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STATEMENT OF AMICUS CURIAE

National Wildlife Federation and Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
(collectively the “Conservation Organizations™) submit this amicus brief to discuss state
and federal precedents requiring analysis of potential cumulative impacts when
considering whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), pursnant to
the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”), Minn. Stat. ch. 116D (2004), and
the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (“EQB”) rules, Minn. R. ch. 4410 (2003).

The Conservation Organizations support the position of Appellants Citizens
Advocating Responsible Development (“CARD”) that cumulative impacts must be
analyzed by the responsible governmental unit (“RGU”) in an Environmental Assessment
Worksheet (“‘EAW”) when assessing the potential for environmental effects from a
project, and that the RGU here, County of Kandiyohi, Minnesota (the “County™), failed
to do so as required by law.

National Wildlife Federation is the largest citizen-supported conservation
organization in the United States, with approximately 4,000,000 members and supporters,
including approximately 20,000 members in the state of Minnesota. Minnesota Center
for Environmental Advocacy is a Minnesota-based nonprofit environmental organization,
whose mission is to use law, science, and research to protect and preserve Minnesota’s

natural resources, wildlife, and the health of its peopte.’

I This brief was not authored in whole or in part by counsel for any party to this appeal.
No other person or entity made a monetary contribution to the preparation or submission
of this brief. Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 129.03.




The Court of Appeals’ misinterpretation of the law requiring meaningful
cumulative impacts analysis will have a potentially far-reaching and damaging effect on
the application of MEPA in this state. Cumulative impacts are the effects of a project on
the environment when considered in addition to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects. MEPA requires the assessment of such impacts so that
individually minor, but collectively significant, impacts can be addressed in the large
picture before it is too late. The Court of Appeals’ decision negates that concept. Its
broad application will excuse responsible government units and project proposers, and
will deprive citizens that the RGUs represent, of compliance with cornerstone provisions
of Minnesota law meant to protect human health and the environment.

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ISSUE

This amicus brief addresses a single legal issue: whether the Minnesota Court of
Appeals erred in not requiring a substantive cumulative impact analysis on the basis of
the County’s decision that the project at issue and similar projects did not have
individually significant environmental impacts.

Most apposite cases, statutes or rules: Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 11 (2003);
Minn. R. 4410.1700, subp. 7.B (2003); Trout Unlimited v. Minnesota Dept. of
Agriculture, 528 N.W.2d 903 (Minn. Ct. App. 1995); Blue Mountains Biodiversity
Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208 (9th Cir. 1998); Grand Canyon Trust v. Federal

Aviation Admin., 290 F.3d 339 (D.C. Cir. 2002).




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Respondent Duininck Brothers, Inc. (Duininck) applied for conditional use
permits from the County for development of two gravel pits and prepared environmental
assessmerit worksheets for the projects. The County determined that the projects did not
require preparation of an EIS and appellants CARD initiated an action challenging that
decision in Kandiyohi district court. See Appellants’ Statement of the Case and Facts, p.
8, Appellants’ brief. On February 19, 2004, the district court granied CARD’s motion for
summary judgment. (Appellants’ Appendix at 9). On January 11, 2005, the Minnesota
Court of Appeals reversed the decision of the district court finding the County had
adequately assessed the environmental impacts form the proposed developments and no
EIS was necessary. Citizens Advocating Responsible Development et al. v. Kandiyohi
County, 2005 WL 44823 (Minn. Ct. App. 2005). This Court granted review by order
dated March 29, 2005. (Appellants® App. at 85). This Court further granted the
Conservation Organizations’ request to participate amici by order dated April 20, 2005.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

The Conservation Organizations’ amicus position concerns a legal issue that is not
fact-dependent. To the extent facts are relevant to the consideration of this legal issue,
the Conservation Organizations adopt the Statement of Facts in Appellants® Brief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The issue of concern to the Conservation Organizations is the Court of Appeals’
legal interpretation of MEPA, Minn, Stat. ch. 116D (2004), and implementing rules

adopted by EQB, Minn. Rule ch. 4410 (2003). Regulatory interpretation follows the




same basic rules of construction as for statutes. See Minn. Stat. § 645.001(2004).
Statutory construction is a question of law, which this Court reviews de novo. Brookfield

Trade Ctr., Inc. v. County of Ramsey, 584 N.W.2d 390, 393 (Minn. 1998).

ARGUMENT

THE COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN ACCEPTING THE COUNTY’S
ARGUMENT THAT BECAUSE NO SINGLE GRAVEL PIT HAS AN
INDIVIDUALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT, THEN
MULTIPLE GRAVEL PITS CANNOT HAVE A CUMULATIVELY
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.

The Court of Appeals failed to apply the plain requirements of MEPA and EQB
rules regarding an RGU’s consideration of cumulative impacts in deciding whether an
EIS should be prepared. Specifically, the Court of Appeals incorrectly approved the
cumulative impacts analysis asserted by the County when the Court of Appeals stated:

[Tlhe county considered other gravel mining in the area and the

environmental effects of gravel mining generally. It then determined that

because no significant environmental effect had been identified for any
single gravel pit, there was no basis to conclude there existed a cumulative
significant environmental effect based on other gravel pits. Therefore, we
cannot conclude that the county failed to consider an important aspect of
the problem or misapplied the law.
Citizens Advocating Responsible Development et al. v. Kandiyohi County, 2005 WL
44823 (Minn. Ct. App. 2005). (emphasis added).

The Court of Appeals’ approach to cumulative impacts is inconsistent with
MEPA, the EQB rules governing environmental review, and the decisions of this and
other Minnesota courts. Moreover, the National Environmental Policy Act (after which

MEPA was modeled), the federal Council of Environmental Quality Regulations

promulgated pursuant to NEPA, and federal court decisions interpreting NEPA, all




dictate a different result; a result that must include actual detailed analysis of effects of
multiple projects considered together, rather than the bare conclusions of the County that
individually insignificant actions can never add up to a cumulatively significant effect.

A.  The Purpose And Intent Of The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act

Is To Prevent And Eliminate Damage To The Environment, Patterned
After The National Environmental Policy Act.

In 1973, recognizing the need for careful and thoughtful decision-making on
matters that may affect our environment and natural resources, the Minnesota Legislature
passed the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA™) for the express purposes of a)
harmony between humans and their environment; b) to promote efforts that will prevent
or eliminate damage to the environment and protect public health; and c) to enrich the
understanding of ecological systems and natural resources. Minn. Stat. § 116D.01
(2004). In its thirty-year history, MEPA has fostered review of potential impacts on a
wide variety of resources from air quality, ground and surface water resources, trout
streams and lakes, to forests, recreation trails, wildlife habitat, and noise. See generally,
Pope County Mothers and Others v. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 594 N.W.2d
233 (Minn. Ct. App. 1999), Berne Area Alliance v. Dodge County, 694 N.W.2d 577
(Minn. Ct. App. 2005), Trout Unlimited v. Minnesota Dept. of Agriculture, 528 N.w.2d
903 (Minn. Ct. App. 1995), Dead Lake Associationv. Otter Tail County, No. A04-717,
2005 WL 221773 (Minn. Ct. App. 2005) (copy attached to Appellants” App. at 80),
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy v. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency,

664 N.W.2d 457 (Minn. 2002), White v. Dept. of Natural Resources, 567 N.W.2d 724

(Minn. Ct. App. 1997), Minnesotans for Responsibie Recreation v. Dept. of Natural




Resources, 651 N.W.2d 533 (Minn. Ct. App. 2002), City of Bloomingtonv. City of
Burnsville, 666 N.W.2d 414 (Minn. Ct. App. 2003).

MEPA followed closely on the heels of a similar national effort, the National
Environmental Policy Act (‘NEPA™), and was patterned after many of the provisions and
requirements in NEPA. See, Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy V.
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 664 N.W.2d 457, 468, fnn. 10 (Minn. 2002) and No
Power Line, Inc. v. Minnesota Environmental Quality Council, 262 N.W.2d 312, 323
(Minn. 1977). Under NEPA, as under MEPA, government decision-makers are to
consider environmental values and determine environmental impacts of government
actions and decisions. “NEPA emphasizes the importance of coherent and
comprehensive up-front environmental analysis to ensure informed decision making to
the end that ‘the agency will not act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision
after it is too late to correct.”” Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161
F.3d 1208, 1216 (9th Cir. 1998) (citing Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490
U.S. 360, 371, 109 S.Ct. 1851, 1858 (1989)).

B. MEPA And Implementing Regulations Require A Meaningful Analysis

Of Potential Cuamulative Environmental Impacts Of Multiple Projects
Regardless Of, And In Addition To, Their Individual Impacts.”

The environmental review rules adopted by the EQB pursuant to MEPA establish

four factors that an RGU must consider when deciding whether a project has the potential

2 In accordance with Rule 37(1) of the Rules of the U.S. Supreme Court (applicable in
this Court) and in respect of this Court’s time, the Conservation Organizations present a
summary argument regarding MEPA and EQB tules, and rely on the amicus curiae brief
submitted by EQB and Minnesota Attorney General to provide a more detailed discussion
of these issues, including the history of the EQB rules and the EAW form and guidance.




for significant environmental effects, necessitating an EIS. See, Minn. R. 4410.1700,
subps. 6 and 7 (2003). The second factor is “cumulative potential effects of related or
anticipated future projects.” Minn. R. 4410.1700, subp. 7.B (2003) (emphasis added).
See also, Trout Unlimited v. Minnesota Dept. of Agriculture, 528 N.W.2d 903, 908
(Minn. Ct. App. 1995) (one of the factors to be considered in assessing potential for
significant environmental effects and determining whether to prepare an EIS includes
cumulative potential effects of related or anticipated future projects.)

While the EQB’s rules do not define the term “cumulative effects,” the rules
define the synonymous3 term “cumulative impact:”

“Cumulative impact” means the impact on the environment that results

ey e msaies adtal DAt o A i ont 1 13
from incremental effects of the project in addition to other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable future projects regardless of what person undertakes
the other projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor
but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.

Minn; R. 4410.0200, subp. 11 (2003) (emphasis added).

The Court of Appeals’ cursory acceptance of the County’s dismissive
consideration of cumulative impacts ignores this rule. Despite both the plain language of
this rule and the cle'c;r logic that it represents, the Court of Appeals agreed with the
County’s position that the individually insignificant effects of single gravel pits precludes
the possibility that numerous gravel pits in the same area may have a cumulatively
significant effect on the local environment. The Court of Appeals cited no authority for

this dismissive and illogical approach to the required cumulative impact analysis. Even

3 The rules promulgated by the federal Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act expressly state “[e]ffects and impacts as used in these
regulations are synonymous.” 40 C.F.R. 1508.8. As discussed in the following section,
this Court looks to the federal interpretation of NEPA for guidance in applying MEPA.
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the plain definition of the word cumulative is of something that increases through
successive actions or amount, with the Cambridge Dictionary giving the example of “No
single development is causing the company’s financial trouble---it’s the cumulative effect
of years of weak leadership.” Cambridge Dictionary Of American English, Cambridge
Univ. Press (2004). The Court of Appeal’s interpretation of the cumulative effects
analysis required under MEPA fails to conform to the plain meaning and definition of
cumulative effects and is directly contrary to the fule itself.

C. NEPA, Implementing Regulations, And Federal Court Decisions

Require A Thorough Analysis Of Cumulative Impacts To Determine

Whether An EIS Is Required.

1. NEPA and the federal rules clearly require analysis of

rseaziladtern nrng nte oo tmeniants th 3 3
cumulative impacts as impacts that may be incrementally minor

but significant when considered in total.

MEPA was patterned on the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).4 No
Power Line, Inc., 262 N.W.2d at 323. This Court looks to federal regulations and court
decisions interpreting NEPA for guidance regarding MEPA. No Power Line, Inc., 262
N.W.2d at n. 28 (citing Minnesota Public Research Interest Group v. Minnesota
Environmental Quality Council, 306 Minn. 370, 237 N.W.2d 375 (1975)); Minnesota
Center for Environmental Advocacy v. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 644 N.W.2d

457, 468 at n. 10 (Minn. 2002).

* Tn addition to Minnesota, fourteen other states (and the District of Columbia) followed
the federal government’s lead and adopted state environmental policy act modeled after
NEPA. See Daniel R. Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation (2d Ed.) §§12:1 and 12:2.
Two of the states are Minnesota’s neighbors Wisconsin (Wis. Stat. Ann §§1.11) and
South Dakota (S.D. Codified Laws Ann. §§ 34A-9-1 to 34A-9-13).




Similar to the Minnesota EQB rules, the federal Council on Environmental
Quality’s (CEQ) environmental review rules adopted under NEPA require consideration
of cumulative impacts in determining whether an EIS is required for a project. See 40
C.F.R. §§ 1508.25(c) and 1508.27(b)7. While the CEQ rules come under sections
pertaining to the EIS process, federal courts have uniformly applied the rules to the
Environmental Assessment (EA) process (analogou's to the state EAW process at issue in
this case). See, Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 1214 (discussing
importance of cumulative impact analysis in environmental assessments) and American
Canoe Ass’nv. White, 277 F.Supp.2d 1244 (N.D. Ala. 2003) (discussing cases that apply
the cumulative impact requirement to environmental assessments).

The NEPA rules define “cumulative impact” in terms nearly identical to those in
the EQB rule cited above:

“Cumulative impact” is 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

c¢an result from individually minor but collectively significant actions

taking place over a period of time.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. Similarly, the federal rules explicitly refer to “individually minor,
but collectively significant actions™ as potentially causing cumulative impacts. The
Minnesota Court of Appeals’ analysis is completely at odds with this rule.
2. Federal case law further demonstrates that the Court of Appeals
applied the wrong definition of cumulative impacts under NEPA
and MEPA.

Federal courts have been especially demanding of consideration of cumulative

impacts when reviewing an agency’s decision whether an EIS should be prepared (such

9




as in the present case). Again, federal courts have repeatedly found that the definition of
cumulative impa¢ts set forth above and the requirement to engage in cumulative impacts
analysis applies with respect to EAs as well as EISs. Blue Mountains Biodiversity
Project, 161 F.3d at 1214 (discussing importance of cumulative impact analysis in
environmental assessments); Kern v. United States Bureau of Land Mgmt.,284 F.3d
1062, 1076 (9th Cir. 2002) (citing Soc’y Hill Towers Owners’ Ass'n v. Rendell, 210 F.3d
168, 180 (3d Cir. 2000) and Newton County Wildlife Ass’'nv. Rogers, 141 F.3d 803, 809
(8th Cir. 1998), noting that a number of circuits require cumulative impacts analysis to be
discussed in EAs); and American Canoe Ass’n, 277 F.Supp.2d at 1255 (finding that the
regulation clearly requires consideration of cumulative impacts in an EA). See also
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 387 F.3d 989, 995 (9th
Cir. 2004).

In Grand Canyon Trust v. Federal Aviation Admin., 290 F.3d 339 (D.C. Cir.
2002), the court rejected the Federal Aviation Administration’s (“FAA”) environmental
assessment and conclusion that an EIS was not reqilired on the planned expansion of an
airport. The FAA had considered only the incremental direct impact of additional noise
from the expansion on a national park. The court found this an inadequate consideration
of cumulative impacts noting that under NEPA, the agency should consider incremental
effects alongside of “background” effect from already existing or foreseeable projects or
conditions. Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 342. The court further noted that even a
slight increase in adverse conditions may sometimes threaten environmental harm that is

significant—harm that might be the “proverbial straw that breaks the back of the

10




environmental camel”. Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 343 (cites omitted). The court

agreed with the Trust in holding that a meaningful cumulative impact analysis must

identify,
(1) the area in which the effects or the proposed project will be felt; (2) the
impacts that are expected in that area from the proposed project; (3) other
actions—past, present, and proposed, and reasonably foreseeable—that have had
or are expected to have impacts in the same area; (4) the impacts or expected
impacts from these other actions; and (5) the overall impact that can be expected if
the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate,

Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 346, (cites omitted) and that an EA cannot treat an

identified environmental concern in a vacuum, contrary to the FAA’s incremental

approach.

. I SRy R D - y 7
tains Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 12

15, the Ninth
Circuit held that reasonably foreseeable actions with potentially cumulative impacts must
be analyzed. The Forest Service failed to adequately address the cumulative effects of
multiple logging projects in combination with the effects of the aftermath of a fire in the
Umatilla National Forest. Blue Mountair‘zs Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 1210-11.
Specifically, the EA identified only one of four proposed timber sales, contained no
discussion of the total quantities of timber or total acreage proposed for logging in the
multiple sales, and failed to consider the impact that concomitant road construction
would have on sediment loading in the surrounding waterways. Blue Mountains
Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 1210-12. The court noted that it is unacceptable
environmental review for an agency to break a project into incremental parts in order to

avoid meaningful cumulative impacts analysis. Id. “At the very least, [the] sales raise

substantial questions that they will result in significant environmental impacts”. Blue

1




Mountains Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 1215. The proposed sales required an EIS in
order to be lawful under NEPA. Id. .‘

( In Fritiofson v. Alexander, 772 F.2d 1225 (5th Cir. 1985), the Fifth Circuit made
clear the need for cumulative impact assessment when deciding whether an EIS is
required.- The United States Army Corps of Engineers (the “Corps”) approved a permit
authorizing a housing developer to construct a canal system for a housing project on an
island in Galveston Bay, Texas. Fritiofson 772 F.2d at 1227-28. The Corps decided not
to prepare an EIS, failing to assess the housing project in light of cumulative impacts it,
together with other past and future developments, would have on the island. Fritiofson
772 F.2d at 1229. The court héld that the CEQ’s cumulative impact regulation required
consideration of other developments on Galveston Island, even including housing
projects that were not yet at the stage of proposals requiring an impact statement.
Fritiofson 772 F.2d at 1244-45. The court remanded the case with instructions to the
Corps to prepare a cumulative impact analysis of thle housing development in light of
other developments, past and future. Fritiofson 772 F.2d at 1249.

Most recently, the Ninth Circuit, in Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center, required

specific information regarding cumulative impacts in the preparation of an EA as
“opposed to discussion only of direct effects of a project in a specific watershed.
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center, 387 F.3d at 994-95. Also recently, the Eastern
District of Wisconsin, in the EIS context, noted that cumulative impacts analysis must be

quantitative and detailed and the government decision-maker must analyze the

cumulative impacts of contemporaneous activities throughout a region. The court
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specifically rejected dividing forest projects into multiple individual actions, each of
which might individually have an insignificant effect, but collectively will have a
substantial impact, in order to avoid meaningful cumulative impacts analysis. Habitat
Education Center v. Bosworth, ___F.Supp.2d___, 2005 WL 771303, pp. 10-11 (E.D.
Wis. 2005).° (copy attached.) ’
CONCLUSION

The Court of Appeals’ language is a serious misapplication of the requirements for
cumulative impacts analysis in environmental review and could have significant adverse
consequences for Minnesota’s environment and natural resources. At worst, the Court of
Appeals® incautious application of the requirement could effectively climinate the
cumulative impact analysis for projects that only have cumulative (rather than individual)
impacts — precisely the type of projects for which a cumulative impact analysis is critical.
This is an issue of vital importance to Minnesota’s environment, The reasoning of the
Court of Appeals would lead to the proverbial “death of a thousands cuts.” While one cut
on its own may have little impact, a thousand cuts can be fatal (or at least have the
potential for significant impacts). For the foregoing reasons, the Conservation

Organizations respectfully urge this Court to require application of the proper definition

5 Also in the EIS context, courts have required detailed cataloguing of past, present and
future projects with adequate analysis of those projects in relation to the proposal under
consideration as part of a cumulative impacts analysis. See generally, Lands Council v.
Powell, 379 F.3d 738, 745 (9th Cir. 2004); Muckelshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest
Service, 177 F.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999).
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of cumulative impacts and to require a thorough and meaningful cumulative impacts

analysis to determine whether an EIS is required.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN

HABITAT EDUCATION CENTER, INC.,
DAVID ZABER, and
RICARDO JOMARRON,

Plaintiffs,

V. . Case No. 04-C-0254

DALE BOSWORTH, CHIEF OF THE

UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE, and

MIKE JOHANNS, SECRETARY OF THE UNITED

STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,!
Defendanis.

DECISION AND ORDER

I. NATURE OF CASE

Plaintiff Habitat Education Ceﬁter, Inc., a citizen’s organization engaged in forest,
wildlife, and natural resource protection, and two of its officers, bring this action against
defendants, Dale Bosworth, Chief of the United States F.orest Service, and Mike Johanns,
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculiure (coliectively “the Forest ServiCe”).
Plaintiffs allege that in approving logging activities and timber sales in the McCaslin area
(“the McCaslin project”) of the Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest (“CNNF”) in northern
Wisconsin, the Forest Service violated the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™, 42
U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., and the National Forest Management Act (“NFMA™), 16 U.S.C. §§
1600-1687. |

Plaintiffs aliege that the Forest Service violated NEPA by: (1) failing to adequately

consider the cumulative impacts on the environment of past, present and reasonably

Defendant Johanns recently succeeded Ann Veneman as Secretary of Agriculture.
| have amended the caption accordingly.
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foreseeable future logging projects; and (2) failing to consider sound, high quality scientific
information indicating that the _‘Mc'C‘éxslin project will harm goshawk and red-shouldered
hawk, which species are in severe decline. Plaintiffs contend that the Forest Service
violated NFMA by: (1) approving the McCaslin project based on an'outdated 1986 forest
plan; and (2) allowing greater road density in the McCaslin area than the 1986 plan
pafmitted. Plaintiffs bring the action under the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA"), 5
U.S.C. § 702, which permits persons who are adversely affected by the action of a federal

agency to obtain judicial review of such action. See Sierra Club v. Marita, 46 F.3d 606,

610 n.3 (7th Cir. 1995). Plaintiffs have standing to sue because they allege that the Forest

Service’s actions will diminish their use and enjoyment of the CNNF. See Rhodes V.

Johnson, 153 F.3d 785, 787 (7th Cir. 1998). Before me now are the parties’ crosé—motions
for summary judgment.
II. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The CNNF comprises two areas, the Chequamegon, which covers 858,400 acres
in northwestermn and north-central Wisconsin and the Nicolet, which covers 661,400 acres
in northeastern Wisconsin, Prior to 1993, the Forest Service managed the aréas
separately but has since treated them as a single unit. In 2000, the Forest Service began
planning a timber harveéting project in the McCaslin area on the Nicolet side of the CNNF,
and in 2001, pursuant to NEPA, it requested public comments on the scope of the
environmental impact statement (“EIS”). It subsequently prepared a draft EIS, in which it
evaluated five altemnatives for conducting the harvest and soiicited public comments. See
40 C.F.R. § 1503 (requiring an agency to solicit public comments after preparing a draft

EIS, but prior to preparing a final EIS).




In September 2003, the Forest Service signed the record of decision (*ROD”) and
released the final EIS in which it stated that it chose an atternative that created “desired
vegetation conditions while striking a balance between issues of providing for interior forest
and aspen communities and forest products.” (R. DD-3, ROD at 1.) In 2003, the Forest
Service also approved five other timber harvesting proiects in the CNNF, one, the
Northwest Howell project, on the Nicolet side and four, the Cayuga, Gilman Tomnado,
Hoffman Sailor anld Sunken Moose projects, on the Chequamegon side. In November
2003, plaintiffs administratively appealed, and in December, the parties unsuccessfully
attempted to resolve the dispute informally.

1 will discuss additional facts in the course of the decision.

As stated, the parties bring cross-motions for summary judgment under Fed. R. Civ.
P. 56. However, in cases like the present one in which a district court reviews the action
of an agency and thus performs an essentially appellate function, a summary judgment

motion is an imperfect vehicle. See Primeco F’ers. Communications, Lid. P'ship v. City of

Meguon, 242 F. Supp. 2d 567, 574 (E.D. Wis. 2003) (noting that in cases involving review
of municipal decisions under the Telecommunications Act, “district courts sitin an appellate
capacity, much as in Social Security cases where they review the decisions of

administrative law judges”); see also Hamilton v. Sec'y of Health & Human Servs., 961

F.2d 1495, 1501 (10th Cir. 1992) (Kane, J., concurring) (pointing out that summary

judgment motions in social security cases are unnecessary); Vaile v. Chater, 916 F. Supp.

821, 823 n.2 (N.D. . 1996) (in a Social Security case, treating the Commissioner’s motion
for summary judgment as a motion to confirm the Commissioner's decision). The purpose
ofa summaryjudgmént motion is to determine whether a case should proceed to trial, but
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in a case where a court reviews an agency decision, the “trial,” such as it was, has already
taken plaée. Further, in the present case, the standard of review is not whether there is
a genuine issue of material fact; as it is under Rule 56, but whether the agency’s decision

was “arbitrary and capricious” under the APA. See e.g., Env't Now! v. ESPY, 877 F. Supp.

1397, 1421 (E.D. Cal. 1994) (noﬁng that when the court reviews an agency decision “Ithe
question is not whether there is a genuine issue of material fact, but whether the agency
action was arbitrary; capricious, an abuse of discretion, nof in accordance with law, or
unsupported by substantial evidence on the record taken as a whole”). The Federal Rules
do not seem to provide an apprbpriate mechanism for chalienging an agency’s decision.

Nevertheless, | believe that a simple motion stating the relief requested should be

approval of the McCaslin project and the agency's cross-motion as one to affirm.
| review challenges to agency action under NEPA and the NFMA according to the

standard provided in the APA. See Highway J Citizens Group v. Minsta, 349 F.3d 938,

952 (7th Cir. 2003) (reviewing NEPA claim); Ind. Forest Alliance, inc. v. U.S. Forest Serv.,

325 F.3d 851, 859, 862 (7th Cir. 2003) (reviewing NFMA claim). As stated, under such
standard, | may set aside an agency’s action only if it is “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of
discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law,” or “without observance of procedure
required by law.” 5U.S.C. §§ 706(2)(A), 706(2)(!5). This standard of review is narrow and
requires that | “consider whether the decision was basedona consideration of the relevant

factors and whether there has been a clear error in judgment.” Highway J Citizens Group,

349 F. 3d at 952-53 (quoting Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Council, 430 U.S. 360, 378 (1989)

{(internal quotations dmifted)). I may not substitute my judgment regarding the
environmental consequences of an action for that of the agency. Id. at 953. However, |
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must “insure that the agency has taken a ‘hard look’ at environmental consequences.”

Kleppe v. Sierra Ciub, 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.21 (1976). Thus, if

an agency has relied on factors which Congress has not intended it to
consider, entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the problem,
offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence
before the agency or is so impiausible that it could not be ascribed to a
difference in view or the product of agency expertise[,]

the agency has violated the APA. Motor Vehicle Mis. Ass’n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm

Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983).

When interpreting NEPA, [ must give “substantial deference o the regulations

issued by the Council on Environmental Quality” (*CEQ"). Ctr. for Biological Diversity v.

U.S. Forest Serv., 349 F.3d 1157, 1166 (9th Cir. 2003) (citing 42 U.5.C. § 4342). "The

procedures prescribed both in NEPA and the implementing regulations are 16 be strictly
interpreted ‘to the fullest extent possible’ in accord with the policies embodied in the Act.”

14, (citing 42 U.S.C. § 4332(1) and California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 769 (9th Cir. 1982)).

“Grudging, pro forma compliance will not do.” Id. (citation omitted).

A plaintiff challenging agency action under NEPA or the NFMA bears the burden of
proof. Marita, 46 F.3d at 619. Finally, in reviewing agency action under the APA, | “review
the whole record or thbse parts of it cited by a party.” 5 U.S.C. § 706. The scope of review
is thus necessarily limited to the administrative record before the agency decisionmaker.

Fla. Power & Light Co. v. Lorion, 470 U.S. 729, 743 (1985).

IV. NEPA CLAIMS
Congress enacted NEPA to foster better decisionmaking and informed public
participation in actions that affect the environment. 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. Toachieve
this goal, NEPA requires that federal agencies prepare a detailed EIS for all “major Federal
actions signi.ficantly affecting the quaiity of the human envirohfnent.” 42 U.S.C.
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§ 4332(2)(C). The EIS mustinclude a “detailed statement” concerning “the environmental
impact of the proposed action” and “any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided” and alternative proposals that could minimize the adverse impacts or enhance
the quality of the environment. Id. Finaily, the EIS must include an analysis of the
“relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity” and a list of “any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action.” Id. NEPA
requires analysis and public disclosure of significant environmental effects in order to

ensure informed public decisionmaking, but it does not require that agencies select any

particular decision. Roberison v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350

1988).

———

- A Cumulative Impacts Analysis
The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require that an EiS include a discussion
of environmental impacts, including impacts that are direct, indirect and cumulative. 40
C.F.R. § 1508.25. “Cumulative impact’ is:
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impacf 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.
40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. With respect fo the Forest Service’'s cumulative impacts analysis,
plaintiffs allege: (1) that the Forest Service unreasonably determined the geographic area
in which to conduct the analysis; (2) that in assessing the cumulative impacts of the

McCaslin project, the Forest Service failed to evaluate the effects of the five other timber

sales that it approved at about the same time; (3) that the Forest Service failed to analyze




the cumulative ii’npacts in sufficient detail: and (4) that the Forest Service failed to identify
past projécts that contributed to the cumulative impacts. | address these contentions
below.

1. Determination of Area in Which to Conduct Analysis

The "identiﬁcation of the geographic area” within which a projeci"s cumulative
impacts on the environment may occur “is a task assigned to the special competency of

the appropriate agencies.” Kleppe, 427 U.S. at 414; see also Neighbors of Cuddy

Mountain v. Alexander, 303 F.3d 1059, 1071 (8th Cir. 2002) (deferring to agency’s

determination of the scope of its cumulative impact review). Nevertheless, “the choice of

analysis scale must represent a reasoned decision and cannot be arbitrary.” Idaho

€y o e e e

Sporting Cong., Inc. v. Rittenhouse, 305 F.3d 857, 973 (9th Cir. 2002). Thus, “[aln agency

must provide suppoft for its choice of analysis area and must show that it considered the

relevant factors.” Native Ecosystems Council v. Dombeck, 304 F.3d 886, 202 (9th Cir.

2002). Relevant factors include “the scope of the project considered, the features of the

land, and the types of species in the area.” Selkirk Conservation Alliance v. Forsaren, 336

F.3d 944, 958 (9th Cir. 2003). The presence of species habitat outside the project area
is also a relevant consideration in determining the geographic scope of a cumulative

impacts analysis for wildlife. Councii on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative

Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act 15 (January 1997), available at

http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/inepa/ccenepalsec2.pdf (last viewed Mar. 31, 2005).




In the present case, the Forest Service analyzed the McCaslin project's cumulative
impacts on wildlife including red-shouldered hawk? and goshawk,® both of which the
Regional Forester desighated Regional Forester Sensitive Species (“RFSS”),* in “an area
extending approximately two miles around the McCaslin project area bouhdary” (“project
area plus two”). (R. DD-3, EIS at 103-04.)° In deciding to conduct the analysis within this
area, the Forest Service did not consider ali relevant factors. The agie‘ht:y states in the EIS
that it chose the project area plus two boundary because “the scale is large enough to
address habitat and movement concerns for species that use relatively large home
ranges,” and “because itincludes the scale at which vegetation analysis was evaluated and

most of the potential impacts to wildlife come from vegetation management.” (Id.) As

impacts analysis for wildlife, an agency should consider the presence of and effect on

species outside the project area. Considering Cumulative Effects, supra, at 15. ltis

*The red-shouldered hawk is an uncommon bird found in mature lowland forests.
It is about seventeén inches long, has a forty inch wing span, nests in tall trees and feeds
mainly on reptiles, amphibians, small mammals, and birds. David Allen Sibiey, The Sibley
Field Guide to Birds of Eastern North America 100 (2003).

*The northern goshawk is an uncommbon to rare bird, which is found in small
numbers in forests. 1f is approximately twenty-one inches long and has a forty-one inch
wing span, nests in tall rees and feeds mainly on grouse, rabbits and squirrels. Sibley,
supra, at 96.

*RFSS are “those plants and animal species identified by a Regional Forester for
which population viability is a concem as evidenced by significant current or predicted
downward trend in numbers and density” and “habitat capability that would reduce a
species existing distribution.” (R.DD-3, App. D at 20.) A Regional Forester is the Forest
Service official charged with administering a region of the National Forest system.

The Forest Service chose a different geographic area in which to analyze the
impact of the project on each type of resource considered, including soil, water, vegetation
and wildlife.




undisputed that wildlife, such as red-shouldered hawk and goshawk, reside in habitat
scattered throughodt the CNNF. Thus, the McCaslin project in combination with the five
other projects couid Iimpact the entire population of red-shouldered hawk and goshawk
residing in the CNNF. The five other projects are tﬁerefore relevant factors, and, in
idehtifying the area in which to conduct its cumulaﬁye impacts analysis for wildlife, the
Forest Service should have considered them.® By failing to do so, the Forest Service acted
arbitrarily.

Moreover, even assuming that the Forest Service considered the other projects in
determining the area in which to conduct the cumuiative impacts analysis, the EIS is
insufficient because it does not disclose that the Forest Service did so. Congress intended

,forthe
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that “each federal agency spearheading a major federa
deciding agency's and for the public’s view, a sufficiently detailed statement of
environmental impacts and alternatives so as to permit informed decisionmaking.” Lands

Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., No. 03-35640, 2004 U.S. App. LEXIS 27583, at *11 (8th Cir.

Aug. 13, 2004). E!Ss promote NEPA's purposes by ensuring “that the agency takes a
‘hard look' at the environmertal consequences of its proposed action” and by making
“information on the environmental consequences available to the public, which may then
offer its insight to assist the agency’s decision-making through the comment process.”

Dubois v. U.S. Dep't of Agric., 102 F.3d 1273, 1285-86 (1st Cir. 1996). Thus, NEPA

required the Forest Service to inciude in the EIS an adequate-justification for its choice of

*Nocuments in the administrative record suggest that the populations of red-
shouldered hawk and goshawk on the Chequamegon and Nicolet sides of the forest do not
intermingle. (See R. 2004, 2154.) However, the Forest Service prodticed such documents
in response to comments on the draft EIS. Thus, there is no evidence in the record that
the Forest Service considered them in determining the area within which to conduct the
cumulative impacts analysis.




a geographic area in which to conduct its analysis, including evidence establishing that it
considered all relevant factors. In the present case, the EIS does not even mention the
other five timber projects and thus does not demonstrate that the agency considered them.
Thetefore, the Forest Service did not give the public the opportunity to aSS}St its decision-
making on this issue through the comment process.’

2, Consideration of Other Projects

The requirement that an agency discuss in the EIS the cumulative impact of an

action prevents it “from dividing one project into multiple individual actions each of which

individually has an insignificant. environmental impact, but which collectively have' a

substantial impact.” Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc. v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir.

must analyze the cumulative impact of contemporaneous activities within a region. See,

e.g., Earth island Inst. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 351 F.3d 1291, 1306-08 (9th Cir. 2003); Native

Ecosystems Council, 304 F.3d at 896; City of Tenakee Springs v. Ciough, 915 F.2d 1308,

1313 (9th Cir. 1990). Plaintiffs argue that the Foresf Service did not adequately analyze
the cumulative impacts of the McCaslin project because it did not consider the
environmental impact on wildlife, particularty red-shouldered hawk and northern goshawk,
of the other five projects. However, as previously discussed, the agency shouid have
considered the other projects in determining the geographic area in which to conduct the
analysis, and because it failed to do so (and for other reasons), the case must be

remanded for such consideration. Thus, it would be inappropriate for me to decide

"My conclusion that the Forest Service should have considered the five other
projects in determining the area in which to conduct the cumulative impacts analysis does
not necessarily mean that the area it chose was unreascnable but, rather, that in making
the decision it did not consider all relevant factors. (See R. 2004, 2154.)
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whether the Forest Service must consider the other projects in determining the cumulative
impacis on wildlife because o do so would require that 1 determine the appropriate area
in which the Forest Service should conduct the cumulative impacts analysis. Such
determination must be left to the agency after consideration of all relevant factors. See
Marita, 46 F.3d at 619 (notir}g that “[tlhe court is not empowered to substitute its judgment
for that of the agency”). |

3.  Sufficiency of Analysis

The cumulative impacts analysis must be sufficiently detailed to be “useful to the
decisionmaker in deciding whether, or how, to alter the program to lessen cumulative

impacts and must rely on some quantified or detailed information.” Lands Council v.

_ [y

Vaug £ 198 F

Supp 2d 1211, 1245 (E.D. Wash. 2002). Without gt antified or detailed

information, “neither the courts nor the public, in reviewing the Forest Service’s decisions,

can be assured that the Forest Service provided the hard look that it is required to provide.”

Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1379-80 (9th Cir.
1998). “General statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk’ do not constitute a
‘hard look’ absent a justification regarding why more definitive information couid not be
provided.” Id. at 1380. Inthe présent case, plaintiffs allege that insofar s it relates to red-
shouldered hawk, goshawk and certain rare plants, the cumulative impacts analysis was
inadequate because it consisted mainly of overly general information.
a. Red-Shouldered Hawk

The cumulative eﬁecté analysis concerning red-shouldered hawk states:

Cumulative effects on private and public uptands in upland hardwood habitat

would be similar to those discussed in the goshawks section. Additional

RDSH habitat with past activity would include about 90 acres of oak and 15

acres lowland hardwood selection or ;mprovement harvests. Selection cuts
retain high canopy closure and can result in an increased tree size in
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hardwoods, which increases potential for suitable nestfing sites.
Improvement treatments may have reduced canopy closure enough to make
stands unsuitable for RDSH's in the short-term, but generally the canopy fills
in over the long-term. Other management that couid have affects are those
that altered vegetative conditions in riparian areas. There are no records of
these activities occurring in the past, present or future. Future harvest
activities over the next 15 years on private lands include 12 acres lowland
hardwoods, and 600 acres of oak harvest in Marinette County. All these
activities would have minimum impact on RDSH habitat due to the harvests
methods and long period of time they would occur over. Forest-wide,

existing mature hardwood or mixed hardwood/conifer stands continue to
provide suifable nesting and foraging habitat for RDSH. Addition of
woodland hawk nesting habitat blocks will provide more opporiunities for new
nest sites. Also, no adverse impacts are anticipated to the birds because
only small portions of the forest are disturbed (usually temporarily) each
year. Impacts related to weather, and mammalian predators appear to
impact these species more so than human related disturbance.

The cumulative effects of all action alternatives in combination with those
activities on private lands would involve a continuation to varying degrees of

+ e +H mA F it H
current vegetation patterns and forest types Activities would involve

disturbances that would likely result in varying levels of both positive and
negative habitat alteration. Therefore, the effects from past, present and
future actions on private lands, combined with the direct and indirect effects
of proposed Alternatives would not negatively impact RDSHs.

(R. DD-3, App. D at 34-35.)

The above discussion is noticeable for its almost complefe lack of detail. The Forest

Seryice does not state with any degree of specificity the effect that future logging projects
will have on red-shouldered hawk. The agency states only that future logging activities will
have a “minimum® effect on habitat but does not discuss what a “minimum” effect might
entail. Further, it indicates that the impact of logging on the red-shouldered hawk will not
be great because the logging will occur over a “long period of time” but does not provide
any more specific information concerning the time frame of the future logging projects.
Additionally, the Forest Service predicts that there will be a “continuation to varying
degrees of current vegetation patterns and forest types” but does not disclose what it

believes those patterhs and forest types are. Finally, the agency offers no “quantified or
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detailed information” relating to the impacts of past projects on the population of red-
shouidered hawk. The EIS contains no information about what sites were previously
logged and when, what impacts such logging had on the red-shouldered hawk and its
" habitat, and how much suitable habitat remains. Further, the Forest Service does not
explain why the ahainis does not include more detailed information.

As previously discussed, the Regional Forester designated the red-shouldered hawk
an RFSS, making it particularly important that the agency satisfy its burden of presenting
a reasonably detailed cumuiative impacts analysis. However, for the reasons stated
above, insofar as it relates to the red-shohldered hawk, the analysis is insufficiently
detailed and specific to be “useful to the decisionmaker in deciding whether or how, to alter
the program to lessen cumutative impacts.” Lands Council, 198 F. Supp. 2d at 1245. The
Forest Service argues that the discussion of red-shouldered hawk is adequate if
considered in conjunction with its vegetation analysis. However, the agency’s vegetation
analysis contains no information about red-shouldered hawk, and even if read in tandem
with the discussion of red-shouldered hawk, does not present a clear picture of the
cumulative impacts on red-shouldered hawk such that the decisionmaker could alter the
projéct to modify such impacts. in short, the EIS does not give a reasonable reviewer
confidence that the agency took a hard look at how the project will affect red-shouldered
hawk. The Forest Service also contends that in determining the adequacy of the
curhulative impacts analysis | should consider information relating to red-shouldered hawk
in the administrative record. (See R. 2004.) However, | may not do so because
deficiencies in an EIS cannot be cured by documents in the administrative record. Grazing

Fields Farm v. Goldschmidt, 626 F.2d 1068, 1069 (1st Cir. 1980) (holding that “studies or
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memoranda contained in the administrative record, but not incorporated in any way into an
EIS” cannot “bring into compliance with NEPA an EIS that is by itself inadequate”).
Thus, for the reasons stated, the Forest Service's cumulative impacts analysis
relating to the red-shouldered hawk does not satisfy NEPA.
b.  Northern Goshawk
Insofar as it relates to goshawk, the Forest Service’s cumulative impacts analysis
states:

Forest managemerit activities over the past 10 years in potential goshawk
habitat have been selection harvest of northem hardwoods (7,645 ac.} and
even aged management (2,578 ac.). Selection harvests (17% of area)
conducted in hardwood stands may have resulted in the loss of potential
nesting frees on private lands. Impacts to goshawk on FS lands would be
less due to harvest programs on FS land would [sic] have required an
analysis of possible effects to goshawk prior fo approval of project activities.

Selection harvest would temporarily reduce habitat quality by opening the
canopy and making the stand unsuitable in the short-term. During this time,
goshawks may have used these stands for hunting and nested where forest
condition and management emphasize mature forest. In the long term, this
harvest method would maintain habitat quality or improving [sic] it by
increasing growth in remaining trees d@nd improve prey species diversity.
Past aspen management occurred on only 2% of the project area. This may
have removed some nesting habitat but would have allowed for more mature
aspen stands to remain. However, the lack of aspen management reduces
the acres of early successional forest. This intern [sic] can negatively affect
hare and grouse populations and the foraging opportunities for goshawks.

All these timber harvests were scattered across the landscape and involved
low acres over a long period of time. These activities would not have made
conditions unsuitable for goshawks to affect their viability . . .

The cumulative effects of all action alternatives in combination with those
activities on private lands would involve a continuation to varying degrees of
current vegetation patterns and forest types Activities would involve
disturbances that would likely result in varying levels of both positive and
negative habitat alteration. Habitat for prey species would be perpetuated
with ‘clear-cuts, although probably not to the level found in past decades.
Therefore, the effects from past, present and future actions on private lands
combined with the direct and indirect effects of proposed Alternatives would
not negatively impact goshawks.
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(R. DD-3, App. D at 29.)

The above discussion is similar to the agency’s discussion of the cumulative impacts
on red-shouidered hawk and suffers from the same defects. Mostl importantly, the
discussion is very general and lacking in detail, and it contains no explanation as to why
it does not present more detail. For example, the EIS states that the cumulative impacts
on goshawk will involve a “continuation to varying degrees of current vegetation patterns
and forest types" but does not identify such pattems or describe such forest types.
Similarly, the EIS states that the project will reducg habitat quality in the short term but
does not indicate what it means by short term or what effect such .reduction will have on
goshawk. Addiﬁonal!y, the EIS notes that the logging of more than 10,000 acres was
“scattered across the landscape and involved low acres over a long period of time,” (R. DD-
3, App. D at 29), but makes no attempt to indicate how much logging occurred over what
period of time, where it took place and what effect it had on goshawk and goshawk habitat.
It is also significant that the EIS contains no details and provides no clear picture
concerning the present condition of the goshawk populatibn and its habitat. Like the red-
shouldered hawk, the Regional Forester designated the goshawk RFSS making it critical
that the Forest Service present a clear picture of the cumulative impacts on this species.
The agency argues again that read in conjunction with the vegetaﬁon analysis, its goshawk
discussion is sufficient. However, for the reasons stated in my discussion of the EIS’s
analysis relating to red-shouldered hawk, the vegetatibn analysis does not cure the
deficiencies in the Forest Service's analysis relating to goshawk. Similarly, | cannot rely

on documents in the administrative record to solve the problem. Grazing Fields Farm, 626

F.2d at 1069.
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c. Rare Plants

Plaintiffs also argue that the cumulative impacts analyses relating to various plants,
also RFSS, are insufficient. These plants include Mingan’s moonwort, goblin fern, blunt-
lobed grapefern, Assiniboine sedge, Indian cucumber-root, American ginseng, Braun's
holly fern and the foam flower. (See R. DD-3, App. D at 43-46, 48-50.) The Forest
Service’s cumulative impacts analyses relating to these plants are very general. In fact,
the cumulative impacis analysis relating to each piant, repeats almost word-for-word the
same paragraph:

Forest-wide, maturing hardwood forest continues to provide more available

habitat for [species name inserted]. Conversely, forest-wide activities that

occur each year such as timber harvest, road construction, trail use or

expansion, etc. cause disturbance of or act as vectors of change to habitat

characteristics that are important for this species. These changes may be

reversed over time as desirable habitat conditions are restored (e.g. when
the tree canopy cover returns to pre-disturbance levels).

(id.)

The Forest Service argues that because it believes that the McCaslin project’s
impacts on the plants will be limited, its boilerplate discussion should suffice. | disagree.
Even though a project may not turn out to have an adverse impact on a species, the Forest
Service must include enough information in the EIS fo demonstrate that it took a hard ook
at possible cumulative impacts. In the present case, the Forest Service does not indicate
how much habitat will be available for each rare plant. Nor does it provide information
Concerning the impact of logging on each rare plant other than to recognize that timber
harvest may “céusé disturbance” to “habitat characteristics that are important for this
species.” Further, the analysis provides no explanation as to why it does not include more

detail. Thus, its discussions of the cumulative impacts relating to the plants in question do
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not satisfy NEPA's standard. This is so even when, as the Forest Service suggests, !
consider the vegetation analysis in conjunction with the analysis of each rare piant.

4, l.isting Past Projects

An EIS must “catalogue adequately the relevant past p'rbjec_ts in the area,” City of

Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dep't of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997), so that

the public will know what projects' the agency has considered and so that the

decisionmaker will be able to make an informed decision regarding the proposed agency

action, Lands Council, 198 F. Supp. 2d at 1246 (citing Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490

U.S. at 349). Projects "must be described with sufficient specificity to permit adequate

review of their cumulative impact.” City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, 123 F.3d at 1160.
According to plaintiffs, the Foreﬁt Service failed to adequately catalogue past projects
because the EIS “states only the total number of acres of timber cutting, without listing the
logging activities and providing essential information for understanding their impacts—for
example, the dates on which the logging took place, and the amounts and types of habitat
affected by each.” (Pls.’ Br. at 31.)

The EIS provides a variety of general information about past, present and future
logging projects, and a discussion of the activities of a number of landowners. (R. DD-3,
EIS at 103-05.) However, it discusses past timber projects only collectively. (See, e.g., R.
DD-3, EIS at 104) (noting that since 1990, approximately *798 acres of even-aged
regeneration, 1,557 acres of thinning, and 471 acres of selection harvest have taken
place”). Nowhere does the Forest Service list or otherwise catalogue pas._t projects. Thus,
neither the public nor the decisionmaker can discern what individual projects the agency

considered when it conducted the analysis. As a result, the EIS does not satisfy NEPA.
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See Lands Council, 2004 U.S. App. LEXIS at *10-12 (finding an EIS insufficient when it

did not individually list past imber harvests). Although the administrative record includes
more specific information concerning individual past activities in the project area, (see R.
277-308, 402-16, 1757-60, 1764, 1783, 6882-7113), documents in the administrative

record may not cure a deficiency in the EIS. Grazing Fields Farm, 626 F.2d at 1073

B. Consideration of Scientific Information

Agehc‘ies “shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible
opposing view . . . and shall indicate the agency’s response to the issues raised.” 40
C.F.R. § 1502.9(b). “This disclosure requirement obligates the agenc&z to make available
to the public high quality information, including accurate scientific analysis, expert agency
comments and public scrutiny, before decisions are made and actions are taken.” Cir. for

Biological Diversity, 349 F.3d at 1167 (citing 40 C.F.R. at § 1500.1(b)). If the information

opposes the agency’s conclusions, the agency must make “a good faith reasoned

response to it.” Seattle Audubon Soc'y v. Lyons, 871 F. Supp. 1291, 1318 (W.D. Wash.

1994).  However, anfagency does not violate the requirement unless the opposing
viewpoints “directly challenge the scientific basis upon which the final EIS rests and which

is central to it.” See Cir. for Biological Diversitx, 348 F.3d at 1167; see also Mid-States

Coalition for Progress v. Surface Transp. Bd,, 345 F.3d 520, 548 (8th Cir. 2003) (noting

that "fly-specking’ an EIS for “inconsequential or technical mistakes” is inappropriate). In

® reach no conclusion as to whether the documents in the administrative record
would correct the deficiency in the EIS. Rather, in concluding that the Forest Service failed
to adequately catalogue past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, | have not
considered such documents.
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making decisions, agencies must also rely on high quality information. See 40 C.F.R. §
1500.1(b) (requiring that environmental information be of “*high quality”).

In the present case, plaintiffs contend that the Forest Service failed to consider and
respond to several experts’ statements, which plaintiffs contend oppose those in the EIS.
First, plaintiffs contend that the agency failed to respond to several of Dr. Tom Dooiittle’s
siatements including his statement that “forty-eight percent of all stands containing a
goshawk nest on U.S. Forest Service lands are no longer suitable for occupancy due to
anthropogenic disturbances,” (R. 2286). However, such statement does not specifically
relate to the McCaslin project and, therefore, did not require a response. Plaintiffs also
argue that the agency should have responded to Doolittle’s conciusion that “potential
[goshawk] habitat could be affected by any harvest other than light selection cutting, due
to the altering of the canopy cover and effects on foraging habitat.” (R. 7305—06.) Plaintiffs
contend that Doolittie’s opinion contradicts certain conclusions in the EIS including those
that the selection harvest? would have minimal affects on goshawk nesting habitat because
canopy closure would remain high after harvest and that thinning"é would make the stand
unsuitable for only several years. (R. DD-3, App. D at 27.) However, the EIS states that
clear-cutting in goshawk habitat “couid remove potential fgoshawk] nesting habitat for
several decades,” (id.), and that “[s]election harvest would temporarily reduce habitat

quality by opening the canopy and making the stand unsuitable in the short term,” (id. at

*Selection harvest is “[tjhe removal of trees from certain size and age classes over
an entire stand area. Regeneration is mainly natural, and an uneven aged stand is
maintained.” (R. DD-3, Glossary at 8.)

*Thinning is “a cutting made in an immature stand of frees to accelerate growth of
the remaining trees or to improve the form of the remaining trees.” (R. DD-3, Glossary at
11.) :
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29), thus, Doolittie’s conclusion cannot be considered “opposing” information such that the
Forest Service had to directly address it.

Plaintiffs also argue that Dr. Tom Erdman and Dr. Paul Beier conclude that goshawk
will not be abie to find prey in sunlit clear-cut areas because of thick vegetation growth and
that such conclusion opposes the EIS's view that the project will make prey more abundant
and thus benefit goshawk. However, fairly interpreted, the EIS does not imply that an
increase in prey will result in an increase in the goshawk population. However, Erdman
and Beier's conclusions that goshawk will not be able to find prey in sunlit clear-cut areas
because of thick vegetation growth do opposé information in the EIS. The EIS implies that
clear-cut areas will benefit goshawk by positively impacting their “foraging opportunities.”
(ld.) However, even though the EIS does not discuss Erdman and Beier's conclusions, |
do not conclude. that the omission violates NEPA because there is no indication that the
possibility that clear-cutting would increase foraging opportunities influenced the agency’s

choice of an alternative for the McCaslin project. See Mid-States Coalition for Progress,

345 F.3d at 548 (noting that “fly-specking” an EIS for “inconsequential or technical
mistakes” is inappropriate).

Plaintiffs also argue that the agency ignored biologists™ studies concluding that
"{S]elective cutting . . . could possibly open habitaté currently used by red-shouldered
hawks to competition with red-tailed hawks” and that “[a}s harvest of the Midwestern
forests continues, the Red-shouldered hawk undoubtedly will lose some of its optimum
habitat, allowing competition and replacement by the larger red-tailed hawk.” (R. 1596.)

However, the EIS appears fo acknowledge at least some of the possible effects of the

""The biologists include Bednarz, Bryant, Dijak, and Dinsmore.
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project on red-shouldered hawk in that it states that “[s]election harvest would temporarily
reduce habitat quality by opening the canopy and making the stand unsuitable in the short
term.” (R. DD-3, App. D at 29.) Thus, the biologists’ conclusion cannot be said to
constitute opposing evidence.

Plaintiffs also contend that the EIS fails to address Dr. John Jacobs's study
indicating that red-shouldered hawk reproduce at a low rate due to a lack of “mature forest
habitat,”2 (R. 2091), and recommending a new “ecological approach to National Forest
management that would maintain fifty percent of forest in ‘contiguous, closed canopy,
‘mature, native forest communities.” (R.2057.) However, Jacobs’s study does not directly
address the McCaslin projecti Moreover, the EIS acknowledges the concern about the
viability of red-shouldered hawk. Plaintiffs also claim that the agency shouid not have
relied on a private communication from Jacobs. However, this argument is not compeliing
because the EIS discloses his name, qualifications and the substance of the

communication, thus permitting interested parties to verify it. See San Francisco

Bavkeeper v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 219 F. Supp. 2d 1001, 1015 (N.D. Cal. 2002)

(allowing agency to rely on private communications where EIS disclosed identities and
qualifications of individuals making such communications).

Plaintiffs also contend that the Forest Service failed to satisfy the requirement that
agencies “insure the professional inte_g_rity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions
and analyses in environmental impact statements,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24, by relying on

*high quality” information. id.; 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). Plaintiffs allege that the Forest

12 Jacobs defines mature forest habitat as “wet, 50-350 years old, 90-120 frees per
acre, 8-15 d[iameter] bireast] h[eight].” (R. 2085.)
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Service failed to satisfy this requirement by relying on information in the 1986 forest plan

rather than more recent information. See Sierra Club v. U.S. Dep't of Agric., No. 94-CV-

4061, 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 21507, at *38-40 (S.D. lil. Sept. 25, 1995) (holding that the
Forest Service violated 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.1 (b) and 1502.24 by relying on 10-year-old data
regarding bird populations when more recent data existed). However, plairitiffs’ argument
fails becagse the record indicates that the agency relied on a variety of information, not
only that in the 1986 forest plan. {R. DD-3, EIS at 159-64.)
| V. NFMA CLAIMS

*NFMA Irequires the Secretary of Agriculiure to develop, maintain, and, as

appropriaté, revise land and resource management plans for units of the National Forest

System.” Biodiversity Assocs. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 226 F. Supp. 2d 1270, 1278 (D. Wyo.

2002); 16 U.S.C. § 1604. A plan governs each forest and must “provide for multiple use
and sustained yield . . . includfing] coordination of outdoor recreation, range, timber;
watershed, wildlife and fish, and wildemess.” 16 U.S.C. § 1604(e)(1). “In developing the
plans, the Forest Service must take both environmental and commercial goals into

account.” Ohio Forestry Ass’n, inc. v. Sierra Club, 523 U.S. 726, 729 (1998); see also

Biodiversity Assocs., 226 F. Supp. 2d at 1278 (same). In a final plan, the Forest Service

divides a forest info management areas and describes how it will manage resources in
each of these areas. The agency must revise each plan every fifteen years or when
condiﬁons within the forest significantly change. 16 U.S.C. § 1604(f)(5)(A). After creating
aforest plan, the Forest Service impiements it by considering and adopﬁng individual forest
projects, 16 U.S.C. § 1604(i), which must be consistent with the forest plan and which also

are subject to analysis under NEPA. Id.; see also Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d
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at 1377 (stating that under NFMA, the Forest Service musf “demonstrate that a site-specific
project would be consistent with the land resource management plan for the entire forest”).
A Reliance on 1986 Plan

Plaintiffs claim that the Forest Service violated NFMA by analyzing the McCaslin
prc')jebt under the 1986 plan rather than the 2004 plan. They contend that new science and
changed conditions caused the 1988 plan to become outdated. The agency responds that
plaintiffs’ claim is moot becéuse it updated its analysis with a Supplemental Information
Report (“SIR”), which found the project to be consistent with the 2004 plan. However,
plaintiffs deny that the claim is moot arguing that the 2004 pian is more environmentally
friendly than the 1986 plan and that the agency could not definitively determine whether
the broject was truly consistent with the 2004 plan’s goals,” objectives,' standards' and
guidelines,’™ merely by updating its analysis under the 1986 plan. (See SIR at 1) (noting

that it discussed the project’s consistency with the 2004 plan’s goals and objectives only

13Goals are “broad statements describing conditions the forests will strive to achieve”
although there are “no specific time frames for achieving them.” (2004 LRMP at 1-1.) In
the 2004 plan, one of the goals is to “ensure healthy and sustainable ecosystems for
endangered, threatened and sensitive species.” (id. at 1-2.)

“Objectives are ‘time-specific statements of planned results or outcomes
responding to established goals.” (2004 LRMP at 1-1.) In the 2004 plan, one of the
objectives is to “implement established recovery or conservation strategies” under the
Endangered Species Act. {Id. at 1-2.)

A standard is a “course of action that must be followed, or a level of attainment
that must be reached to achieve forest goals.” (2004 LRMP at 2-1.) For example, one of
the standards in the 2004 forest plan is to “[pJrotect hydrologic function and maintain
natural hydrologic regimes.” (ld. at 2-3.)

8A guideline is also a “course of action thatmust be followed. However, [gluidelines
relate to activities where site-specific factors may require some flexibility.” (2004 LRMP at
2-1.) One of the guidelines in the 2004 plan is o “le]nsure revegetation of jog landings
after project activiies are completed, either through artificial means or natural
revegetation.” (Id. at 2-2.)
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where they “relate[d] to a substantial difference in environmental impacts that were
disciosed” in the EIS). Rather, they assert that the Forest Service should have started from
scratch and conducted a new analysis.

A case is moot when it ro longer presents a five case or controversy. See Bd. of

Educ. of Downers Grove Grade Sch. Dist. No. 58 v. Steven L., 89 F.3d 464, 467 (7th Cir.
1986). “Action by the defendant that simply accords all the relief demanded by the plaintiff”

may render an issue moot. 13A Charles Alan Wright, et al., Federal Practice & Procedure

§ 3533.2 at 238 (2d ed. 1984 & Supp. 2004). In other words, “{so long as nothing further
would be_ ordered by the court, there is no p&nt in proceeding to decide the merits.” Id.
‘As the foregoing discussion indicates, plaintiffs’ claim that the Forest Service erred in
approving the McCaslin project under the 1986 plan is not moot because the agency did
not provide “all the relief demanded by plaintiff,” id., i.e., it did not conduct a complete
analysis of the project under the 2004 plan.

Therefore, | must address whether NFMA authorized the Forest Service to analyze
the McCaslin project under the 1986 forest plan while revising that plan. Plaintiffs argue
that § 1604(f)(5){A), which requires a forest plan to “be revised . . . from time to time when
the Secretary finds conditions in a unit have significantly changed, but at least every fifteen
years,” suggests a negative answer. However, such provision does not prohibit the Forest
Service from relying on a plan that it is revising because fifteen years have expired or
because conditions within a forest have significantly changed. Section 1604(f)(5)(A) does

not require the agency to cease forest management activities, including analyzing
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proposed timber sales while it is formulating a new forest plan.”” Moreover, other sections
of NFMA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1604(c) and 1604(i), reflect congressional intent to permit the
Forest Service to manage a forest while it is revising its forést plan. Section 1604(c)
provides that “{u]ntil such time as a unit of the National Forest System is managed under
plans developed in accordance with this Act, the management of such unit may continue
under existing land and resource management plans.” 16 U.S.C. § 1604(c); see also

Biodiversity Assocs., 226 F. Supp. 2d at 1302 (noting that “[w]hile 1604(c) was directed at

governing the state of affairs at the time NFMA was enacted, it is evidence that Congress
never intended that the statute and its provisions should have the effect of ceasing all
operations in a National Forest when a plan was not . . . timely revised”).
Further, § 1604(i) provides that:
Resource plans and permits, contracts, and other instruments for the use
and occupancy of National Forest System lands shall be consistent with the
land management plans. . . . When tand management plans are revised,
resource plans and permit contracts, and other instruments, when
necessary, shall be revised as soon as practicable. Any revision in present
or future permits, contracts, and other instruments made pursuant o this
section shall be subject to valid existing rights.
16 U.S.C. § 1604(i). Thus; when the agency revises a forest plan, it must also revise

resource plans and other instruments, including plans for timber sales, that it approved

under the old plan. See Friends of S.E."s Future v. Morrison, 153 F.3d 1059, 1068 (9th Cir.

1998) (noting that § 1604(i) applies to plans for timber sales). Therefore, “Congress

Plaintiffs also suggest that the Forest Service rushed to approve the McCaslin sale
under the 1986 plan. (R. 827) (disclosing an agency higher-up’s statement that the agency
was “under a lot of pressure” and that “[h]joiding off until the [2004] revision is completed
would not be acceptable” to Forest Service leadership). However, as | will discuss, the
agency may manage a forest while revising its plan.
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recognized that things should continue to progress while a plan is in the process of
revision, and that planning is an ongoing process, where the circumstances continue to
change” and that plans and documents that rely on a forest pian “shali continually be in flux

aswell.” Biodiversity Assocs., 226 F. Supp. 2d at 1302-03 (also stating that “Congress did

not intend that missed statutory deadliines within NFMA would halt all action on the
National Forests®); see also Pub. L. No. 108-108, § 320; 117 Stat. 1241 (2003) {providing
that where the agency violates § 1604(f)(5)(A), a court shouid order it to revise the forest

plan rather than enjoin ongoing management of a forest); see also Sierra Club v. Bosworth,

No. 03-3572, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1336, at *26 (D. Minn. Jan. 14, 2005) (noting that
there is support for the proposition that a forest plan remains in effect until the effective

it

date of its revision). Plaintiffs point out that the Biodiversity Associates court focused only

on “the remedy for failure to revise the Plan within fifteen years,” 226 F. Supp. 2d at 1301,
whereas in the present case, conditions i_n the forest had significantly changed. However,
no section of NFMA suggests that there should be a different remedy for failing to revise
a plan within fifteen years and failing to revise a plan because of changed conditions.
Thus, the Forest Service did not violate NFMA by analyzing the McCaslin project
under the 1986 plan and updating the analysis under the 2004 pian.
B. Road Density Standards
Plairitiffs also argue that roads in the area within the McCaslin project exceed the
1986 plan’s road density standards. Under such standards, different management areas
(“MAs”) of the forest must not have more than a specific amount of “open improved roads”
per square mile of forest. However, the Farest Service only violates a road density

standard if the average road density for the entire MA is exceeded. The McCaslin project
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is not congruent with any MA and overlaps a number of them. Plaintiffs’ argument fails
because they produce no evidence that the average road density for any one MA exceeds
the standard in the 1986 pian. Further, as the Forest Service correctly notes, the road
density standards in the 1986 plan apply fo “open improved roads.” However, Table 4.9-8
in the EIS, on which plaintiffs rely, calculates road density in the McCaslin area based on
“all measurable open roads within the projectarea.” (R. DD-3, EIS at 133.) For this reason
also, plaintiffs’ argument fails.
Vi. CONCLUSION

‘As discussed above, the Forest Service failed to satisfy the reQuiréments of NEPA
by failing to consider all of the relevant factors including the five other logging projects in
determining the geographic scope of the area in which to conduct the cumulative impacts
analysis and by failing to take a hard look at the cumulative impacts. The Forest Service
appropriately addressed opposing scientific information and did not rely solely on
inadequate information. Further, the Forest Service did not violate NFMA either by
assessing the McCaslin project under the 1986 forest plan and updating the analysis under
the 2004 plan or by violating the plan’s road density standards.

Vil. REMEDY

When a court finds that an agency has failed to satisfy the requirements of NEPA,
it may but is not required to enjoin further action on the project under review. Wisconsin
v. Weinberger, 745 F.2d 412, 428 (7th Cir. 1984) (rejecting presumption that injunction
_ should issue upon a violation of NEPA). “Although the goal of NEPA is to force agencies
to consider the environmental consequences of major federal actions, . . . that goal is not

to be achieved at the expense of countervailing public interests.” 1d. at 426. Thus,
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“[t]radiﬁo.n'ai equity standards govern whether or not to grant injunctive relief in a NEPA

case.”® Heartwood, inc. v. U.S, Forest Serv., 73 F. Supp.2d 962, 977 (S.D. lil. 1999).

Generally, courts employ a four-factor balancing test to determine whether to issue an
injunction, the elements of which are: (1) “that legal remedies are inadequate;” (2) “that not
granting the injunction would result in irréparable injury;” (3) “that the balance of effects on
each party of granting or not granting the relief weigh i_n favor of the movant;” and (4) “that

the injunction is in the public interest.” Leslye A. Herrmann, Injunctions for NEPA

Violations: Balancing the Equities, 59 Univ. of Chi. L. Rev. 1263, 1271 (1992) (citing

Amoco Prod. Co. v. Vill. of Gambell, 480 U.S. 531, 542 (1987)).

In cases involving environmental injury, legal remedies are usually inadequate. See

1 Q Drudl Dest
L e o = . FiuL.

(noting that “[e]nvironmental injury, by its nature, can seldom be adequateiy remedied by
money damages”). Thisis soin the preseni case. Money damages would not compensate
for the loss of goshawk and red-shouldered hawk or their habitat. Moreover, environmental
injury is often irreparable. See id. (noting that environmental injury is “often permanent or
at least of long duration, i.e., irreparabie’;). Courts have recognized that logging such as
would occur as the result of the McCaslin timber sale can have long-term environmental

consequences and thus satisfy the irreparable injury criterion. See ldaho Sporting Cong.,

Inc., 222 F.3d at 569 (noting that the imminent and continuing logging activities presented

**But see Heartwood, Inc., 73 F. Supp. 2d at 978 (noting that the balancing test may
not need to be used in NEPA cases because NEPA requirements implicate public health
and when the issues in a case involve public health “injunctive relief is proper, without
resort to balancing”); Sarah W. Rubenstein, injunctions Under NEPA aifter Weinberger v.
Romero-Barcelo and Amoco Production Co. v. Village of Gambell, 5 Wis. Evntl. L. J. 1
{(1998) (indicating that the lower courts are not in agreement on whether to and how fo
apply the traditional equitable balancing test in NEPA cases).
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“evidence of environmental harm . . . sufficient to tip the balance in favor of injunctive

relief"); see also Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d at 1382 (stating that “[{]he old

growth forests plaintiffs seek to protect would, if cut, take hundreds of years to reproduce”)
(internal citation omitted).

However, an environmental injury must be shﬁiciently likely to occur for it to be
considered “irreparable.” If the environmental injury is sufficiently likely to occur, “the
balance of harms will usually favor the issuance of an injunction to protect the

environment.” ldaho Sporting Cong., Inc., 222 F.3d at 569 (citin‘g Amoco’Prod. Co., 480

U.S. at 545). Thus, in the present case, the question of irreparable injury depends on the
likelihood of the injury occurring. It is undisputed that the Forest Service plans to harvest
timber within goshawk and red-shouldered hawk habitat and that at least in the short térm,
harvesting will negatively affect such habitat. 1 conclude that this irreparable harm is
sufﬁcier.ltly likely, especially when coupied with “the added risk to the environment that
takes place when governmental decision makers make up their minds without having

before them [a NEPA compliant] analysis . . . of the likely effects of their decision upon the

environment.” Heartwood, Inc., 73 F. Supp. 2d at978-79 (citing Conservation Law Found.,
Inc. v. Busey, 79 F.3d 1250, 1271-72 (1st Cir. 1996)).

Further, the relative absence of harmful effects on the Forest Service weighs in
favor of granting the injunction. Although it will have {o expend additional time, effort and

resources in order to produce a NEPA compliant EIS, the Forest Service has presented

no evidence that an injunction would result in excessive delay or excessive costs resulting

from delay. See Weinberger, 745 F.2d at 427 (implying that granting an injunction wouid

be inappropriate because it would result in excessive delay in implementing a national
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defense project). Thus, the potential costs to the Forest Service in this case do not weigh
heavily against an injunction.

Finally, paying “particutar regard for the public censequences in employing the
extraordinary remedy of injunction,” | cannot conciude that the public interest weighs

against issuing an injunction. Heartwood, Inc., 73 F. Supp. 2d at 977 (citing Weinberger,

745 F.2d at 425). The public has an interest in both the issuancé and the denial of the
injunction. Courts have recognized that “it is not even arguable that violations by federal
agencies of NEPA's provisions as established by Congress harm the public as well as the

environment.” Id. at 979; Fund for Animals, In¢. v. Espy, 814 F. Supp. 142, 152 (D.D.C.

1993) (noting that the public has an interest in . compliance with the law as expressed by
Congress). Additionally, in a case such as this, where hundreds of acres of goshawk and
red-shouldered hawk may be affected, the public’s use, enjoyment and the health benefits

of the lands and resources affected could be irreparably harmed. Heartwood, Inc., 73 F.

Supp. 2d at 979. In contrast, the public also has an interest in agency efficiency and
“avoiding unnecessary paperwork and agency man-hours” and may also have an economic
interest in the timber produced from the McCaslin sale. Agencies, however, “can find cost-
effective methods of conducting their business and all can continue to operate” once the
Forest Service issues an EIS that complies with NEPA. Id. at 980. Thus, the public’s
economic interest is not enough to prevent the issuance of the injunction. The' potential
irreparable injury to the public from allowing the McCaslin timber sale to proceéd on the
basis of an inadequate EIS is far greater than the potential harm to the public caused by

issuing the injunction.

30




For the foregoing reasons, | will enjoin the Forest Service from implementing the

McCaslin fimber sale uniil it produces a NEPA compliant EIS.
Vill. ORDER

Therefore, as outlined above,

iT IS ORDERED that with respect to the sufficiency of the cumulative impacts
analysis, plaintiffs’ motion to reverse is GRANTED, and the Forest Service's motion to
affirm is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that with respect to addressing opposing scientific
information, analyzing the McCaslin project under the 1986 plan with an update refating to
the 2004 plan and complying with road density standards, the Forest Service’s motion to
affirm is GRANTED, and plaintiffs’ motion to reverse is DENIED.

FINALLY, IT IS ORDERED that this case is REMANDED to the Forest Service for
proceedings consistent with this opinion and that the McCaslin project is ENJOINED until

such time as the EIS complies with NEPA.
Dated at Milwaukee, Wisconsin, this 31 day of March, 2005.

/s
LYNN ADELMAN
District Judge ,
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