
    
 
 
March 21, 2014 
 
Thomas Tidwell, Chief of the U.S. Forest Service 
Attn: EMC—Administrative Reviews 
1400 Independence Avenue SW, Mailstop 1104 
Washington, DC 20250-1104 
 
Submitted electronically at: objections-chief@fs.fed.us 
 
Objectors:  
 
Connie Wilbert, Lead Objector 
Sierra Club 
P.O. Box 1736 
Laramie, WY 82073 
connie.wilbert@sierraclub.org 
307-745-0056  
 
Bonnie Rice 
Sierra Club 
P.O. Box 1290 
Bozeman, MT 59771 
406-582-8365 
mailto:bonnie.rice@sierraclub.org 
 
Sarah Walker  
Wyoming Wilderness Association 
P.O. Box 1112 
Dubois, WY 82513 
mailto:swalker@wildwyo.org 
307-455-2246 
 
Subject: Shoshone National Forest Land Management Plan, 2014 Revision 
 
Responsible official: Daniel Jiron, Rocky Mountain Regional Forester  
 
Dear Chief Tidwell; 
 
On behalf of our members, Sierra Club and Wyoming Wilderness Association appreciate the 
opportunity to submit this objection to the Land Management Plan 2014 Revision and Draft 
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Record of Decision for the Shoshone National Forest. Our members in Wyoming and 
throughout the United States, who regularly use the Shoshone National Forest in numerous 
ways, are keenly interested in the management of this forest.   We have participated in the 
plan revision process since 2005, and have submitted substantive comments at every 
opportunity up to and including the 2012 draft plan and EIS (Sierra Club, Nov. 21, 2012; 
Wyoming Wilderness Association, Nov. 23, 2012).  
 
As our nation's first national forest, the Shoshone is a shining gem in our country’s national 
forest system, unrivalled in its wildness and the diversity of wildlife that it supports. From 
the beginning of the planning process, the Forest Service consistently has identified the 
Shoshone's wild, backcountry character as its unique niche within our country's entire 
forest system.  Because of the importance of the Shoshone to wildlife and to our members 
for the unparalleled opportunities for recreation, solitude, and inspiration, and because 
these values are rare and valuable in the national forest system of the United States, we 
respectfully ask for your consideration of the issues we raise in this objection to the revised 
Land Management Plan.  Both of our organizations participated in a larger group objection 
(Wyoming Outdoor Council to Chief Tidwell, March 24th 2014) in which we object to three 
serious concerns resulting from the final plan. The objections below are in addition to those 
raised in our group objection.   
 
Overlying all of our specific objections is the failure of the Forest Service to respond to the 
clearly expressed wishes of the public, who own these lands, on how they should be 
managed (Wyoming Wilderness Association, Nov. 23, 2012 at 8).  The final plan repeatedly 
claims that it was responsive to public participation and comment and even that the final 
preferred Alternative G was crafted in response to public input (Final EIS, Appendix C at 
1221; dROD at 10) . We see little evidence of truth in these statements.   Of the 23,475 
public comments received by the Forest Service on the draft plan, 96% opposed expansion 
of motorized use, supported more wilderness, and opposed surface development of oil and 
gas. Looking only at those letters that were submitted directly by individuals, 70% 
supported keeping the remaining undeveloped areas on the Shoshone National Forest 
undeveloped, and 75% of Wyoming residents who commented on motorized use did not 
want any additional areas opened up to motorized use.  In spite of this overwhelming 
support of citizens from Wyoming and throughout the country for conservation of the 
remaining undeveloped areas on the Shoshone, the final plan opens new areas to 
motorized use and recommends no additional wilderness.  Such unambiguous and 
overwhelming opinion from the public strongly supports each of our objections.  (See 
Attachment 1 for a complete summary of public comments.) 
 
Summary of Objection Issues 
 
1.  The Forest Service should not reduce the area in the Wind River and Washakie Districts 
that is managed as back country non-motorized (Management Area 1.3) to the extent that 
is proposed in the final forest plan. 
  
2.  Motorized recreational vehicles should not be permitted in the Castle Rock and 
Telephone Draw wilderness evaluation areas. 
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3.  Lean To Creek should not be managed under MA 5.1 direction. 
 
4.  The U.S. Forest Service should comply with Congressional direction on special areas. 
 
Discussion of the Issues 
 
Objection Issue #1:  The Forest Service should not reduce the area in the Wind River 
and Washakie Districts that is managed as back country non-motorized 
(Management Area 1.3) to the extent that is proposed in the final forest plan (Sierra 
Club November 21, 2012 at 4). 
 
On January 24, 2014, the Shoshone National Forest issued a revised Land Management Plan 
(hereafter referred to as the final forest plan), final Environmental Impact Statement, and 
draft Record of Decision.  The final forest plan recommends expanding areas in which 
motorized recreational use is allowed into areas where motorized use is currently not 
allowed, including into some areas that are of very high wildlife and non-motorized 
backcountry recreational value.  As we noted in our comments on the draft forest plan, this 
transformation of acreage that is presently not available for motorized recreation or use 
into management classifications that allow motorized use acreage is disproportionately 
concentrated in the two southernmost districts of the Shoshone, the Wind River and 
Washakie Districts, and disproportionately affects residents of Fremont County (Sierra 
Club November 21, 2012 at 6). 
 
According to Forest Service data (see Attachment 2:  Southzone motorized suitability acres 
- Alternative G), these two districts contain 368,933 acres outside of areas that are 
legislatively withdrawn from motorized use (designated wilderness and the Dunoir Special 
Management Unit). Of the lands that are available for administrative management 
decisions on these two districts, 300,966 acres (82%) will allow summer motorized use 
and 324,160 acres (88%) will allow winter motorized use under the final forest plan.  This 
proposed level of motorized use in the Wind River and Washakie Districts will negatively 
affect wildlife, non-motorized recreation, air and water quality, archaeological resources, 
and the economies of nearby communities like Dubois, Riverton, and Lander that depend in 
part on outfitting, hunting, fishing, and other non-motorized tourist activities. 
 
Maintaining only 18% and 12% of easily accessible front country areas as summer and 
winter non-motorized appears inconsistent with a balanced interpretation of the following 
desired condition for recreation: 
 

Front country areas provide a wide range of recreation opportunities for motorized 
and non-motorized recreation in a natural setting. These areas serve as gateways 
to the Forest’s recreation opportunities. (Land Management Plan - Shoshone National Forest 
p. 86.  Emphasis added.) 

 
Solution Sought for Objection Issue #1:  To resolve this objection, we ask that the Forest 
Service increase the area classified Management Area 1.3 (back country year-round non-
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motorized) in the Wind River District of the Shoshone National Forest, and specifically that 
the areas described in Objection Issues 2 and 3 not be made available for motorized use. 
 
Objection Issue #2:  Motorized recreational use should not be permitted in the Castle 
Rock and Telephone Draw wilderness evaluation areas. (Wyoming Wilderness 
Association November 23, 2012 at 26-28; Sierra Club November 21, 2012 at 4) 
 
According to the 2009 Wyoming Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, the 
most common concern expressed by Wyoming residents was excessive motorized use 
(Draft EIS at 482).  Our organizations and many individuals who participated in the process 
opposed expanding motorized use into one area in particular in the Wind River District, an 
area that extends eastward approximately from Wiggins Fork to the boundary of the Wind 
River Indian Reservation, sometimes referred to as the “Wiggins Roadless Area.”  This area, 
which encompasses but is slightly larger than the Castle Rock and Telephone Draw 
wilderness evaluation areas, provides outstanding wildlife habitat and is highly prized by 
local people who have used it for generations for hiking, fishing, horseback riding, and 
hunting on foot. (Wyoming Wilderness Association Desired Condition November 20, 2006 
at 36-40) 
 
Castle Rock (#02053) and Telephone Draw (#02054) are contiguous roadless areas adjacent 
to the Washakie Wilderness. Together this area of approximately 32,000 acres comprises some 
of the best easily-accessible foot and horseback hunting and summer hiking on the Shoshone.  
Local residents and visitors have enjoyed horse and foot hunting, hiking, fishing, 
backpacking, bird watching, and other quiet, human-powered recreational opportunities 
for many decades. It provides tremendous wildlife habitat, including moose, mule deer, elk 
and bighorn sheep crucial winter range, wildlife migration corridors, lynx and wolverine 
habitat, and occupied grizzly bear habitat including numerous denning sites.  These 
recreational and wildlife values will be severely compromised if motorized access is 
allowed.   
 
As noted in Appendix 5 - Biological Opinion and 2013 Biological Assessment (final plan, p. 
282), some of the most extensive use by grizzlies outside the Primary Conservation Area 
occurs in this area.  Except for existing road corridors, the entire area is currently classified 
as secure habitat for grizzly bears (Map 11, FEIS).  The impacts of motorized use on grizzly 
bears is well understood (Kasworm, W.F. and T.L. Manley, 1990), and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) explicitly recognizes the impacts of motorized 
recreation on grizzly bears: 

 
In addition to mortality concerns, providing secure habitat (areas free of 
motorized access) is important to enable bears to fully use their food sources, 
denning sites, and other living needs. (FEIS p. 163) 
 
Recent research has shown that secure habitat (areas that are free of motorized 
traffic, also referred to as core areas) is an important component of grizzly bear 
habitat (IGBC 1998).  (FEIS p. 165) 
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Research has shown that secure habitat (areas that are free of motorized access) is 
an important component of grizzly bear habitat (Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Committee 1998). (FEIS p. 178) 

 

If this area is opened to motorized recreation, its value as secure habitat for grizzlies will be 
seriously impacted.  
 
Approximately 50% of the area is mapped lynx habitat, and approximately25% is within 
mapped lynx critical habitat (Map 7, FEIS), yet this area will be opened to winter motorized 
use (snowmobiles) under the final plan.  The negative impacts of snowmobile use on lynx is 
well understood (Buskirk et. al. 2000, Dowd 2010), and is inconsistent with Human Use 
Objectives 1 and 3 in the final plan: 
 

Objective HU 01 
Maintain the lynx’s natural competitive advantage over other predators in deep snow, 
by discouraging the expansion of snow-compacting activities in lynx habitat. (Land 
Management Plan - Shoshone National Forest p. 229) 
 
Objective HU 03 
Concentrate activities in existing developed areas, rather than developing new areas 
in lynx habitat. (Land Management Plan - Shoshone National Forest p. 230) 

 
If this area is opened to winter motorized recreation, its value as critical habitat for lynx 
will be diminished and may adversely affect lynx populations in this area of the Shoshone 
National Forest. 
 
As shown on Map 13 of the FEIS, an area in the Telephone Draw wilderness evaluation area 
between Bear Creek and Wiggins Fork provides crucial winter range for bighorn sheep.  
For unexplained reasons, the area has been exempted from the general prohibition on 
snowmobiling in crucial winter range, and will be open to winter motorized use.  Bighorn 
sheep approached by humans experience increased heart rate and stress (MacArthur et al. 
1979, MacArthur et al. 1982).  Increasing human access to this crucial winter range via 
snowmobiles can cause increased stress and deterioration of the value of the area to 
wintering bighorn sheep. 
 
The northern Castle Rock and northeastern Telephone Draw wilderness evaluation areas 
are defined elk calving areas (Map 15, FEIS), and our members and local residents verify 
that cow elk extensively use these areas for calving in the spring.  This entire area will be 
available for summer motorized use under the final plan.  Research has demonstrated that 
human disturbance increases stress and mortality to elk calves during this highly 
vulnerable period, and supports maintaining disturbance-free areas for elk during 
parturition periods (Phillips and Alldredge 2000; See Wyoming Outdoor Council Objection 
March 24, 2014 at 25-27). 
 
The cumulative impacts of summer and winter motorized recreation in this area on wildlife 
(grizzly bears, lynx, bighorn sheep, elk, and other species) and non-motorized recreation 
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(horseback riding, quiet hunting on foot, hiking, fishing, backpacking, bird watching, and 
family camping) will be profound.  
 
WWA has previously raised the concern regarding ATV intrusions along Indian Ridge into the 
Washakie Wilderness and significant OHV trespass into the Washakie Wilderness from the OHV 
trail from Double Cabin up the northwest slope of Indian Ridge to the cow camp (WWA Desired 
Condition Comments November 20, 2006). We object to opening new areas of summer 
motorized when the FS currently has difficulty enforcing compliance of motorized use in many 
existing areas (see Wyoming Outdoor Council objection at 25-27). The FEIS states that the 
“increases in off-highway vehicle recreation in unauthorized areas are leading to increased 
wildlife disturbance, soil erosion, and sedimentation in streams,” (FEIS at 439). During the 
Lander public meeting on March 11 2014, Forest Service staff confirmed that the South 
Shoshone was critically lacking enforcement resources (time, staff, etc). Allowing 
unregulated winter OHV use along the Washakie Wilderness boundary and opening this 
critical area to unpoliced summer motorized use is an especially poor decision.  
 
Solution sought for Objection Issue #2: To resolve this objection, we ask that the Forest 
Service reclassify the area described above, at a minimum the Castle Rock and Telephone 
Draw wilderness evaluation areas and preferably including the area north of the Telephone 
Draw wilderness evaluation area on the east side of the Double Cabin road corridor, as 
Management Area 1.3: Back country year-round non-motorized. 
 
Objection Issue #3: Lean To Creek should not be managed under MA 5.1 direction. 
 
We also noted in our comments on the draft plan (Sierra Club November 21, 2012 at 5) the 
illogical classification of a very small and isolated tract along Lean To Creek within the 
Castle Rock wilderness evaluation area as management area 5.1 (Managed forests and 
rangelands).  We have never received an explanation from the Forest Service for the 
justification for this classification.  According to our members, this small, remote drainage, 
which lies in the heart of the area described under Objection 2 in the Castle Rock 
wilderness evaluation area, has been a highly-prized foot and horseback hunting area for 
local residents for generations, is regularly used by grizzly bears for denning every winter, 
and provides secure habitat for many other species of wildlife.   These wildlife and 
recreational values will be lost if the area is opened to logging or any motorized use. 
 
Solution sought to Objection Issue #3:  We ask that the Forest Service reclassify the Lean 
To Creek area as Management Area 1.3: Back country year-round non-motorized. 
 
Objection Issue #4:  The U.S. Forest Service should comply with Congressional 
direction on special areas. 
 
Under Legislation that established the Dunoir Special Management Unit and the High Lakes 
Wilderness Study Area, the United States Congress explicitly directed the Forest Service to 
develop detailed legal descriptions and maps showing the legal boundaries of each area, as 
quoted below:  
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For the Dunoir Special Management Unit, "As soon as practicable after this Act takes 
effect" (Public Law 92-476, October 9, 1972, Sec. 5(c)) (Emphasis added) 

 
For the High Lakes Wilderness Study Area, "As soon as practicable after the 
enactment of this Act" (Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984, Public Law 98-550, 
October 30, 1984, Sec. 202) (Emphasis added) 

 
We were surprised and dismayed to learn in the recently published final plan that these 
legally required maps have never been completed.  It has been 42 years since the Dunoir 
Special Management Unit was established in 1972 (Public Law 92-476, Section 4c) ) and 30 
years since the High Lakes Wilderness Study Area was established in 1984 (Public Law 98-
550, Sec. 202).  We respectfully suggest that "as soon as practicable" cannot logically be 
defined as either 42 or 30 years. 
 
In addition to complying with the law, the Forest Service must have accurate boundary 
information to ensure appropriate management of the public lands with which it is 
entrusted.  Errors in management decisions are unavoidable when boundaries of protected 
areas are not accurately and precisely delineated.  
 
According to the final forest plan, compliance with the Congressional boundary description 
and mapping requirements for these two areas will be partially met by 2019, as described 
in the following objectives: 
 
Objective for Management Area 1.6A - High Lakes Wilderness Study Area 

By 2019 complete the Forest’s portion of the process for establishing a legal 
description for the High Lakes Wilderness Study Area. (MA1.6A-OBJ-01) 
Land Management Plan - Shoshone National Forest, page 138 

 
Objective for Management Area 1.6B - Dunoir Special Management Unit 

By 2019 complete the Forest’s portion of the process for establishing a legal 
description for the Dunoir Special Management Unit. (MA1.6B-OBJ-01) 
Land Management Plan - Shoshone National Forest, page 139 

 
Our organizations have not previously submitted comments on this specific issue, since 
neither of these objectives was included in the draft forest plan and we were unaware that 
the Forest Service had failed to fulfill this Congressional requirement. The USFS did not 
accurately describe "the affected environment" or make the public aware of this 
shortcoming. As acknowledged in the Federal Register Notice, if an "objection concerns an 
issue that arose after the opportunities for formal comment," the Forest Service is obliged 
to consider the fresh objection (F.R. Notice, "How to File an Objection," listed item (7)).  
Therefore, we respectfully request that the Forest Service consider and address our 
objection on this issue. 
 
We appreciate that the FS has recognized this need and provides a deadline in their 
objection. Delaying the process for five more years, however, is not an acceptable 
resolution for being 42 years late in complying with Congressional directives.  Moreover, 
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correspondence with SNF staff at recent public meetings (Dubois, March 10, 2014) made it 
obvious that the SNF does not consider this an issue of consequence that must be 
addressed in the near future. We disagree. Examples exist nationwide of issues arising 
because congressional boundaries have not been accurately delineated in a timely manner. 
This reflects poorly on the agency and we hope that this is an issue that is comprehensively  
addressed by the USFS.   
 
Solution sought to Objection Issue #4:  We request that the Shoshone National Forest be 
directed to modify the final plan to require immediate completion of legal descriptions and 
formal maps of the Dunoir Special Management Unit and High Lakes Wilderness Study 
Area. The Forest Service should disclose the legal basis for proposed boundaries and 
should include provisions for public comment on proposed boundaries before they are 
finalized.  Once completed, physical maps and legal descriptions must be kept available for 
public inspection as required by the U.S. Congress. 
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of our objections to the final plan, and we look 
forward to their successful resolution. 
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