROS Class Miles Miles in Management Areas
IRA
NFSRs Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use

% An additional 68.79 miles of roads are used for administrative purposes only and are not open to the public.
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ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

Total All NFS Routes Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use

Primitive 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 132
Semiprimitive motorized 345.59

Roaded natural 458.91
Rural 0.015
Urban 0

No data 76.86

Subtotal Roads 882.8
NFSTs Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use

Primitive 0.07
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0
Semiprimitive motorized 2249
Roaded natural 13.09
Rural 0
Urban 0
No data 0.37
Subtotal Trails 36.02
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 1.39
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 840.10
No data: 77.23

918.72

Table 47: Subpart C - Miles open for OSV Recreation by ROS Class in Alternative 1

Compliance
ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A
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ROS Class Miles
OSV Groomed Trails
Primitive 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 8.95
Semiprimitive motorized 68.6
Roaded natural 110.85
Rural 0.00
Urban 0
No data 12.8

Subtotal Groomed Trails 201.19
OSV Ungroomed Trails

Primitive 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 21.68
Semiprimitive motorized 33.08
Roaded natural 31.7
Rural 0
Urban 0
No data 1.23
Subtotal Ungroomed Trails 87.69
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 30.63
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 244.22
No data: 26.07

Total Miles of Open OSV Trails 288.88
Acres Open to OSV Use
Primitive 6.5

Semiprimitive nonmotorized 152,936
Semiprimitive motorized 277,721
Roaded natural 92,306

Rural 0

Urban 0

No data 0

0 N/A
0.29 1.3, 1.6A, 3.3B
6.9 1.5A, 3.1B, 3.3A, 3.3C, 3.5B,
3.5C,5.1,5.2,54
100.63 3.1A,4.2,43,45A,5.1,54
0 8.2
0 N/A
Non FS, No Data
107.82 N/A
0 1.1
0 N/A
2.82 33A,33C 51,54
6.5 43,51
0 N/A
0 N/A
0 Non FS, No Data
933
0.29 N/A
716.85 N/A
0 N/A
117.14 N/A

Management Areas

N/A
3.3B
3.1B, 3.3A, 3.5A,5.1,5.2,54
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data
N/A

N/A
1.6A, 3.3B
3.1C, 3.3A,3.58B, 5.1
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1.1
1.3, 1.5A, 1.6A, 2.2A, 3.1B, 3.3B, 4.2, 4.5A
1.3, 1.5A, 3.1B, 3.1C, 3.3A, 3.3C, 3.5A, 3.5B,
42,51,52,54
3.1A,33A,42,43,45A,5.1,52,54
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Subtotal | 522,970
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 152,942
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 370,028
No data: 0
Total Acres Open to Cross-Country OSV Use 522,970

Currently, seasonal restrictions apply to 300.75 miles of NFSRs across the ranger districts—seasonal
restrictions do not currently apply to any system NFSTs. Most of these seasonal restrictions apply to
NFSRs within the semi primitive motorized ROS—these NFSRs are open primarily to high clearance
vehicles. Other seasonal restrictions apply to areas within the roaded natural ROS, including the Loop
Road/Limestone Road, Dickinson Park, Wood and Greybull River roads, Carter Mountain, and areas within
Sunlight Basin.

Table 48: Seasonal Restrictions under Alternative 1
Other Management Actions Clarks Fork RD | Greybull RD | Wapiti RD | Washakie RD | Wind River RD | Total Miles

NFSRs under seasonal restriction | 102.11 39.51 42.98 72.16 43.98 300.75

3.3.2.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 1

Decommission roads and trails. Alternative 1 does not identify routes suitable for decommissioning. The
alternative does include roads—both closed to all (ML 1 — stored roads) and closed to all non-
administrative use—but none of these closed roads are identified for decommissioning.

Summer motorized trail loop opportunities. The current NFS route system provides approximately 239.4
miles of NFSRs and NFSTs as loop opportunities. These loop opportunities, which are available through
ML 2 NFSRs and through NFSTs, provide access into the Forest and a desired experience for users. Loop
opportunities also tend to reduce conflicts between user groups, as users encounter each less frequently.

Continued recreational use. Current use would continue into the future. Seasonal restrictions would limit
recreational use as currently established. The restrictions directly minimize impacts to other resources,
such as wildlife, soils, and hydrology, while meeting desired settings conducive to semi-primitive settings.
These seasonal restrictions have a secondary benefit of minimizing risk of social conflicts between
motorized and non-motorized access and use.

Management of unauthorized routes. It would be anticipated that unauthorized wheeled vehicle use
would continue into the future, with enforcement as appropriate to deter use of unauthorized roads and
trails.

Management of special areas, including IRAs. Roadless areas currently contain 108 miles of NFSRs open
for wheeled vehicle use, and 9.3 miles of NFSTs. Roads open year-round total 51 miles, with 57 miles
managed under seasonal restrictions (the majority on the Clarks Fork Ranger District along the South
Beartooth Highway). The NFSTs are open year-round. These routes (both open NFSRs and NFSTs) provide
access to wheeled vehicle users to semi-primitive type settings. Simultaneously, seasonal restrictions
achieve desired settings, characteristics, and supplemental recreational resources and values within the
IRAs. These seasonal restrictions also decrease the potential for recreational conflict while allowing
multiple user groups to utilize the area.
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OSV use. Consistent with the Forest Plan, OSV use is allowed when snow is present. Areas of use are
currently limited to NFSRs and NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles consistent with law and regulations,
groomed OSV trails, designated ungroomed OSV trails, and within identified winter range exemption
areas. The primary areas of OSV use occur southwest of Lander in the Washakie Ranger District, north of
Dubois in the Wind River Ranger District, and northwest of Cody in the Clarks Fork Ranger District. Class 2
OSV use is also allowed along groomed and ungroomed trails. Areas open to OSV use include open
slopes and bowls in high elevation areas. Current use includes 257,336 acres of IRAs designated open to
OSVs, with 51 miles of trails within these areas, all of which are open to Class 2 OSVs. OSV use will
continue as it currently occurs. These areas contain the recreational settings sought after by visitors:
expansive areas allow for users to build riding experience, test their riding abilities, enjoy experiences in
groups with friends and families, and seek more solitude-type experiences. Social conflicts with
nonmotorized user may occur, but such conflicts are infrequent and not expected to increase in the
future.

3.3.24 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative 2

This section discloses the environmental impacts of the Alternative 2. This Alternative proposes changes in
the transportation system such as converting NFSRs to NFSTs, adding 11 miles of new roads to the NFSR
system, providing 45 additional miles of loop opportunities, changing the size restriction on 18 miles of
existing NFSTs to accommodate vehicles up to 64 inches wide or less, adding seasonal restrictions to NFS
routes, designating NFSRs as “administrative use only,” and decommissioning existing NFS routes.

Table 49: Alternative 2 Summary

Route Class Miles (unless otherwise indicated)

Subpart B — Designated Wheeled NFS Routes

NFSRs open to all vehicles 731.99
NFSTs open to all vehicles 139.92
NFSTs open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less 15.87
NFSTs open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less 40.16
NFSTs open to single-track 2.04

Total Motorized Routes 929.98
Decommissioned Road Miles 1035

Subpart C— OSV Use

Miles of OSV Groomed Trails 201.19
Miles of OSV Ungroomed Trails 97.82

Total Miles of Over-Snow Trails 299.00
Area available for cross-country OSV use 521,616 Acres
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The following table illustrates Alternative 2 potential impact with respect to ROS class under Subparts B

and C.
Table 50: Routes Open to Motorized Recreation by ROS Class in Alternative 2
Compliance ROS Class Miles Miles in
IRA
NFSRs Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 1.32 0.29
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 260.73 5.96
Roaded natural 394.59 86.28
Rural 0.015 0
Urban 0 0
N/A No data 72.863 0
Subtotal Roads 729.52 92.53
NFSRs Open to Wheeled Vehicles 64 Inches Wide or Less
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 0 0
Roaded Natural 247 0
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
Subtotal Roads open to 64" Motorized Vehicles 247 0
Subtotal Roads 731.99 92.53
Subtotal No Data 72.863 0
NFSRs Open to All Wheeled Vehicles
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 85.39 0.88
Roaded natural 53.85 12.5
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
N/A No data 0.28 0
Subtotal Trails 139.52 13.38
NFSTs Open to Wheeled Vehicles 50 Inches Wide or Less
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0.07 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 8.68 4.07
Roaded natural 6.88 3.68
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
N/A No data 0.24 0
Subtotal 50" Trails 15.87 7.75
NFSTs Open to Wheeled Vehicles 64 Inches Wide or Less
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 32.82 1.08
Roaded natural 7.21 0.19
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
N/A No data 0 0
Subtotal 64" Trails 40.03 1.27
NFSTs Open to Single-Track
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 1.98 1.87

Management Areas

N/A
1.3, 1.6A, 3.3B
1.5A, 3.1B, 3.3A, 3.3C, 3.5B,
3.5C,5.1,5.2,54
3.1A,4.2,43,45A,5.1,54
8.2
N/A
Non FS, No Data
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
42,43
N/A
N/A
N/A

Non FS, No Data

N/A
N/A
3.1B, 3.3A,3.3C,5.1,5.2,54
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS

1.1
N/A
*33A, 51,54
4.3
N/A
N/A
NonFS

N/A
N/A
3.3A,33C 51,54
43,51,54
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
3.3A,33C
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Rural 0
Urban 0
N/A No data 0
Subtotal Single Track 2.04
Subtotal No Data 1.05
Subtotal Motorized Trails 197.99
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 1.39
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 854.68
No data: 7391
Total All NFS Routes Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use 929.98

Roaded natural 0.06

Table 51: Miles open for OSV Recreation by ROS Class in Alternative 2

Compliance
ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A
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ROS Class Miles
OSV Groomed Trails
Primitive 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 8.95
Semiprimitive motorized 68.6
Roaded natural 110.85
Rural 0
Urban 0
No data 12.78

Subtotal Groomed Trails = 201.19
OSV Ungroomed Trails

Primitive 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 24.40
Semiprimitive motorized 34.71
Roaded natural 37.21

Rural 0

Urban 0
No data 1.49

Subtotal Ungroomed Trails 97.82
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 33.35
Subtotal ROS Compliant: | 251.37

No data: 74.29

Total Miles of Open OSV Trails 299

Acres Open to OSV Use
Primitive 6.5
Semiprimitive nonmotorized

152,902
Semiprimitive motorized
272,595
Roaded natural 96,112
Rural 0
Urban 0
No data 0
Subtotal
521,616
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant:
152,908
Subtotal ROS Compliant:
368,708
No data: 0
Total Acres Open to Cross-County OSV Use
521,616

0 4.3

0 N/A

0 N/A

0 N/A
1.87

0 NonFS, No Data
24.27
029 N/A
7116.51 N/A

0 NonFS, No Data
116.8 N/A

Management Areas

N/A
3.3B
3.1B, 3.3A, 3.5A,5.1,5.2,54
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data
N/A

N/A
1.3, 1.6A, 3.3B
3.1C, 3.3A,3.5B,5.1,54
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1.1
1.3, 1.5A, 1.6A, 2.2A, 3.1B, 3.3B, 4.2, 4.5A

1.3, 1.5A, 3.1B, 3.1C, 3.3A, 3.3C, 3.5A, 3.5B,
42,51,52,54
3.1A,33A,42,43,45A,5.1,52,54
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Alternative 2 proposes seasonal restrictions for 360.28 miles of NFSRs and 158.05 miles of NFSTs (many of
the motorized trails subject to seasonal restrictions are previously designated roads subject to seasonal
restrictions).

Table 52: Seasonal Restrictions under Alternative 2

Other Management Actions Clarks Fork RD | Greybull RD | Wapiti RD | Washakie RD | Wind River RD | Total Miles
NFSRs under seasonal restriction | 109.53 48.88 39.88 102.77 59.22 360.28
NFSTs under seasonal restriction | 8.38 0.00 0.00 133.15 16.52 158.05

These restrictions will limit impacts to other forest resources, minimizing potential wildlife harassment, soil
compaction and rutting, and promoting desired settings conducive to semi-primitive settings. Expanded
seasonal restrictions are also expected to minimize safety risks by potentially limiting collisions. Seasonal
restrictions may displace users wishing to access areas subject to a restriction. This displacement may
concentrate additional use in adjacent areas not subject to seasonal restrictions.

3.3.2.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 2

Decommission roads and trails. Alternative 2 identifies 10.35 miles for decommissioning: 2.65 miles on the
Clarks Fork Ranger District, 1.54 miles on Wapiti, 1.14 on Washakie, and 5.02 miles on Wind River. The
Clarks Fork and Wapiti roads proposed for decommissioning were identified through the Travel Analysis
Process/Travel Analysis Report (TAP/TAR) as being likely not necessary. The Washakie roads include roads
identified as being likely not necessary through the TAP/TAR and non-system roads created by users that
cause resource issues. And the Wind River roads identified a short dead-end route suitable for
decommissioning. These restrictions will decrease resource impacts with negligible impact to user
experiences. These decommissioned roads are analyzed more fully in the Transportation section (and
consult Appendix B for a crosswalk from the TAP/TAR recommendations to the proposed routes under
the alternatives).

Management action under this Alternative also includes NFST reconstruction to minimize unauthorized
motorized use access or route proliferation along the Popo Agie and Fitzpatrick Wilderness boundaries.
Washakie Ranger District has 3.24 miles of trails and Wind River Ranger District has 1.91 miles proposed
for reconstruction. Rerouting the NFSTs will address impacts to wilderness characteristics, primarily
naturalness. These actions will have negligible impacts to recreation.

Summer motorized trail loop opportunities. Alternative 2 proposes adding 45 miles to the existing 239
miles of motorized trail loop opportunities on Forest Service routes. These opportunities increase access
to the Forest and improve desired experiences for users. The additional loop miles will further minimize
the frequency of user encounters versus on a non-looping system, thereby decreasing the likelihood of
user conflicts, possible collisions, or other impacts created by negative encounters.

Continued recreational use. Alternative 2 proposes changing designations of roads and trails to provide
increased motorized opportunities for all user groups, while applying seasonal restrictions as necessary to
limit impact to other Forest resources. If selected, Alternative 2 would designate 198 miles of NFSTs, 143
miles of which are currently NFSRs. Designating these routes as NFSTs will provide additional funding
mechanisms for trails, as trails enrolled in Wyoming's State Trails Program have the opportunity to apply
for grants to address maintenance and other issues. These trails will also increase opportunities for youth
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operators, which will promote group rides (friends and families) and support desired experiences and
outcomes. This alternative may see an increase in potential user conflicts by allowing riders lacking
experience to operate a vehicle on NFSTs at the same time experienced riders, or having inexperienced
riders safely operate on NFSTs that are beyond their skills and abilities. These conflicts and situations are
expected to be low due to the existing NFST design, which promotes low-speed operation. Additional
outreach and education efforts will inform riders of safe operation practices and lead to responsible use
on these routes.

Alternative 2 further designates 22 miles of NFST open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less. These trails will
potentially decrease social conflicts by reducing the presence of motorized vehicles, primarily full-sized
vehicles, promoting additional driving opportunities for youth operators, and limiting impacts to routes
and the surrounding environments from full-sized vehicles. The designation may displace users who have
traditionally enjoyed accessing these areas in vehicles greater than 64 inches wide.

Alternative 2 proposes to add 10.57 miles of new designated NFSRs to the transportation system, of which
5.65 miles is located in the Wind River Ranger District. These roads will enhance user opportunities within
the Forest, provide access to dispersed campsites, and establish new routes that maintain a more
sustainable system and minimize impacts. These aspects of Alternative 2 are anticipated to improve the
motorized route system for a broad range of user groups.

Roads currently open to the public that would be converted to administrative only use total 6.10 miles
(the additional 67.81 miles would be added to the road system as ML 1 roads, and be closed to all use).
Closing 6.10 miles of routes to public use will minimize resource impacts from continuous use, while also
enhancing the semi-primitive to primitive settings of the Shoshone National Forest. The proposed
transition to administrative-only use will also limit impacts to wilderness areas and key management
areas. This action will minimize the social impacts on natural settings, thereby achieving a more primitive
type of user experience. Closing 6.10 miles of routes to the public (and designating as administrative-use
only) may via these routes and cause displacement to alternative areas, but these results are unlikely due
to the small number of routes affected and availability of alternative access.

Management of unauthorized routes. Effects are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 1.

Consistency with Management Areas. Proposed travel management actions will impact the Standard
established in Management Area 3.3C “Back country recreation wheeled motorized with winter non-
motorized” by proposing to construct 743 feet of new road to complete a turn-around loop on
Rattlesnake Mountain, and 266 feet in the East Fork TH to access a dispersed camp site. The Management
Area’s Goal is to “prohibit new road construction or existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor
existing rights. (MA3.3C-STAND-01)". Linear footprints are already present in these two areas which are
the result of off-road use with the intent of completing a turn-around and accessing a dispersed campsite.
Focusing construction efforts to these spurs will address further impacts created by vehicle use off of a
hardened footprint, and allow users to attain desired recreational experiences and opportunities within
this management area. Impacts to the management area are negligible in the context of the amount of
roads throughout the Forest.

Management of special areas, including IRAs. Alternative 2 has similar effects to those analyzed under
Alternative 1. Alternative 2 proposes a seasonal restriction from December 1 to April 30 along 0.84 miles
of the CDNST. Some impacts to recreational use may occur based on the seasonal restriction, though the
effects of this impact are likely small.
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Under Alternative 2, a net loss of 2.23 miles of motorized routes would occur within IRAs (4.83 miles of
roads and motorized trails decommissioned, 1.88 miles of new administrative-only, and 4.48 miles of new
motorized trails and roads). And approximately 13.5 miles of NFSRs within IRAs are proposed to be
converted to NFSTs. Finally, 44 miles of NFS routes would be subject to seasonal restrictions. Converting
13.5 miles of NFSRs to NFSTs will aid in maintaining the Natural Integrity Apparent Naturalness of IRAs
more effectively than under the no-action alternative due to the availability of funding sources to mitigate
current route conditions. Different maintenance requirements apply to NFSTs, and these routes require
different vehicle standards that may not be as stringent as highway operation; furthermore, these trails
will provide access to a variety of user groups, including youth operators.

OSV use. Alternative 2 proposes an addition 11 miles of groomed and ungroomed OSV trails on top of
the existing 288.88. Alternative 2 would add 10.12 miles of ungroomed OSV trails in the Clarks Fork
Ranger District (5.52 miles) and Wind River Ranger District (4.60 miles). The total mileage open to Class 1
OSVs would be 299 miles. The addition of ungroomed trails will increase riding opportunities and OSV
access into the Forest. Alternative 2 would also allow Class 2 OSVs to operate on 258.03 miles of
snowmobile trails.

This proposal would close 1,354 acres to OSV use in the Wind River Ranger District. This closure would
prohibit OSV use in a cross-country ski area, thereby reducing potential user conflict between motorized
and non-motorized use. This proposed closure would displace some OSV users, but adjacent groomed
and ungroomed trails provide ample OSV use opportunities. The anticipated effects are therefore minimal.

3.3.2.5 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 3

This section discloses the environmental impacts of Alternative 3. Alternative 3 proposes minor changes
that differ from current use under Alternative 1 and from proposals under Alternative 2. The overall effect
of these changes is indicated in Table 53.

Table 53: Alternative 3 Summary

Route Class Miles (unless otherwise indicated)

Subpart B —Designated Wheeled NFS Routes

NFSRs open to all vehicles 718.35
NFSTs open to all vehicles 36.16
NFSTs open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less 36.01
NFSTs open to vehicles 64 inches wide or less 120.30
NFSTs open to single track 2.04
Total Motorized Routes 912.86
Decommissioned Road Miles 5.76

Subpart C— OSV Use
Miles of Groomed OSV Trails 201.19

Miles of Ungroomed OSV Trails 87.69
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Route Class Miles (unless otherwise indicated)

Total Miles of Over-Snow Trails 288.88

Area available for cross-country OSV use 512,442 Acres

Similar effects are expected from seasonal restrictions to NFS routes as those analyzed under

Alternative 2. Total miles of NFSRs subject to seasonal restrictions decreases under Alternative 3—though
the total NFSR miles decreases as well. NFSTs subject to seasonal restrictions increases slightly, and the
effects associated with these restrictions are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 2.

Table 54: Seasonal Restrictions under Alternative 3

Other Management Actions Clarks Fork RD | Greybull RD | Wapiti RD | Washakie RD | Wind River RD | Total Miles
NFSRs under seasonal restriction | 102.26 51.71 41.34 103.84 64.54 353.37
NFSTs under seasonal restriction | 7.09 0.00 1.96 131.10 20.20 160.36

Using the same methodology as described in Alternative 1, the following table illustrates analysis for
Alternative 2.

Table 55: Routes Open to Motorized Recreation by ROS Class in Alternative 3

Compliance ROS Class Miles Miles in Management Areas
IRA
NFSRs Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0 N/A
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 132 0.29 1.3, 1.6A, 3.3B
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 250.47 5.58 1.5A, 3.1B, 3.3A, 3.3C, 3.5B,
35C 5.1,52,54
Roaded natural 391.23 86.37 3.1A,4.2,43,45A, 51,54
Rural 0.015 0 8.2
Urban 0 0 N/A
N/A No data 75.32 0 Non FS, No Data
Subtotal Roads 71835 92.24 N/A
NFSTs Open to All Wheeled Vehicle Use
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0 0 N/A
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0 N/A
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 27.33 0.38 3.3A, 5.1,
Roaded natural 8.46 137 42,43,51,54
Rural 0 0 N/A
Urban 0 0 N/A
N/A No data 0.37 0 Non FS, No Data
Subtotal Trails 36.16 1.75
NFSTs Open to Wheeled Vehicles 50 Inches Wide or Less
ROS Noncompliant Primitive 0.07 0 1.1
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0 N/A
ROS Compliant Semiprimitive motorized 22.54 0.95 3.3A, 51,54
Roaded natural 13.03 6.5 43,51
Rural 0 0 N/A
Urban 0 0 N/A
N/A No data 0.37 0 NonFS, No Data
Subtotal 50" Trails 36.01 7.45

NFSTs Open to Wheeled Vehicles 64 Inches Wide or Less Trails
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ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

Total All NFS Routes Open to Wheeled Vehicle Use

Table 56: Miles open for OSV Recreation by ROS Class in Alternative 3

Compliance
ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant

N/A

ROS Noncompliant

ROS Compliant
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ROS Class
OSV Groomed Trails
Primitive
Semiprimitive nonmotorized
Semiprimitive motorized
Roaded natural
Rural
Urban
No data
Subtotal Groomed Trails
OSV Ungroomed Trails
Primitive
Semiprimitive nonmotorized
Semiprimitive motorized
Roaded natural
Rural
Urban
No data
Subtotal Ungroomed Trails

Subtotal ROS Noncompliant:
Subtotal ROS Compliant:
No data:

Total Miles of Open OSV Trails
Acres Open to OSV Use
Primitive
Semiprimitive nonmotorized

Semiprimitive motorized

Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
Semiprimitive motorized 71.29 2.2
Roaded natural 48.8 12.5
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
No data 0.21 0
Subtotal 64" Trails 120.30 14.7
NFSTs Open to Single-Track
Primitive 0 0
Semiprimitive nonmotorized 0 0
Semiprimitive motorized 1.98 1.87
Roaded natural .06 0
Rural 0 0
Urban 0 0
No data 0 0
Subtotal Single Track 2.04 1.87
Subtotal No Data 0.95 0
Subtotal Motorized Trails 194.51 25.77
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 1.39 0.29
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 835.21 117.72
No data: 76.27 0

912.87 118.01

Miles

8.95
68.60
110.85

12.80
201.20

21.68
33.08
31.70
0
0
1.23
87.69
30.63
244.22
74.03
288.88

0.0
143,841

272,595

N/A
N/A
3.1B, 3.3A, 3.3C, 5.1, 5.2,
54
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
NonFS

N/A
N/A
3.3A,33C
43
N/A
N/A
N/A

NonFS, No Data

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Management Areas

N/A
3.3B
3.1B, 3.3A, 3.5A,5.1,5.2,54
42,43,51,M54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data
N/A

N/A
1.6A, 3.3B
3.1C, 3.3A,3.58B, 5.1
42,43,51,54
N/A
N/A
Non FS, No Data

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
1.3, 1.5A, 1.6A, 2.2A, 3.1B,
3.3B,4.2,45A
1.3, 1.5A, 3.1B, 3.1C, 3.3A,
3.3C, 3.5A,358B,4.2,5.1,5.2,
54
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Roaded natural 96,005 3.1A, 3.3A,4.2,4.3,45A, 5.1,

52,54
Rural 0 N/A
Urban 0 N/A
N/A No data 1 No Data
Subtotal 512,441
Subtotal ROS Noncompliant: 143,841
Subtotal ROS Compliant: 368,601
No data: 1
Total Acres Open to Cross-Country OSV Use 512,442

3.3.2.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 3

Decommission roads and trails. Alternative 3 identifies 5.76 miles for decommissioning: 1.17 miles on the
Clarks Fork Ranger District, 1.54 miles on Wapiti, and 3.06 miles on Wind River. No trails are identified for
decommissioning. This Alternative proposes roughly 5 miles less roads for decommissioning than
Alternative 2, but overall effects are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 2.

Summer motorized trail loop opportunities. Alternative 3 proposes adding 14 miles to the existing 239
miles of currently existing motorized trail loop opportunities on the Forest, for a total of 253 miles.
Proposals include loops in the Line Creek Area and Brooks Lake Area (adding 1.4 and 8 miles,
respectively). These routes limit use to vehicles 64 inches wide or less. Effects are similar to those analyzed
under Alternative 2.

Continued recreational use. Alternative 3 proposes similar changes to NFSTs as Alternative 2. Alternative 3
does propose, different from Alternative 2, to convert 117.16 miles of NFSRs to NFSTs open to vehicles 64
inches wide or less (versus NFSTs open to all under Alternative 2). These trails will provide opportunities to
youth riders while reducing potential for hazardous conflicts such as collisions with full sized vehicles.
Converting NFSRs to NFSRs open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less may potentially displace
some users. Alternative 3 proposes 35.8 miles of NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles, trails that are located
on the Clarks Fork and the Wind River Ranger Districts. Alternative 3 does not propose NFSTs open to all
in the remainder of the Ranger Districts. The effects from these proposals are similar effects to those
analyzed under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 proposes several additions to the motorized route network on the Forest. These additions
include 5 miles of new NFSRs (3 miles across the North Zone Ranger Districts, and 2 miles in the Washakie
Ranger District), 2 miles of new NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles 50 inches wide or less (for a motorized
loop system on the Wind River Ranger District), 3 miles of new NFSTs trails open to wheeled vehicles 64
inches wide or less (across the Clarks Fork and Wapiti Ranger Districts). These additions enhance
recreational access. The loop opportunities and new access are expected to minimize user conflict by
decreasing potential interactions between user groups.

Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 also proposes converting roads to administrative-use only and
closing them to public use. Roads currently open to the public and transferred to administrative only use
total 10.07 miles. Closing these routes to public use will minimize resource impacts from continuous use,
while also enhancing the semi-primitive to primitive settings of the SNF. Anticipated effects are similar to
those analyzed under Alternative 2 and any difference from the slight increase in mileage under
Alternative 3 which would decrease more opportunities for the public to access desired areas in the Forest
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than Alternative 2, but would have negligible impacts in context with the total mileage throughout the
Forest.

Management of unauthorized routes. Effects are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 1.

Consistency with Management Areas. Alternative 3 proposes to construct 743 feet of new road to
complete a turn-around loop on Rattlesnake Mountain, which conflicts with the management area 3.3C
Standard as established in the Forest Plan. Impacts would be the same as analyzed in Alternative 2, only to
a lesser degree for Alternative 2 proposes to construct an additional 266 feet of new road to access a
dispersed site within the East Fork TH. Impacts to the management area are negligible in the context of
the amount of roads throughout the Forest.

Management of special areas, including IRAs. Alternative 3 proposes the same management actions as
under Alternative 2 with respect to the NPNHT and CDNST, and the effects would be the same here as set
forth under Alternative 2.

Under Alternative 3, the footprint for motorized routes within IRAs does not significantly change
compared to Alternatives 1 and (118 miles under Alternative 3 compared with 117 miles under Alternative
1 and 116.8 under Alternative 2). Alternative 3 proposes designating 1.6 miles of administrative NFSRs, 4.3
miles of new or reconstructed NFSTs, and 0.61 mile of NFS routes decommissioned and/or
administratively closed. Approximately 15 miles of NFSRs would be converted to motorized trails (13 miles
of which would be open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less). And seasonal restrictions would
apply to 26.4 miles of NFS routes under this alternative. These proposals would benefit wilderness type
characteristics of IRAs—even the proposed 4.3 miles of NFS routes would mitigate resource impacts by
relocating an NFST to a suitable surface. Generally speaking, the effects under this alternative would be
similar to those analyzed under Alternative 2.

Seasonal restrictions proposed under this alternative (Table 54) will aid in enhancing the desired settings,
characteristics, and supplemental recreational resources and values within the IRAs. The additional
seasonal restrictions will maintain the IRAs’ Natural Integrity, Apparent Naturalness, and offer more
Opportunities for Primitive Recreation Experience and Solitude when compared to Alternative 1. Effects to
recreation resources are generally similar to the effects analyzed under Alternative 2.

Over-snow motorized vehicle use. The effects to recreation from use of OSV groomed and ungroomed
trails are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 1, with no new groomed and ungroomed
snowmobile trails proposed. Alternative 3 does propose closing 9,175 acres to OSV use in addition to the
1,354 acres proposed under Alternative 2. The additional closure is proposed for the High Lakes
Wilderness Study Area. Further explanation of the effects of this closure is addressed in section 3.7. The
effects under Alternative 3 will resemble those under Alternative 2.

3.3.2.6 Cumulative Impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on the Forest are described above in Table 26. The
Beartooth Highway Reconstruction, Loop Road Maintenance project, and winter use projects contribute to
the overall effects to recreation. These projects promote and sustain recreational opportunities and
experiences by enhancing access for both winter and summer seasons. The proposed management
actions in Alternatives 2 and 3 are in sync with these actions. Cumulative range and vegetative actions
may interfere with recreational opportunities and experiences by restricting or limiting access through
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temporary road closures; these closures may displace users to other areas. Any potential impacts are
expected to be slight. Alternatives 2 and 3 are not expected to have any adverse effects to recreation
within the Forest when considered with these actions.

Overall, the effects of the cumulative actions on recreation and recreation-related resources are minor at
the forest-wide scale. The primary land use practices and actions that affect recreation on the Forest
include transportation projects and vegetation management. These categories of activity directly affect
transportation and motorized routes across the forest, through the rehabilitation and maintenance of
existing routes or the construction of new routes (e.g., for timber harvest of fire suppression activities). All
of these projects tend to be temporal, with effects to users typically lasting from several hours to several
weeks or months, before those effects subside. These short-term impacts (often associated with heavy
machinery, motor vehicles, and power equipment) are often short in duration and dispersed. Combined
effects under both Alternative 2 and 3 are, therefore, not very likely.

Timber projects can have additional impacts, in temporarily closing areas off to public use when harvest
activities, fire suppression, and related projects are occurring. Temporary to short-term road and trail
restrictions may occur, but the effect to recreation at the Forest-scale will be minimal. Other effects of
grazing, special uses, and other stakeholder activities (private landowners, other federal and state entities)
are not anticipated to cumulatively effect recreation when considered with Alternative 2 and 3.

3.3.3 Consistency with Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Policy

3.3.3.1 Land and Resource Management Plan

The SNF operates under the direction of its Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan)
(2015). The Forest Plan is a long-range program for natural resource management activities on the Forest
and establishes management requirements to be used in implementation. The purpose of the Forest Plan
is to provide a management program reflecting a mix of management activities that allows use and
protection of the Forest's recourses, fulfills legislative requirements, and addresses other issues. To
accomplish this, the Forest Plan implements the following:

- Establishes management direction and long-range goals and objectives
- Specifies direction and the timing and location of the practices needed to achieve this direction

- Establishes monitoring and evaluation requirements needed to ensure that the direction is carried
out

- Makes determinations on wilderness suitability and provides management direction on oil and
gas leasing availability

The Forest Plan’s management requirements guide how other undertakings are planned on the SNF, such
as this travel management PEA. These other planning activities are always evaluated with respect to their
conformance with the direction in the Forest Plan, as listed in Table 57.

The Shoshone National Forest's recreation Goals, Standards, and Guidelines, and roads and trails goals
and objectives are established to sustain the diverse recreational opportunities, and to provide new
opportunities consistent with recreation settings responding to public demand while meeting desired
conditions for other resources. The following table further details these Goals, Standards, Guidelines and
Objectives. Refer to Table 58 for compliance with the SNF Forest Plan.
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Table 57: Recreation Goals, Standards, and Guidelines

Goals Seek increased tourism that will enhance local economies by providing information and a broad spectrum of
high quality outdoor recreation opportunities for visitors. (REC-GOAL-01)
Education opportunities are used to minimize conflicts between user groups. (REC-GOAL-02)
Opportunities for consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife uses are provided. (REC-GOAL-03)
Recreation management is responsive to the needs of forest users, within other management constraints. (REC-
GOAL-04)

Standard Manage recreation use to stay within the capacity allowed for the prescribed recreation opportunity spectrum
objectives (Forest Plan, Table 17). (REC-STAND-01)

Guidelines Group size limits should be established where needed to meet management goals. (REC-GUIDE-01)
Campsites should be at least 200 feet from trails, lakes, or wet meadows, and 100 feet from streams or creeks.
(REC-GUIDE-02)

Motorized use on cross-country ski trails may be restricted. (REC-GUIDE-03)
Pertinent Roads and Trails Goals and Objectives
Goals National Forest System roads and trails needed for long-term objectives and to meet desired conditions are
constructed and maintained in a manner that provides for user safety and minimizes impacts to natural
resources. (RDTR-GOAL-01)
All System roads and trails open to wheeled motorized vehicles are shown on a motor vehicle use map that is
available at no charge to the public. (RDTR-GOAL-03)
A variety of wheeled motorized trail loops are provided for riders of different abilities. (RDTR-GOAL-04)
The road and motorized trail systems are established using the travel management planning process. (RDTR-
GOAL-08)
Objective At least three new, wheeled motorized trail loop opportunities are available. (RDTR-OBJ-05)

Table 58: Compliance with the Shoshone Forest Plan Pertinent Forest Plan Goals, Standards, and Guidelines*

Forest-wide Goals, Standards, Guidelines

Recreation

Roads and Trails

Management
Area 1.3 — Back
country
recreation year-
round non-
motorized

Management

Area 3.3A - Back

Forest Plan Direction ALT A ALT B ALT C

Guidelines Motorized use on cross-country ski trails may be restricted. | YES YES YES
(REC-GUIDE-03)

Goals A variety of wheeled motorized trail loops are provided for | YES YES YES
riders of different abilities. (RDTR-GOAL-04)

The road and motorized trail systems are established using | YES YES YES
the travel management planning process. (RDTR-GOAL-08)
Resource impacts from use of unauthorized motorized YES YES YES

routes are eliminated, along with the unauthorized route.
(RDTR-GOAL-09)

Guidelines Management activities that impact existing trails should YES YES YES
allow for existing recreation use to continue when possible.
(RDTR-GUIDE-01)

Standards Prohibit new National Forest System road construction or YES YES YES
reconstruction unless necessary to honor valid existing
rights. (MA1.3-STAND-01)

Guidelines Limit all motorized use, including snowmobile use, to YES YES YES
authorized administrative, law enforcement, search and
rescue, fire suppression, and emergency
purposes.(Administrative purposes include motorized use
authorized by special use authorization.)(MA1.3-GUIDE-04)

Goals Provide year-round motorized recreation opportunities. YES YES YES
(MA3.3A-GOAL-01)

86|Shoshone Travel Management Planning Project



Forest-wide Goals, Standards, Guidelines

country
recreation year-
round motorized
Standards

Guidelines

Management Goals
Area 3.3B — Back

country

recreation Standards
summer non-

motorized with

winter motorized
Guidelines

Management Goals
Area 3.3C — Back

country

recreation Standards
wheeled

motorized with

winter non-

motorized

Guidelines

Management Goals
Area 3.5A-D -

Back country

recreation and Standards
forest

restoration

(3.5A — year-
round
motorized, 3.5B

- winter Guidelines
motorized, 3.5C

Increase diversity of motorized experiences. (MA3.3A-
GOAL-02)

Motorized travel, except for snowmobiles, is restricted to
designated travelways. (MA3.3A-STAND-01)

Prohibit new System road construction or existing road
reconstruction unless needed to honor existing rights.
(MA3.3A-STAND-02)

Some trails may be restricted to non-motorized use.
(MA3.3A-GUIDE-02)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized. (MA3.3A-GUIDE-03)
Provide quality summer non-motorized and winter
motorized recreation opportunities. (MA3.3B-GOAL-01)

Prohibit new National Forest System road construction or
existing road reconstruction unless needed to honor
existing rights. (MA3.3B-STAND-01)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized in the winter and semi-
primitive non-motorized in the summer. (MA3.3B-GUIDE-
02)

Provide quality wheeled motorized and winter non-
motorized recreation opportunities. (MA3.3C-GOAL-01)

Prohibit new road construction or existing road
reconstruction unless needed to honor existing rights.
(MA3.3C-STAND-01)

Motorized use on some trails may be restricted. (MA3.3C-
GUIDE-02)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized in the summer and semi-
primitive non-motorized in the winter. (MA3.3C-GUIDE-03)

Provide motorized recreation opportunities consistent with
designations28. (MA3.5-GOAL-01)

Motorized travel, except for over-the-snow vehicles, is
restricted to designated travelways. (MA3.5-STAND-02)

Prohibit new System road construction or existing road
reconstruction unless needed to honor existing rights.
(MA3.5-STAND-03)

Some trails may be restricted to non-motorized use.
(MA3.5-GUIDE-02)

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES (see
discussion
in3.2.4)

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
(see
discuss
ion in
3.24)

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
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Forest-wide Goals, Standards, Guidelines

— wheeled
motorized, 3.5D
- year-round
non-motorized)

Management
Area 4.3 — Back
country access
corridor

Management
Area 5.1 -
Managed forests
and rangelands

Management
Area 5.2 — Public
water supply —
water quality
emphasis

Management
Area 54 -

Managed big
game crucial
winter range

Management
Area 1.5A -
Clarks Fork of
the Yellowstone
Wild River

Management
Area 1.6A — High
Lakes Wilderness
Study Area

Management
Area 1.6B -

Goals

Guidelines

Guidelines

Guidelines

Guidelines

Standards

Guidelines

Goals

Standards

Standards

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized29. (MA3.5-GUIDE-03)

Provide motorized access to back country management
areas. (MA4.3-GOAL-01)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized with possible seasonal
restrictions. (MA4.3-GUIDE-01)

Seasonal or annual road restrictions are permitted for
resource protection and safety. (MA4.3-GUIDE-03)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized to roaded natural.
(MA5.1-GUIDE-02)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized to roaded natural.
(MA5.2-GUIDE-04)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized to roaded natural.
(MA5.4-GUIDE-05)

Management-area Specific Goals, Standards, Guidelines

New roads, campgrounds, picnic areas, and trailheads are
not allowed. (MA1.5A-STAND-11)

Wheeled motorized vehicles are restricted to Forest Roads
110, 119, 165, 174, 178. 1A, and 178.1B. In the lower
corridor, motorized traffic is not permitted off designated
routes for the purpose of dispersed camping or any other
generally permitted activity. This excludes snowmobiles
traveling over snow. (MA1.5A-STAND-14)

The designated motorized routes within the river corridor
should be maintained as primitive routes for off-highway
vehicles or high clearance vehicles. (MA1.5A-GUIDE-19)

Continue to provide motorized winter recreation
opportunities. (MA1.6A-GOAL-01)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive non-motorized in the summer and
semi-primitive motorized in the winter. (MA1.6A-STAND-
03)

Vehicular travel, both motorized and mechanized, is
prohibited. (MA1.6B-STAND-02)

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
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Forest-wide Goals, Standards, Guidelines

Dunoir Special
Management
Unit

Management
Area 2.2A - Line
Creek Plateau
Research Natural
Area

Management
Area 2.3 —
Proposed
research natural
areas

Management
Area 3.1A -
Swamp Lake
Botanical Area

Management
Area 3.1B -
Proposed Little
Popo Agie
Geological Area

Management
Area 3.1C -
Proposed
Sawtooth
Peatbed
Geological Area

Management
Area 3.6A -
Continental
Divide National
Scenic Trail

Management
Area 3.6B — Nez
Perce (Nee-Me-
Poo) National
Historic Trail

Guidelines

Standards

Guidelines

Guidelines

Standards

Standards

Guidelines

Guidelines

Standards

Standards

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive non-motorized. (MA1.6B-GUIDE-03)

Roads and other facilities shall not be constructed in these
areas, except within 250 feet of the centerline of U S
Highway 212.27 (MA2.2A-STAND-13)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive non-motorized. (MA2.2A-GUIDE-30)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity class of
semi-primitive non-motorized. (MA2.3-GUIDE-06)

Road construction is prohibited. Road maintenance is
limited to that needed for safety and resource protection.
(MA3.1A-STAND-03)

New road construction is prohibited. Road reconstruction
and maintenance is limited to that needed for safety and
resource protection. (MA3.1B-STAND-02)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of semi-primitive motorized. (MA3.1B-GUIDE-08)

Manage for an adopted recreation opportunity spectrum
class of non-motorized. (MA3.1C-GUIDE-03)

Allow guided over-snow and winter activities that do not
interfere with the nature and purposes of the Trail.
(MA3.6A-STAND-03)

Snowmobile use is allowed. New sections of the Trail shall
not be located coincidentally with snowmobile trails.
(MA3.6A-STAND-04)

Outside the sections of the Trail that are identified as auto
tour routes, manage the Trail as a non-motorized route for
primitive hiking and horseback riding. (MA3.6B-STAND-05)

Do not construct roads within non-auto tour sections of
the Trail corridor. (MA3.6B-STAND-09)

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

*Alternatives are consistent with Roadless area management as spelled out in the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule as defined
by the 2015 Forest Plan, and 36 CFR Part 294

89|Shoshone Travel

Management Planning Project



3.3.4 Other Relevant Law, Regulation, or Policy
3.3.4.1 Federal Law

3.34.1.1 2007 Roadless Area Conservation Rule direction

In 2001, the Roadless Area Conservation Rule formally designated 684,800 acres as inventoried roadless
areas and established national direction for timber harvest, road construction, and road reconstruction
within these areas. The 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it pertains to travel management are as
follows:

Road construction and reconstruction in inventoried roadless areas on National Forest System lands is
prohibited, except:

- To protect health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other catastrophic
event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property

- To conduct environmental cleanup required by Federal law

- To allow for reserved or outstanding rights provided by statute or treaty
- To prevent irreparable resource damage by an existing road

- To rectify existing hazardous road conditions

- Where a road is part of a Federal Aid Highway project

- Where a road is needed in conjunction with the continuation, extension, or renewal of a mineral
lease on lands that are under lease, or for new leases issued immediately upon expiration of an
existing lease (IRA-02)

3.3.4.1.1.1 Management approach

The management approach for inventoried roadless areas is generally guided by the management area to
which the individual roadless area is allocated. Management direction is sometimes more restrictive than
the direction in the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. In other cases, the specific management direction is
less restrictive. In those cases, Roadless Area Conservation Rule direction is followed.

The exceptions that allow new road construction and reconstruction in inventoried roadless areas apply to
both system roads and temporary roads. For the exceptions related to health and safety, temporary roads
may be particularly appropriate in that they may make it easier to protect roadless characteristics in the
long term. Nothing in this Plan is meant to restrict the interpretation of what new roads are allowed under
the roadless rule exceptions.

The construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of motorized trails are consistent with the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule. Development of such trails is guided by management area direction and the
suitability designations for each management area.
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3.34.1.2 Executive Order 11644, "Use of Off-Road Vehicles,” as amended by Executive Order
11989

These executive orders provide for regulations governing use of off-road vehicles on federal lands to
protect natural resources, promote public safety, and minimize conflicts between uses.

3.3.4.2 State and Local Law

3.3.4.2.1 Wyoming State Statutes Governing Off-Road Vehicle, All-Terrain Vehicle, And Multi-
Purpose Vehicle Use

Title 31 of the Wyoming State Statutes governs motor vehicles. All chapters of this title govern and apply
to users of motor vehicles on the Shoshone National Forest.

3.3.4.3 Other Authorities

3.3.4.3.1 FSM 7700: Travel Management

Describes the authority, objectives, policy, responsibility, and definitions for planning, constructing,
reconstructing, operating, and maintaining NFS transportation facilities and for managing motor vehicle
use on NFS lands.

3.3.44 The Amended Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Comprehensive Plan

Advises relevant Forest Service units to regulate uses to the extent necessary to provide for user and
public safety; to protect natural, cultural, and historical resources; to minimize conflict and maximize
responsible use; to achieve recreation experience objectives; and to comply with Federal and State laws.
The Manual was amended to incorporate the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Comprehensive
Plan, the authority, and sets forth the responsibilities for Forest and Grassland Supervisors to manage the
CDNST.

3.3.5 Conclusion

Seasonal restrictions provide the most notable impacts to recreation under Alternatives 2 and 3, especially
under Alternative 2. Alternative 2 proposes an additional 60 miles of NFSRs and 158 miles of NFSTs be
under a seasonal restriction compared to Alternative 1. The other proposed management prescription
that would impact recreation is the identification of 75 miles of roads as administrative use only in
Alternative 2 (though this only closes roughly 9 miles of currently open roads). Some impacts to
recreation could be observed from this closure, though any impact is likely minimal. Seasonal restrictions
and closing routes to administrative use will benefit the recreational natural settings within the prescribed
ROS classes and Management Areas by minimizing route proliferation, off-road use, and decrease user
conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users in these areas.

The conversion of NFSRs to NFSTs will generally impact recreation under Alternatives 2 and 3. Over 190
miles of NFSTs open to wheeled vehicles throughout the Shoshone will allow for an extensive network
driving opportunities for youth riders, more riding experiences for groups and families, and opportunities
for skill building opportunities. User conflicts, such as collisions with inexperienced riders, may increase.
However, overall user experiences and recreational use is expected to benefit. The increase of looping
opportunities under Alternatives 2 and 3 will further improve access to the Forest for a wide range of
users.
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Travel management prescriptions to NPNHT, CDNST, and IRAs across the alternatives would be very
minimal. Proposed travel management actions in each alternative are consistent with the management
areas’ goals, standards, and guidelines, and consistent with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Routes analyzed are generally within ROS compliance, and consistent with the IRAs’ desired conditions.
Impacts to desired recreational experiences and beneficial outcomes from travel management
prescriptions are expected to be minimal in that the management actions support the desired ROS
settings.

OSV management actions across the Alternatives will continue to support OSV use. Although Alternative 2
proposes closing 1,300 acres to OSV use, this management action will protect the values of the current
cross-country ski area, minimize social conflicts, and maintain recreational experiences and outcomes.
Management actions pertaining to groomed and ungroomed OSV trails are fairly consistent throughout
the alternatives, with Alternative 2 having a proposed addition of 10 miles of ungroomed OSV trails.

3.4 Socio-Economics

3.4.1 Introduction

This report evaluates the social and economic consequences of designating public motor vehicle access
routes and areas and establishing a minimum road system consistent with the Forest Plan, Executive
Orders 11644 and 11989, and the travel management regulations at 36 C.F.R. part 212, subparts A, B, and
C. This analysis focuses on the designated motorized system, as it is anticipated to have the largest
interaction with socio-economic analysis. In general, it is believed that people who engage in recreation
on the Shoshone National Forest will continue to find recreation opportunities and will continue to
support the types of businesses that cater to their needs. Fluctuations in the number of visitors to the
Forest can cause positive or negative economic impacts to local businesses; but these fluctuations are also
influenced by much larger trends. The economy and social aspects are affected by a variety of factors
including population growth, location of new magnet industries, recession, tax and other economic
policies, the amount of wildfires and smoke in the area, the strength of the national economy, and even
changing preferences like people preferring shorter vacations to long vacations. The management of
motorized travel on the Shoshone NF is expected to have a relatively small effect to the economic and
social aspects of the local area when compared with these kinds of variables.

Public comments received during the public scoping periods in 2016 and 2017 revealed much about the
values, beliefs, and attitudes of the communities that the Forest serves. Values are “relatively general, yet
enduring, conceptions of what is good or bad, right or wrong, desirable or undesirable.” Beliefs are
“judgments about what is true or false — judgments about what attributes are linked to a given object.
Beliefs can also link actions to effects.” Attitudes are “tendencies to react favorably or unfavorably to a
situation, individual, object, or concept. They arise in part from a person’s values and beliefs regarding the
attitude object” (Allen et al. 2009). The issues raised by the public and reflective of these values, beliefs,
and attitudes helped to refine the socio-economic analysis conducted of the alternatives under this Travel
Management Project.
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3.4.1.1 Issues Addressed

This section includes issues pertaining to socio-economic resources that have been identified for detailed
analysis. “An issue is a statement of cause and effect linking environmental effects to actions” (FSH
1909.15).

Issue 1: Whether and to what extent motorized use under the Alternatives would affect economic activity
associated with the Forest.

Issue 2: Whether and to what extent motorized use under the Alternatives would affect environmental
Justice and civil rights associated with the Forest.

3.4.2 Methodology

This section includes a description of the methods and data used in this analysis. This analysis focuses on
two components: economic activity and environment justice.

3.4.2.1 Economic Activity Methodology

Economic contributions from recreation visitation were modeled using IMPLAN Professional Version 3.1
with 2017 data. IMPLAN is an input-output model, which estimates the economic impacts of projects,
programs, policies, and economic changes on a region. IMPLAN analyzes the direct, indirect, and induced
economic impacts. Direct economic impacts are generated by the activity itself, such as recreation
visitation. Indirect employment and labor income contributions occur when a sector purchases supplies
and services from other industries in order to produce a product or offer a service. Induced contributions
are the employment and labor income generated as a result of spending new household income
generated by direct and indirect employment. The employment estimated is defined as any part-time,
seasonal, or full-time employment. In the economic contributions table, direct, indirect and induced
contributions are included in the estimated impacts. The IMPLAN database describes the economy in 536
sectors using federal data from 2017.

As with nearly all economic reporting, a time lag associated with data collection prevents real-time
reporting of economic conditions. The most recent data is typically one or two years old before it is
published. Therefore, efforts to describe the existing situation describe the recent past. This delay is not a
large problem since many changes happen slowly, and recent data can reflect current conditions.
However, sudden changes can affect the overall condition (e.g., the recent impact of the coronavirus upon
the U.S. economy). Much of the data needed to describe these changes will not be available for several
years. As a result, some of the data in the tools used in this analysis may not reflect current conditions.

Another limitation of most economic data is the scale at which it is collected and summarized. The
smallest level most data are reported at is the county level. County-level data represents the average of all
the individuals and communities within that county. County-level data may not capture different
experiences and conditions across the county, such as variability of economic conditions.

3.4.2.2 Resource Indicators and Measures

General measures of recreation visitation and subsequent economic activity used in this analysis include:

e Designated NFSRs open to the public (miles)

e Designated NFSTs open to the public (miles)
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e Designated OSV Class 1 trails (miles)
e Designated OSV Class 2 trails (miles)
e Areas designated open for OSV Class 1 cross-country travel (acres)

These measures also guide the analysis of impacts to individuals with mobility limitations or low incomes.
These populations may be particularly affected by changes in the designated NFS route system, as these
populations are likely to have fewer options to engage in substitute behavior (e.g., traveling to another
site or engaging in a substitute activity) due to physical and financial constraints.

Table 59: Resource condition indicators and measures for assessing effects

Issue Indicator or Measure Source

Economic activity Employment, income, tax revenue: NFS wheeled FSM 1970
route miles & OSV route miles and acres

Environmental justice and Accessibility of motorized recreation opportunities: EO 12898, USDA-DR 4300-4
civil rights NFS wheeled route miles & OSV route miles and
acres

3.4.2.3 Assumptions

- Generally, non-local visitor spending is considered more impactful to local economies. This
assumption is based on two true premises: (1) travelers have greater needs for goods and services
when farther from home and (2) local spending alternatives (i.e., substitutions) often exist within
the same local economy. Local spending is still a contributing factor to overall economic impacts
but is proportionally smaller than impacts felt from people who travel farther distances. NVUM
data (USDA 2019) supports this assumption and is incorporated into the analysis below.

- Increases in miles of open NFSRs lead to increases in recreation visitation, which leads to more
people spending money in the local area on goods and services.

- Quantitative changes in recreation visitation due to variation in management across alternatives
cannot defensibly be estimated. Therefore, economic effects related to recreation visitation are
discussed qualitatively.

- The temporal boundaries for analyzing the direct and indirect effects is ten years. Beyond this
period, other variables, such as changes in recreational preferences or technology, are expected
to produce socio-economic conditions and associated uses that differ substantially from existing
conditions.

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences

3.4.3.1 Baseline Conditions

3.4.3.1.1 Demographic Conditions and Trends

The analysis area counties are designated as non-metropolitan, with no cities or towns exceeding 20,000
inhabitants (USDA ERS 2013). Table 60 displays population change between the 2010 decennial census
and 2014-2018 American Community Survey population estimates. These data indicate that overall the
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analysis area is growing, albeit at a slower rate than Wyoming as a whole. The smallest counties in the
analysis area, Hot Springs and Sublette, both experienced population decline since 2010; Teton County,
conversely, grew rapidly over this period at more than twice the rate of the state.

Table 60: Population Change
Location 2014-2018 5-Year 2010 Population Percent Change
Estimate Population

Fremont County, WY 40,076 40,123 -0.1%
Lander 7,621 7,487 1.8%

Wind River Reservation | 26,855 26,490 1.4%

Hot Springs County, 4,680 4,812 -2.7%
WYy

Park County, WY 29,121 28,205 3.2%

Cody 9,761 9,520 2.5%

Sublette County, WY 9,951 10,247 -2.9%
Teton County, WY 23,059 21,294 83%

Analysis Area 106,887 104,681 2.1%

Wyoming 581,836 563,626 3.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000 and U.S. Census Bureau 2020

Despite the small population in the analysis area, the Shoshone National Forest receives substantial
recreational use. Indeed, the fiscal year 2014 National Visitor Use Monitoring survey of the forest recorded
more than three times as many recreational visits (366,000) as people who reside in the analysis area
(USDA 2019). One person may visit the Forest multiple times; therefore, the number of visits does not
indicate the number of people who traveled to the Forest.

Motorized recreation opportunities may be particularly important to older individuals and people with
mobility limitations. Table 61 displays the share of the population aged 65 and older as well as the share
of the population reporting ambulatory difficulty (mobility limitations).

Table 61: Age and Disability

Location Share of Population Age 65+ Share of Population with Ambulatory Difficulty
Fremont County, WY 17.2% 7.8%
Lander 20.2% 6.6%
Wind River Reservation 14.7% 7.9%
Hot Springs County, WY 24.9% 8.3%
Park County, WY 21.4% 5.5%
Cody 20.0% 5.9%
Sublette County, WY 16.7% 6.6%
Teton County, WY 13.6% 3.3%
Wyoming 15.1% 6.4%
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2020

Most counties relevant to this analysis have larger shares of senior residents and people with mobility
limitations than the state overall.

3.4.3.1.2 Economic Conditions and Trends

An overview of Wyoming's economy and workforce is presented here, followed by county-level
information on employment and wages.

Economic downturns have affected the socioeconomic picture of Wyoming through the first decades of
the 21° Century, with two major slumps. The first occurred from 2009 through 2010 and was an extended
slump that grew from the Great Recession. A second more recent downturn from 2015 into 2016 caused
the state to lose 3.8 percent of all non-agricultural wage and salary employments (during the same
period, the U.S. economy consistently added jobs nationally). (NBER 2010; WYDWS 2018) This downturn is
attributed to an energy price decrease in late 2014. As energy prices rebounded, economic data show that
Wyoming's unemployment rate dropped slightly in the first quarter of 2018 to 4 percent, with nearly all
private industrial sectors experiencing job increases. (Liu 2018)

Both economic downturns involved job losses throughout the state. The mining and energy sector was
particularly affected, losing 12.8% and 20.9% of jobs (relative to the start of the downturn) during the
respective periods. During these same periods, the leisure and hospitality sector gained or lost minimal
jobs (+2.3 % and -1.1 %, respectively). (WYDWS 2018) Table 62 and Table 63 show county-level
employment and annual average wages for all salary workers. The lowest paying sector is leisure &
hospitality while the highest paying jobs exist in the utilities and mining/energy sectors.

Table 62: County-level Employment by Industries (salary and wage workers), 2016

Fremont Hot Springs | Park Sublette Teton Wyoming
County, County, WY | County, WY | County, County,
WYy WYy WYy
Total 15,541 2,011 13,814 4,008 20,077 271,823
Private 10,159 1,450 10,300 2,927 17,658 205,049
Agriculture 100 13 350 94 62 2,668
Mining and Energy Extraction 539 197 344 782 8 18,778
Utilities 69 8 65 42 31 2,542
Construction 834 82 1,007 445 2,097 21,108
Manufacturing 250 77 552 32 162 9,230
Wholesale Trade 355 19 264 14 187 8,499
Retail Trade 1,873 169 1,705 358 2,195 30,673
Transportation & Warehousing 283 82 256 206 391 9,550
Information 186 22 239 17 203 3,743
Financial Activities 549 63 468 118 958 10,834
Professional Services 602 73 726 216 1,912 17,794
Educational & Health Services 2,490 272 1,479 182 1,155 26,476
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Leisure & Hospitality 1,578 321 2,553 349 7,707 35,865

Other Services 453 53 296 74 591 7,293
Government 5,382 561 3,514 1,081 2,419 66,774
Federal Government 472 15 765 121 422 7,504
State Gov't 735 75 205 82 94 12,936
Local Gov't 4,174 471 2,545 878 1,904 46,334

Source: Wyoming Department of Workforce Services and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census
of Employment and Wages, 2016

Table 63: County-level Average Annual Wages by Industries, 2016

Fremont Hot Springs | Park Sublette Teton Wyoming
County, County, WY | County, WY | County, County,
Wy Wy Wy
Total $39,000 $34,205 $39,041 $54,355 $44,210 $44,988
Private $36,485 $32,325 $36,490 $56,462 $42,428 $43,813
Agriculture $26,334 $41,553 $32,684 $34,262 $35,559 $33,576
Mining and Energy Extraction $91,604 $61,527 $79,197 $101,819 $355,887 $84,440
Utilities $78,189 $72,356 $70,939 $77,123 $83,205 $88,361
Construction $40,711 $42,066 $42,772 $51,712 $50,242 $50,358
Manufacturing $36,433 $27,322 $50,136 $38,252 $37,491 $64,018
Wholesale Trade $42,869 $59,078 $49,741 $34,257 $71,807 $57,085
Retail Trade $26,201 $21,816 $26,693 $27,337 $33,462 $27,605
Transportation & Warehousing $43,315 $46,273 $47,021 $64,458 $37,025 $47,899
Information $37,498 $15,181 $36,620 $64,687 $68,232 $45,494
Financial Activities $44,764 $28,483 $44,615 $42,438 $82,475 $52,412
Professional Services $52,596 $29,986 $46,305 $50,204 $67,986 $48,528
Educational & Health Services $36,402 $34,643 $46,802 $31,813 $47,500 $41,301
Leisure & Hospitality $15,452 $14,097 $19,437 $18,589 $29,473 $19,357
Other Services $34,160 $23,520 $31,155 $30,702 $40,795 $34,499
Government $43,747 $39,069 $46,518 $48,649 $57,223 $48,595
Federal Government $65,412 $49,236 $55,471 $60,830 $60,398 $63,525
State Gov't $47,924 $46,007 $54,023 $60,032 $55,767 $55,119
Local Gov't $40,565 $37,617 $43,219 $45,919 $56,591 $44,356

Source: Wyoming Department of Workforce Services and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census
of Employment and Wages, 2016

3.4.3.1.3 Economic Contributions

All recreationists, including outfitters and guides, benefit directly from National Forest land, while local
businesses benefit from spending by forest visitors. Total spending by visitors to the Shoshone is about
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$20 million annually. (USDA 2019) The economic contributions of recreation visitation can differ based on
the distance visitors travel. Approximately 55% of visitors to the Forest were non-local and traveled more

than 50 miles from the Forest boundary. (USDA 2019) These visitation data translate into jobs and income
for communities around the Forest.

Jobs supported by National Forests are often in small, rural towns and counties, and these jobs contribute
to the economic and social sustainability of these communities. Table 6 shows that the total estimated
local economic contributions stemming from recreation visitation' is 206 jobs and $6.8 million in labor
income on an annual average basis. This is less than three percent of total employment in the analysis
area. (IMPLAN 2017) These jobs and income exist by and large in the private sector.

Table 64: Local Economic Contribution: Direct and secondary11 annual average jobs'? and labor income supported by the Shoshone
National Forest

Recreation Visitation Type Direct Jobs Secondary Direct Labor Income ($2016) = Secondary Labor Income
Jobs ($2016)

Local 41 12 $1.3 million 440,000

Non-Local 120 33 $3.8 million $1.2 million

Total 161 45 $5.1 million $1.7 million

Source: IMPLAN 2017 with data from NVUM 2014

The latest NVUM data (USDA 2019) shows that roughly five percent of visitors reported that OSV use was
their main activity while visiting the Shoshone National Forest, 0.1 percent of visitors reported motorized
trail activity as their main activity, and one percent of visitors reported OHV use as their main activity
(main activity percentages differ from the participation percentages, which are used in the Recreation
analysis above). The activities that visitors reported most as their main activity were viewing natural
features, hiking, and cross-country skiing. Many visitors to the Forest participate in activities related to the
enjoyment of wildlife (hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing), with 18 percent of all visitors reporting that
wildlife-related activities are the primary reason for visiting the Shoshone NF. These data demonstrate the
popularity of non-motorized recreation activities on the Forest. Management actions that affect the
availability of these recreation activities could deter visitation and, therefore, affect economic activity.

3.4.3.14 Environmental Justice & Civil Rights

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, requires that federal agencies identify and address any disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental impacts of their programs, policies, and activities on minority
and low-income populations and Native Americans. Environmental justice is the fair treatment and
meaningful involvement of people of all races, cultures, and incomes, with respect to the development,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. The emphasis of
environmental justice is on health effects and/or the benefits of a healthy environment. The CEQ has
interpreted health effects broadly to “include ecological, cultural, human health, economic or social

10 Recreation visitation information is from National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) Round 3 for the Shoshone NF (FY
2014). (USDA 2019)

" Secondary effects include indirect and induced effects.

12)obs is the estimate of average annual full-time, part-time, temporary, and seasonal jobs.
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impacts on minority communities, low-income communities or Indian Tribes . .. when those impacts are
interrelated to impacts on the natural or physical environment” (CEQ 1997).

According to USDA DR5600-002 (USDA 1997), environmental justice, minority, minority population, low-
income, and human health and environmental effects, are defined as follows:

Environmental Justice means that, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by
law, all populations are provided the opportunity to comment before decisions are
rendered on, are allowed to share in the benefits of, are not excluded from, and are not
affected in a disproportionately high and adverse manner by, government programs and
activities affecting human health or the environment.

Minority means a person who is a member of the following population groups: American
Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or
Hispanic.

Minority Population means any readily identifiable group of minority persons who live in
geographic proximity to, and, if circumstances warrant, migrant farm workers and other
geographically dispersed/transient persons who will be similarly affected by USDA
programs or activities.

Low-Income Population means any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who
live in geographic proximity to, and, if circumstances warrant, migrant farm workers and
other geographically dispersed/transient persons who will be similarly affected by USDA
programs or activities. Low-income populations may be identified using data collected,
maintained and analyzed by an agency or from analytical tools such as the annual
statistical poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the Census' Current Population Reports,
Series P-60 on Income and Poverty.

Human Health and/or Environmental Effects as used in this Departmental Regulation
include interrelated social and economic effects.

Table 65 and Table 66 display data on the share of individuals in poverty and the racial and ethnic
characteristics of the population according to the 2014-2018 5-year American Community Survey
estimates.

Table 65: Poverty Rate

Location Poverty Rate
Fremont County, WY 13.7%
Lander 10.3%

Wind River Reservation 16.2%

Hot Springs County, WY | 14.5%

Park County, WY 717%
Cody 7.8%
Sublette County, WY 8.4%
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Teton County, WY 7.1%

Wyoming 11.1%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2020
Table 66: Population by Race and Ethnicity
Location White | Black | American Asian | Native Hawaiian and | Some Two or Hispanic/Latino
Indian Pacific Islander Other More
Race Races
Fremont County, | 72.8% | 0.6% | 21.3% 01% | 0.0% 1.4% 3.8% 6.9%
WYy
Lander 87.8% | 02% | 50% 01% | 0.1% 0.8% 59% 4.3%
Wind River 64.6% @ 0.6% | 29.7% 01% | 00% 1.7% 3.4% 84%
Reservation
Hot Springs 96.2% @ 0.0% | 24% 0.0% | 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 3.1%
County, WY
Park County, WY | 944% | 02% | 1.1% 0.6% | 0.0% 1.4% 2.3% 5.4%
Cody 923% | 03% | 1.7% 06% | 0.0% 1.7% 4.0% 6.3%
Sublette County, | 96.3% | 0.0% | 04% 0.1% | 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 73%
WYy
Teton County, 903% | 1.2% | 0.3% 12% | 0.2% 6.0% 0.8% 14.9%
A%
Wyoming 91.4% @ 1.0% | 24% 08% | 0.1% 1.6% 2.7% 9.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2020

Fremont and Hot Springs counties are considered environmental justice communities. Fremont County
has both the highest share of minority residents and the highest poverty rate in the analysis area (and a
higher share of minority residents and people living in poverty than the state average). The Wind River
Reservation encompasses much of Fremont County. Hot Springs County also has a higher poverty rate
than the state. The other counties have comparable or lower shares of minority residents and people
living in poverty. These data indicate the presence of environmental justice communities in the analysis
area. Therefore, the environmental consequences analysis addresses the potential for Forest Service
management actions to disproportionately and adversely affect minority and low-income populations.

3.4.4 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 1

This section discloses the environmental impacts of Alternative 1, which entails continuing current
management.

3.4.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 1

The direct (same time and place) and indirect (occurs later in time or further in space) impacts of the no-
action alternative involve impacts to economic activities and environmental justice concerns. Each issue is
addressed in turn.

Issue 1: Whether and to what extent continued motorized use under Alternative 7 would affect economic
activity associated with the Forest.
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Recreation visitation on the Shoshone NF contributes about 200 jobs and $6.8 million in labor income
annually, on average, to the analysis area (IMPLAN 2017, USDA 2019). Alternative 1 is expected to sustain
these existing conditions. Alternative 1 has the greatest miles of NFSRs designated open to the public
(883 miles) and the least amount of NFSTs designated open to the public (36 miles) compared to the
other alternatives. Alternative 1 also has the greatest acreage available for OSV use (522,970). This
motorized route system would likely result in no change to recreation-related employment, labor income,
and tax revenue in the local area.

Issue 2: Whether and to what extent continued motorized use under Alternative 1 would affect
environmental justice and civil rights associated with the Forest.

Alternative 1 is not anticipated to raise any environmental justice or civil rights issues. Alternative 1 would
not affect the cost to participate in motorized recreation opportunities on the Shoshone NF. Therefore,
low income residents would not be disproportionately affected by management actions under this
alternative. Alternative 1 would not disproportionately or adversely affect minority populations. The
motorized travel system would not change and, therefore, individuals with mobility limitations could
expect continued use and access opportunities consistent with current management.

3.4.5 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative 2

This section discloses the environmental impacts of Alternative 2.

3.4.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 2

The direct and indirect impacts of the Alternative 2 relate to the increased NFST designations under this
alternative. The conversion of NFSRs to NFSTs implicates economic and environmental justice issues,
though effects are expected to be similar as those described in Alternative 1.

Issue 1: Whether and to what extent motorized use proposed under Alternative 2 would affect economic
activity associated with the Forest.

The effects from travel management on the Shoshone National Forest are unlikely to have a measurable
impact on the economic conditions given the state of NFSRs converted to NFSTs, the overall change to
the motorized route system, and the small contribution of the Forest to local economic conditions
(approximately about 200 annual jobs, which accounts for less than three percent of total analysis area
employment). That said, several factors related to the motorized system proposed under Alternative 2
may slightly affect economic conditions in the area. First, decreases in NFSRs open to the public may lead
to less recreation visitation, with corresponding effects to local economies. Second, increases in NFSTs
open to wheeled vehicle use may displace users seeking non-motorized recreation opportunities (though
this displacement is expected to be rare, given that the increase in NFSTs is mainly due to the conversion
from existing NFSRs where wheeled vehicle use regularly occurs). Overall, any impact is likely to be
marginal given the only slight increase in the NFS route system (1.1%) when compared with Alternative 1.
Finally, while more users may be able to access and use the NFSTs open to wheeled vehicle use, no
metrics currently exist to quantify the relationship between the reduction in miles of NFSRs and increase
in miles of NFSTs with respect to economic activity.

The economic impacts associated with OSV use are similar to those analyzed under Alternative 1.
Alternative 2 proposes increasing motorized OSV trails (~10 miles), but this increase is not expected to
impact economic conditions measurably. Class 2 OSV use would be brought into alignment with the
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Forest Plan, which authorizes use on designated NFS routes (under the MVUM) and on groomed OSV
trails. This change would make approximately 201 miles of groomed trails open to Class 2 OSVs (in
addition to NFS routes designated open on MVUMs). Alternative 2 would also close a small portion of
area in the Wind River Ranger District to OSV travel, though this closure is not anticipated to impact OSV
use measurably.

Any economic impacts from proposals to wheeled vehicle use and OSV use under Alternative 2 would not
differ measurably from the impacts analyzed under Alternative 1.

Issue 2: Whether and to what extent motorized use proposed under Alternative 2 would affect
environmental justice and civil rights associated with the Forest.

Increased costs associated with purchase of State ORV permit may disproportionately affect low-income

visitors. Alternative 2 would decrease the miles of NFSRs designated open to the public and increase the

miles of NFSTs open to the public. Use of an off-road vehicle (ORV) on designated NFSTs requires either

the purchase of an annual Wyoming ORV permit from the State or that the vehicle be licensed and street
legal. Although the cost of the permit is modest ($15 in 2020), the requirement to purchase a permit may
disproportionately affect low income recreation users.

Alternative 2 is not expected to affect minority populations disproportionately or adversely.

Individuals with mobility limitations may be displaced from some sites. Although Alternative 2 proposes a
slight increase in NFS route miles, the reduction in miles of NFSRs may displaced some users (though any
displacement is expected to be slight, due to the continued ability to utilize licensed vehicles on
designated NFSTs). Consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act, mobility devices (designed solely
for use by a mobility-impaired person for locomotion) would continue to be allowed wherever foot travel
is permitted.

3.4.5.2 Cumulative Impacts of Alternative 2

The cumulative impacts relevant to Alternative 2 include potential future designation of non-motorized
NFSTs for mountain bike use and past, present, and future vegetation management projects.

Increased non-motorized NFSTs for mountain bike use may shift mountain bike use from shared NFSTS to
purpose-built non-motorized NFSTs. This shift may decrease potential conflict between motorized and
non-motorized users on the Shoshone NF route system. As a result, both motorized and non-motorized
users may have improved recreation experiences. Improved recreation visitor experiences may increase
visitation, which may offset any slight potential for decreased economic activity under Alternative 2.

Vegetation management on the Shoshone NF has the potential to temporarily displace recreation visits
from areas adjacent to treatment areas. These vegetation management activities could interact with the
Alternative 2 management regime to displace recreation visitors from some sites. However, displacement
would be short-term and replacement opportunities would be available. Therefore, economic activity is
not expected to decline relative to what is described above in the direct and indirect effects analysis

3.4.6 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 3

This section discloses the environmental impacts of Alternative 3. Alternative 3 would decrease the miles
of NFSRs designated open to the public to 718 miles, a 165-mile reduction (19 percent) compared with
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the no action alternative. This alternative proposes increasing NFSTs open to wheeled vehicle use by 159
miles compared to the no action alternative (slightly less than under alternative 2). Amongst the
alternatives, Alternative 3 proposes the fewest miles of Class 2 OSV use allowed on OSV trails and the
fewest total acres available for OSV travel.

3.4.6.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 3

The direct and indirect impacts of Alternative 3 relate to the NFSTs designated under this Alternative. The
conversion of NFSRs to NFSTs has some implications for economic and environmental justice issues,
though effects to recreation will generally be similar as those described in Alternative 2.

Issue 1: Whether and to what extent motorized use proposed under Alternative 3 would affect economic
activity associated with the Forest.

The anticipated effects to economic conditions under Alternative 3 are similar to those analyzed under
Alternative 2. Different than Alternative 2, Alternative 3 proposes to NFSRs to NFSTs open to wheeled
vehicles 64 inches wide or less rather than NFSTs open to all wheeled vehicles. The 64-inch designation is
more restrictive than Alternative 2 (or when compared to current NFSRs under Alternative 1), and this
designation could limit visitation and associated economic activity. However, any impact is likely minimal,
and economic conditions are anticipated to resemble those described under Alternative 2 with respect to
wheeled vehicle use.

The economic impacts related to OSV use under Alternative 3 are similar to those analyzed under
Alternative 2 with one exception: Alternative 3 proposes restricting OSV use in a portion of the High Lakes
Wilderness Study Area. Effects related to this closure are analyzed separately. In addition, Alternative 3
proposes a smaller portion of trails open to Class 2 OSVs: 146 miles. The decrease in available Class 2 OSV
trails may impact economic conditions, but such impacts are not expected to be measurable.

Issue 2: Whether and to what extent motorized use proposed under Alternative 3 would affect
environmental justice and civil rights associated with the Forest.

Effects under this alternative are similar to those analyzed and described under Alternative 2.

3.4.6.2 Cumulative Impacts of Alternative 3

The cumulative impacts of alternative 3 are similar those analyzed with respect to Alternative 2. The
conclusions with respect to the latter alternative apply here.

3.4.7 Consistency with Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Policy

3.4.7.1 Land and Resource Management Plan

The Shoshone National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) does not provide
standards and guidelines for the social and economic environment. The Forest Plan does identify,
nonetheless, management challenges related the social and economic environment. The Forest Plan
states,

The Shoshone contributes to local economies through the provision of
tourism, grazing, hunting, logging, water, and mineral extraction. The
Shoshone plays a major role in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem by
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contributing to the large, intact ecosystem with outstanding wildlife
habitat, scenery, wildland recreation opportunities, clean water, and clean
air. Balancing the demand for forest-based goods and services with the
need for ecosystem health and protection is a management challenge.
The challenge includes determining those management activities and
strategies that are in line with the physical and biological capabilities of
the land and ensuring the ability of ecosystems to meet the needs of
future generations. (Forest Plan, pg. 20)

The Forest Plan also incorporates goals and objectives under various resources (e.g., recreation) that tie
resource uses to social and economic well-being.

3.4.7.2 Other Relevant Law, Regulation, or Policy

3.4.7.2.1 Federal Statutes

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321, 4331-4335, 4341-4347). This act
requires the use of natural and social sciences in planning and decision-making to fulfill the social,
economic, and other requirements of present and future generations of Americans.

National Forest Management Act establishes the requirement to use economic and other sciences in the
land management planning process.

34.7.2.2 Federal Regulations

The Travel Management Rule (36 C.F.R. pt. 212) requires designation of roads, trails, and areas that are
open to motor vehicle use. These regulations implement Executive Order (E.O.) 11644 (February 8, 1972),
"Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands,” as amended by E.O. 11989 (May 24, 1977). These
executive orders are described below.

34.7.2.3 Executive Orders
Environmental Justice, EO 12898 of February 11, 1994

EO 12898 directs federal agencies to consider and address the potential of proposed management
actions to cause disproportionate and adverse effects to low-income and minority populations.

Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands, EO 11644 of February 8 1972, as amended by EO 17989 of May
24, 1977

EO 11644 and EO 11989 establish policies and provide for procedures to ensure that the use of off-road
vehicles on public lands is controlled and directed so as to protect the resources of those lands, to
promote the safety of all users of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those
lands.

3.4.8 Conclusion

The social and economic landscape on the Shoshone National Forest is dynamic. Since recreation on the
Forest currently contributes about 200 annual jobs (less than three percent of total analysis area
employment), any changes in economic activity resulting from the proposed alternatives would likely
affect a minor component of the overall area economies. Changes in demand for recreation and
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differences in motorized and non-motorized and local and non-local user spending could influence the
economic activity, though these effects are unknown. Localized effects on economic activity could be
concentrated in areas with high levels of motorized use and have greater relative impacts on those small
towns than the overall effects for the Forest and analysis area. Alternative 3 proposes the least amount of
open NFSRs and the least amount of available area for OSV travel. Therefore, the potential impacts to
economic activity and environmental justice would be the greatest under Alternative 3, though not likely
significant. The least potential for impacts would be under Alternative 1. Note, however, that no metrics
currently exist to quantify the relationship between the reduction in miles of NFSRs and economic activity.

3.5 Special Areas Effects: Research Natural Areas and Special
Interest Areas

3.5.1 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to analyze and disclose potential impacts to special areas from the existing
and proposed National Forest System routes open to wheeled vehicle use, as well as designated trails and
areas open to OSV use. The special areas included in this analysis are all Research Natural Areas (RNA)
and Special Interest Areas (SIA) identified in the 2015 Shoshone National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan). The High Lakes Wilderness Study Area is analyzed separately.

The 2015 Forest Plan established eight new RNAs (establishment reports pending), adding to the one
existing RNA, Line Creek Plateau RNA. The Forest Plan also proposed adding three new SIAs to the one
existing, Swamp Lake Botanical Area. Table 67 displays each RNA and SIA, unique resource values, and
size. RNAs exist to provide examples of important forest, shrubland, alpine, aquatic, and geological types
that have special or unique characteristics of scientific interest and importance and that are needed to
complete the national network of RNAs. The RNAs represent the Shoshone's vegetative diversity and
landscapes. The Shoshone's position in the middle of the continent enables the area to act as a connector
for many plant and animal species from north to south and east to west, and its elevation differences and
varieties of soils types also account for the diversity of species across the Forest. RNAs are selected for
their abilities to provide representative samples of vegetation or biological communities that
management activities have not affected (USFS, 2015).

SIAs, meanwhile, are managed to protect or enhance their special interest values. On the Shoshone, the
SIAs represent special botanical, geological, and historical special interest values.

Table 67: Shoshone National Forest Special Areas.

Special Area Name Unique Resource Values Acres Estimated Acres in Wilderness Ranger District

Arrow Mountain RNA Sagebrush steppe; 14,398 | 14,216 Wind River
limestone and dolomite
mountains; alpine tundra;
subalpine forests

Bald Ridge RNA Limber pine; bluebunch 3,115 0 Clark's Fork
wheatgrass meadows

Beartooth Butte RNA Alpine tundra; barren 2,447 1,250 Clark's Fork
slopes; meadows
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Special Area Name Unique Resource Values Acres Estimated Acres in Wilderness Ranger District

Grizzly Creek RNA Sagebrush Steppe; Douglas | 11,687 | 7,998 Wapiti

fir woodlands
Kirwin SIA Historical mining area 4,549 0 Greybull
Lake Creek RNA Engelmann spruce; 5,859 5,859 Clark's Fork

lodgepole pine; subalpine
forests; fens and willow
carrs

Line Creek Plateau RNA | Alpine turf; alpine wetland; 3,053 0 (Does overlap with Wilderness Study Area) | Clark's Fork
alpine snowbed; and
subapline forest

Little Popo Agie SIA Geological area; Piedmont 1,714 0 Washakie
moraine stalled at high
elevation; unique species
assemblages and 154 kettle
ponds

Pat O'Hara RNA Engelmann Spruce; 4,243 4,000 Clark's Fork
subalpine forests

Roaring Fork RNA Alpine tundra; subalpine 13,451 | 13,451 Washakie
forests; meadows

Sawtooth Peatbeds SIA | Geological area; only 577 0 Clark's Fork
known palsa fen in the
lower 48 states; permafrost

Sheep Mesa RNA Douglas fir woodlands; 15,665 | 7,800 Wapiti
Englemann spruce;
lodgepole pine; alpine
plateaus; whitebark pine

Swamp Lake SIA Unique wetlands and fens; 580 0 Clark's Fork
endemic and rare plant
species found nowhere else
in Wyoming

3.5.1.1 Issues Addressed

This section states the guiding issues analyzed herein pertaining to special areas that have been identified
for detailed analysis. “An issue is a statement of cause and effect linking environmental effects to actions”
(FSH 1909.15).

Issue 1: Whether and to what extent interactions with and effects to special areas due to wheeled vehicle
use proposed under the Alternatives occur?

Issue 2: Whether and to what extent interactions with and effects to special areas due to OSV trave/
proposed under the Alternatives occur?
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3.5.2 Methodology

This section includes a description of the methods and data used in this analysis. The decision area
includes all lands within the Forest boundary, 2,468,048 acres. The area of analysis for special areas is
confined to the boundaries of the nine RNAs and four SIAs within the Forest Boundary. The total analysis
area is approximately 78,000 acres.

A simple GIS analysis first determined how the eight RNAs and four SIAs interacted with the existing
condition (Alternative 1) and then whether they interacted with either of the action alternatives. If a
special area had an interaction with only Alternative 1, it was evaluated only for that alternative. If it did
not interact with any alternatives, it was dropped from further analysis. RNAs and SIAs were analyzed
against their respective criteria below, which are derived from FSM guidance on establishment criteria for
RNAs and SIAs. Only criteria that have a direct link to travel related effects were considered as relevant
resource indicators for this exercise.

3.5.2.1 General Assumptions

e Specific effects analysis, such as wildlife, hydrology, botany, soils, and invasive species can be
found in the effects analysis section that pertain to those resources. This analysis only addresses
the indicators listed above within the geographic bounds of the special area.

e The current maintenance conditions of NFSRs and NFSTs open to wheeled vehicle use would stay
the same.

e Any routes not included in the decision are not precluded from being added, modified, or
removed from the Forest transportation system in future travel management decisions.

e Increased use from both motorized and non-motorized recreational users may occur if
populations increase.

e NFS routes in all alternatives that provide access to RNAs and SlAs, but fall outside their
boundaries, were considered as having a "meaningful interaction" with the respective RNA/SIA
and carried forward into in-depth analysis.

e Public wheeled vehicle use would be limited to those routes and areas proposed under the
alternatives for inclusion in the MVUMs.

e Reducing routes available to public wheeled vehicle use may concentrate that use.

e Decisions made in the Forest Plan are incorporated into this analysis. This includes forest-wide
management areas that allow for public motorized and non-motorized travel.

e Use of unauthorized routes is not included in this analysis.

e Temporary roads, trails, and areas built to support emergency operations, or those roads, trails,
and areas temporarily authorized under contracts, permits, administrative use, or leases, are not
intended for public use. Any proposal to add these temporary roads, trails, and areas to the NFS
will require a separate NEPA decision and is not part of this analysis.
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3.5.2.2 Resource Indicators and Measures

Resource indicators and/or measures were developed specifically for Research Natural Areas and Special
Interest Areas. These indicators and measures help to define the effect and consider the frequency,

distribution, area of impact, and magnitude.

Table 68. Resource condition indicators and measures for assessing effects

Issue

Indicator or Measure

Source

Resource Indicators for Research Natural Areas

Maintain Natural
Conditions

Limit Potentially Impactful

Activities

Limit Construction and

Ground Disturbing
Activities

Natural conditions and processes are maintained in
the special area. Human activities do not directly or
indirectly modify integrity of ecological processes.

Recreational use is restricted or prohibited if it

threatens or interferes with the objectives for which
the area was established.

No new roads, trails, fences, signs, or buildings are

established unless contributing to the objectives or
to the protection of the area.

Resource Indicators for Special Interest Areas

Maintain Area Values

Limit Construction and

Ground Disturbing
Activities

Limit Potentially Impactful

Activities

Occupancy and use of the area's resources neither
interfere with the primary values for which the areas
was established nor negatively affects the visitor's
experience

No roads or other improvements on or through

geological formations are built unless it is the only
alternative to meet management objectives for the

area.

Roads, trails, and other facilities are kept to a

minimum necessary for public enjoyment of the area
and without disturbing the special features of the
established area. .

Forest Plan MA2.2A-GOAL-01, FSM 2372

Forest Plan MA2.2A-STAND-1, FSM 2372

Forest Plan MA2.2A-STAND-12, MA2.2A-
STAND-13, MA2.2A-STAND-16, FSM 2372

FSM 2372

FSM 2372

Forest Plan MA3.1A-STAND-03, MA3.1A-
Guide-10, FSM 2372

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences

The preliminary screening of special areas established those potentially affected by proposals under this
Travel Management Project and, therefore, suitable for further analysis (see Table 69).

Table 69: Shoshone National Forest Special Areas and Travel Management Alternatives

Does Special Area Interact with Alternatives?

Special Area Name | District Wheeled Alt Wheeled Alt Wheeled Alt OSV Alt OSV Alt WinterOSV Alt
1 2 3 1 2 3
Arrow Mountain Wind River | No No No No No No
Bald Ridge Clark's Yes No No No No No
Fork
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Beartooth Butte Clark's No No No No No No
Fork

Grizzly Creek Wapiti No No No No No No

Kirwin Greybull No No No No No No

Lake Creek Clark's No No No No No No
Fork

Line Creek Plateau Clark's Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Fork

Little Popo Agie Washakie Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pat O Hara Clark's No No No No No No
Fork

Roaring Fork Washakie No No No No No No

Sawtooth Clark's Yes No No Yes Yes Yes

Peatbeds Fork

Sheep Mesa Wapiti No No No No No No

Swamp Lake (SIA) Clark's Yes No No No No No
Fork

Five areas were carried forward for detailed analysis. With respect to interactions under Alternative 1 - the
no action alternative, areas included the Swamp Lake SIA and Bald Ridge RNA. Preliminary screening
indicated that these areas have potential meaningful interaction with Alternative 1 travel routes and
motorized use. Three other areas had potential interactions with Alternative 1 and at least one portion of
an action alternative. These areas are Line Creek Plateau, Little Popo Agie, and Sawtooth Peatbeds. More
detailed analysis of effects follows below.

The remaining areas were not carried forward for further analysis due to the lack of interaction with any of
the alternatives under consideration. These areas are: Beartooth Butte RNA, Lake Creek RNA, Pat O'Hara
RNA, Sheep Mesa RNA, Grizzly Creek RNA, Roaring Fork RNA, Kirwin SIA, and Arrow Mountain RNA.

3.5.3.1 Environmental Consequences with Respect to Special Areas under Alternative 1

Swamp Lake Botanical Area and Bald Ridge RNA have small interactions with routes under wheeled
vehicle use proposals from Alternative 1 only. The following discussion explains these interactions and
associated effects.

3.5.3.1.1 Swamp Lake Botanical Area

Swamp Lake SIA has one closed NFSR at its southern boundary, which is not open to any wheeled vehicle
traffic. It does not receive active use currently, though may be used in the future for timber access to
upslope locations. Any timber operations using this road would be subject to additional NEPA analysis for
the respective project and would incorporate special project design features to mitigate risks to resources
in the RNA. Continuing management in its current form is consistent with FSM and Forest Plan guidance.
No effects are expected from travel management in Swamp Lake Botanical Area.
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3.5.3.1.2 Bald Ridge RNA

Bald Ridge RNA contains no motorized NFS routes within its boundaries, but does have seasonal routes
that extend to its boundaries from main travel corridors. These routes are open to the public and are used
for grazing management, hunting access, recreational access, and access to the RNA. While there may be
small indirect effects from wheeled vehicle use at the edge of the RNA from compaction and soil
disturbance, continuing management in its current form is consistent with FSM and Forest Plan guidance.
No effects are expected from travel management in Bald Ridge RNA.

3.5.3.2 Environmental Consequences with Respect to Special Areas under All
Alternatives

The analysis below considers interactions of wheeled vehicle and OSV use with special areas under all
alternatives. Analysis considers potentially affected special areas in turn.

3.5.3.2.1 Line Creek Plateau RNA

The Line Creek Plateau Research Natural Area was created in 2000 as a jointly managed RNA, with
southern portions spanning the Shoshone National Forest and northern portions in the Custer Gallatin
National Forest. There are two portions of the RNA on the Forest: an eastern (~1000 acres) and a western
portion (~2000 acres). The unique characteristics for which it was created include the vast alpine resources
including alpine turf, alpine wetlands, krummbholz vegetation, and subalpine forests. Most of the Shoshone
National Forest portion contains alpine turf and wetlands (USFS, 2015). A significant portion also overlaps
with the High Lakes Wilderness Study Area. Line Creek Plateau Research Natural Area is managed as
Management Area 2.2A under the Forest Plan.

3.5.3.2.1.1 Interactions and Effects Associated with Wheeled Vehicle Use

Just outside the RNA, the Beartooth Gravel Pit access road (N155) currently exists on the ground, though
is not a system road. While not directly in the RNA, this road may have indirect effects to the RNA because
it provides limited access to the edge of the RNA. Under Alternative 1, the access road would remain in
place but would have no restrictions and would continue to be used by the public as a parking area and
an access route to the RNA. Lack of limitations in the area leads to localized effects to soils and vegetation
from compaction and surface disturbance to both plants and soils at the edge of the route. Alternative 2
and 3 propose to add the road to the system as an administrative access only NFSR. The effects under
Alternative 2 and 3 will likely be beneficial as access for the general public would be moved to the
highway, instead of near sensitive locations.

There are no other wheeled vehicle use proposals in any of the alternatives directly within the RNA, and
therefore there are no anticipated effects from wheeled vehicle use proposals.

3.5.3.2.1.2 Interactions and Effects Associated with OSV Use

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, the Forest authorizes OSV use in approximately 1,000 acres of the western
portion of the RNA, limiting use to the south end of Twin Lakes Basin, the southern two thirds of the
plateau, and to within the 250-foot centerline easement of U.S. Highway 212. Sensitive species and soils
are found throughout these areas, though they are largely snow-covered during the winter season of OSV
use—bighorn sheep winter range exists on the northern end through Twin Lakes basin and up onto the
Line Creek Plateau, and potential impacts are considered separately in the wildlife analysis.
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Localized damage to vegetation and soils may occur from OSV use, particularly during shoulder seasons
when windswept and exposed ridges with little snow cover become exposed due to melting and wind
scour. OSVs may cross these exposed areas to access deeper snow. Damage is not believed to be
widespread or to be affecting the integrity of ecological functions of the RNA as a whole; however, any
impact may persist on the landscape indefinitely. If damage is found, line officers have authority to limit or
restrict cross-country OSV use throughout the RNA.

Alternative 3 further restricts OSV use in the western portion of the RNA by another 500 acres, leaving
about 500 acres accessible to OSV use. There are no natural boundaries demarcating allowed use, thus
enforcement would be very difficult. Localized effects as described above would likely be the same as for
Alternative 3 as they are for Alternative 1 and 2.

3.5.3.2.2 Sawtooth Peatbeds SIA

Sawtooth Peatbeds SIA exists to protect its unique palsa fen, the only known palsa fen in the lower 48
states. A palsa fen is a remnant of a true bog formed under past climates. It may be the southernmost
example of the Gelisol soil order. It is raised above the surrounding wetlands and contains permafrost to a
depth of around 22 inches (Heidel et al, 2017). It is an extremely sensitive soil type.

The area is managed as Management Area 3.1C under the Forest Plan. The Forest allows motorized use
year-round in the area, including OSV use when snow is present.

3.5.3.2.2.1 Interactions and Effects Associated with Wheeled Vehicle Use

Forest Service Road (FSR) 120 forms a portion of the northeast boundary of the SIA. This NFSR is open
seasonally under all alternatives. Under all alternatives, wheeled vehicle use along the current route on the
RNA boundary would be expected to continue consistent with current use. The RNA may experience
localized and indirect effects caused by increasing “creep” of parking off roadways and expanding width
of routes through the wetland complexes. These actions may compact soils and or cause rutting, further
impacting vegetation where traffic is concentrated. These impacts are likely permanent, but also are
unlikely to change the overall ecological functioning of the fen. No new construction is expected other
than routine maintenance.

3.5.3.2.2.2 Interactions and Effects Associated with OSV Use

During winter months, an ungroomed OSV Class 1 trail runs through the northeast corner of the SIA.
Under all alternatives, this trail would be relocated to the road alignment. Over-snow travel on the
roadway would protect extremely sensitive soils from any risk posed by incidental use when there are
inadequate snow depths (e.g., in shoulder seasons). With the realignment, the recreational OSV use is not
likely to impact the geological or biological features at the site and would maintain the unique values for
which the site was created.

3.5.3.2.3 Little Popo Agie SIA

The Little Popo Agie SIA is a piedmont moraine located north of Louis Lake in the southern Wind River
Range. It is a rare feature in both the Wind River and middle Rocky Mountains due to glacial ice stalling at
about 8,300 feet while it was retreating. Unique habitats formed in this piedmont moraine, supporting
adapted species different from those found at lower elevations (USFS, 2015).

Little Popo Agie SIA is managed as Management Area 3.1B under the Forest Plan. The Forest allows
motorized use year-round in the area, including OSV use when snow is present.
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3.5.3.2.3.1 Interactions and Effects Associated with Wheeled Vehicle Use

FSR 354 currently bisects the SIA, while it is bound on the west side by FSR 300 and a very small portion
on the east side by FSR 367. Seasonal restrictions would apply to all NFS routes under both Alternatives 2
and 3. And under both alternatives, FSR 354 and FSR 367 would convert from NFSRs to NFSTs open to all
wheeled vehicles. Under Alternatives 2 and 3, FSR 300 would have a seasonal restriction from May 1 to
November 30. It is a ML 3 road, with a gravel and or crushed aggregate surface. The underlying native soil
erosion class is moderate. Also under Alternatives 2 and 3, FSR 354 would convert from an NFSR to an
NFST open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less, with operational dates from May 1 to November
30. FSR 367 would also convert from an NFSR to NFST open to wheeled vehicles 64 inches wide or less,
with operational dates from May 1 to November 30. Both 354 and 367 are currently native material
surfaced roads and have an erosion hazard rating of moderate. No new routes are proposed. Changes
from NFSRs to NFSTs have no effect on the primary values of the SIA. Seasonal restrictions may limit
ground disturbing activities associated with wet conditions that can lead to increased erosion,
compaction, and sedimentation to waterways. The effects of these restrictions may be beneficial to the
SIA and are consistent with the resource indicators for SlAs.

3.5.3.2.3.2 Interactions and Effects Associated with OSV Use

Cross country OSV use by Class 1 vehicles is allowed in the SIA under all three alternatives. In addition,
groomed OSV routes following FSR 300 and FSR 354 are also included under all three alternatives. The
use of OSVs for cross country travel and on groomed routes is consistent with maintaining the unique
values for which the SIA was formed. OSV travel on the roadway would protect sensitive wetlands and
soils from any risk posed by incidental use when there are inadequate snow depths in shoulder seasons.
Groomed OSV trails encourage users to stay within a route footprint that may also minimize potential
impacts due to inadequate snow coverage during shoulder seasons.

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts Related to Special Areas

This analysis summarizes effects to special areas, but a list of specific projects from past, present, and
future management are included at section 3.2.3.4.2 of the EA. Cumulative impacts are only analyzed for
those areas that had potential impacts from the alternatives.

3.5.4.1 NFS Wheeled Vehicle Route Management

The localized direct and indirect effects to special areas from NFSRs and NFSTs are expected to continue,
as previously described in each special area. Most primary NFSRs have been engineered and designed to
limit erosion and sedimentation. In some locations however, lack of maintenance leads to rutting and loss
of surfacing, if present, and increased erosion and sedimentation (USFS, 2009). Erosion of NFSRs and
NFSTs will continue at vulnerable locations, especially at the current level of maintenance, which is not
adequate to address fully erosion concerns on all designated routes on the Forest. This level of
maintenance is not expected to change in the foreseeable future. NFSTs may have differing levels of use,
but the travel way is usually bare and compacted with the risk of accelerated erosion and sedimentation
as well (Meyer, 2002). For those routes that do intersect with special areas, design features and watershed
conservation practices (USFS, 2006) are put in place when route maintenance can occur to minimize
detrimental effects.
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3.5.4.2 Vegetation Management

Timber harvest is generally not a permissible activity in research natural areas, unless absolutely needed to
restore critical functions for which the area was designated. No timber harvest is slated to occur in either
Bald Ridge or Line Creek RNA. Sawtooth Peatbeds SIA and Swamp Lake Botanical Area are also not
managed for timber resources. Little Popo Agie SIA does allow for mechanical vegetation treatments
when necessary to reduce excessive fuels, maintain or restore natural conditions, or enhance the values
for which the area was designated. Impacts could occur through normal timber harvest activities such as
building and using temporary roads, slash disposal, skidding, and yarding logs. Forest Plan guidance
indicates that no new roads should be built within the Little Popo Agie SIA. Any timber management
projects within the boundaries of the SIA would require standard project design features to minimize each
of the impacts listed above as well as special design features specific to the unique resource values in this
area.

As it pertains to fire, management in RNAs is minimal. Prescribed fire is not a management objective in
RNAs or SlAs and thus would have no cumulative impacts. Wildfire shoul