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March 24, 2014 
 
 
Chief Thomas Tidwell 
U.S. Forest Service Headquarters 
1400 Independence Ave., SW 
Mail Stop 1104 
Washington, D.C.  
20250-1104 
Attn: EMC-Administrative Reviews  

 

Re: TRCP objection to the proposed implementation of motorized use in 
the Francs Peak and Wood River Inventoried Roadless Areas of the 
Shoshone National Forest. 

 

Dear Chief Tidwell: 

The Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership (TRCP) is a national non-profit (26 
U.S.C. § 501(c) (3)) conservation organization dedicated to guaranteeing all Americans 
quality places to hunt and fish, particularly on public lands. The TRCP is notifying you 
of our opposition to the Draft Record of Decision that proposes the implementation of 
Alternative G, as it does not provide for or ensure responsible management in a way 
that sustains fish & wildlife resources. 

The selected Alternative G, proposed by the Shoshone National Forest, will open up 
additional motorized access in the Francs Peak and Wood River areas of the Forest. 
These areas are within the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) that has provided great 
value to fish, wildlife, and sportsmen and we would like to see that maintained.  

The Forest Plan should be designed to maintain the wild, backcountry environment 
that the Shoshone represents within the greater Forest Service system. However, the 
Revised Shoshone Forest Plan (Alternative G) offers new management objectives to 
the Francs Peak and Wood River Inventoried Roadless Areas that compromise world 
class fish and wildlife resource, undermining NEPA analysis and potentially destroying 
the character of the Forest’s two premier IRA’s. 

The following comments, provided by the TRCP, object to the increase of motorized 
access within the Francs Peak and Wood River Inventoried Roadless Areas, as 
proposed by Alternative G of the Revised Shoshone Forest Plan. Explanations for 
objecting and a solution are provided for the Forest Service to ensure that the Francs 
Peak and Wood River IRA’s, and the fish and wildlife resources that utilize these areas 
are safeguarded from the impacts of motorized access. 

Through the use of the NEPA process, the objecting party, TRCP, has determined that 
new motorized boundaries within the Revised Forest Plan Alternative G fall outside of 
the scope of the Forest Service’s NEPA evaluation during the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. There are no alternatives in the Draft EIS that outline the summer 
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motorized boundaries into the interior of Francs Peak IRA as described in Alternative G. Nor, are there 
alternatives in the Draft EIS that outline winter motorized boundaries across the entire Wood River IRA 
as described in Alternative G. Expansion of motorized use on both, the Francs Peak and Wood River 
IRA’s do not demonstrate proper environmental impact analysis, as required through the NEPA process. 
Summer, winter, transitional ranges, and parturition areas utilized by wildlife have not been adequately 
addressed through this process.  Both the Francs Peak and Wood River IRA’s provide crucial habitat for 
such species as bighorn sheep, elk, and moose, as well as grizzly bears. 

It has been shown that especially during winter, deer type species exhibit an alert/flight response to 
disturbances associated with noise and activity up to 0.29 mi from the source (Freddy 1986). 

Physiological stresses occur when energy expenditures by an animal are increased due to alarm and/or 
avoidance movements. These are generally attributed to interactions with humans and/or activities 
associated with human presence (traffic, noise, pets, etc.). During winter months, this could be 
particularly important because the animal(s) energy balance is already operating at a deficit. In addition, 
the diversion of energy reserves can be detrimental for other critical periods during the life cycle such as 
gestation and lactation.  

Kuck et al. (1985) suggested in their simulated mine disturbance experiment, that increased energy costs 
of movement, escape, and stress caused by frequent and unpredictable disturbance may have been 
detrimental to elk calf growth. 

Roads tend to be of significant concern because they often remain open to unregulated use. This 
contributes to noise and increased human presence within the developed area. 

Rost and Bailey (1979) found an inverse relationship to habitat use by deer and elk with distance to 
roads. 

Associated with displacement is the greater impact of fragmentation.  

Meffe et al. (1997) suggested the largest single threat to biological diversity is the outright destruction of 
habitat along with habitat alteration and fragmentation of large habitats into smaller patches. Road 
networks have a cumulative effect when considering total amount of habitat lost.  

This is especially evident in their contribution to habitat fragmentation. 

 USDI (1997) stated: “As road density increases, the influence on habitat effectiveness increases 
exponentially, such that at road densities of 3 miles per square mile, habitat effectiveness is reduced by 
about 30 percent.”  

Representatives of the Shoshone National Forest have publicly stated it would uphold the wild 
backcountry character of these two IRA’s. Preferred Alternative B of the draft Forest Plan indicated 
protection of traditional uses with the majority of both Roadless areas managed for backcountry year-
round non-motorized use. The revised plan’s Alternative G, however, prioritizes motorized use in 
significant sections of the Francs Peak and Wood River inventoried IRA’s. 

The sportsmen’s community has been led to believe the Francs Peak and Wood River IRA’s will be 
maintained as year-round backcountry non-motorized as implemented in the 1986 forest plan  and the  
Preferred Alternative B proposed in the Draft Shoshone Forest Plan released in 2012. The Shoshone 
Forest supervisor, planner, and others within the agency have consistently stated publicly, that these 
two IRA’s would continue to be managed as such. Also stated, by staff of the Shoshone Forest, there is 
no need to recommend Francs Peak and Wood River – the two premier IRA’s on the Forest – for 
Wilderness designation because they would essentially be managed as pseudo wilderness. This fits well 
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with professional wildlife managers (Wyoming Game & Fish Department) in their efforts to manage fish 
and wildlife for sustainability; unlike the stipulations that are put these managers through Wilderness 
designations. 

However, the increase of motorized access into the Francs Peak and Wood River IRA’s is not beneficial 
to wildlife managers, sportsmen, or most importantly – fish and wildlife resources. 

Rowland et al (2004) Elk continue to exert tremendous impact on local economies, through their status 
as a premier game species, and on forested ecosystems, through their role as abundant, widespread, 
large herbivores. Given the indisputable effect of roads on distribution of elk, roads and their 
management will undoubtedly remain, as stated by Lyon and Christensen (2002:566), “central to elk 
management on public and private lands.” 

The TRCP considers the U.S. Forest Service and its Shoshone National Forest as friends and partners to 
sportsmen and fish and wildlife resources. We also commend the Shoshone National Forest on its 
efforts to reduce other conflicts for fish and wildlife in its current Draft Forest Plan. 

Our objection is the proposed implementation of Alternative G, as it compromises our fish and wildlife 
resources by opening up motorized access in the Francs Peak and Wood River IRA’s. The Preferred 
Alternative B of the Draft Forest Plan indicates protection of traditional uses with the majority of both 
IRA’s managed for backcountry year-round non-motorized use. The revised plan’s Alternative G, 
however, prioritizes motorized use in significant sections of the Francs Peak and Wood River IRA’s. 

We at TRCP, ask that you withdraw the decision to implement additional motorized use in the two IRA’s 
in the Final EIS and Record of Decision. We also ask that you coordinate with Wyoming Game & Fish 
Department to ensure that necessary protections are afforded fish, wildlife, and sportsmen. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Neil Thagard  

Western Outreach Director 
2401 Heights Avenue 
Cody, WY 82414 
(208) 861-8634 

 

Cc:  Governor Matthew H. Mead 
Shoshone National Forest Supervisor, Joseph Alexander 
Wyoming Game & Fish Director, Scott Talbott 
 
 
 

Enclosed: Referenced and Recommended Literature  
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