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INTRODUCTION 

1. Situated near the Upper Green River in Western Wyoming, the Elk Ridge 

Complex of Grazing Allotments includes 30,500 acres of wildlands of the Green River Valley 

within the Bridger-Teton National Forest. Ten years ago, conservation groups bought out the 

holders of grazing licenses for the Tosi Creek, Elk Ridge, Lime Creek, and Rock Creek 

Allotments within the Complex. Conservationists funded the buyouts to prevent the spread of 

disease from domesticated sheep to native big-horn sheep in the Bridger-Teton National Forest, 

Grand Teton National Park, and nearby Gros Ventre Wilderness Area, and to prevent the 

predictable and increasingly recurring conflicts between domesticated sheep and endangered 

Gray Wolf and Grizzly Bear populations, which typically have resulted in wolf and grizzly bear 

killings by agencies or grazing permittees. 

2. Defendant United States Forest Service, under pressure from cattlemen to stock 

the allotments with cattle, failed to formally retire the Elk Ridge Complex Allotments. But the 

Forest Service never completed its plan to convert the allotments for cattle grazing, either. As 

such, the allotments remained inactive for the next ten years, allowing the rich ecosystem of the 

mountains to begin its natural restoration. 

3. Then, on June 8, 2026, without notice to the public or opportunity to be heard, the 

Pinedale Ranger District Office of the U.S. Forest Service quietly authorized the use of the Elk 

Ridge Complex for cattle grazing from August 15 to October 15, 2026, to “assist with livestock 

distribution and burned area restoration.” Relying on a “thorough [National Environmental 

Policy Act] sufficiency review” based on a 1978 Environmental Assessment, the Forest Service 

contradicted earlier findings to declare that the stocking of the forest with non-native, invasive 

cattle would be environmentally neutral. This reliance ignores that much has changed in the 

ecosystem since 1978, including the reintroduction of Gray Wolves (1995) as well as the 

expansion of federally listed Grizzly Bear (1970), Canada Lynx (2000), and Wolverine (2023) 

populations in the allotments. 

4. Plaintiff Western Watersheds Project initiates this lawsuit to request judicial 
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review of the U.S. Forest Service and Forest Supervisor Chad Hudson’s decision to stock the Elk 

Ridge Complex of Grazing Allotments with cattle, because Federal Defendants failed to comply 

with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest Management Act 

(NFMA), the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), and the Administrative 

Procedure Act (APA) prior to adopting the Upper Green River Annual Operating Instructions 

(2026 AOI), which authorized multiple cattle companies to graze up to 1,300 cattle in the Elk 

Ridge Complex this year. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. This Court has jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, because this 

action arises under the laws of the United States, including NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.; 

NFMA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1600 et seq.; FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. §§ 1701-1787; the APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 701 

et seq.; the Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 et seq.; and the Equal Access to Justice 

Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2212, 2214.  

6. This Court has the authority to review the Forest Service’s actions or inactions 

complained of herein and grant the relief requested under 5 U.S.C. § 706. The relief sought is 

authorized by 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202, and 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706. 

7. Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(e). Violations of the federal 

laws alleged herein have occurred and continue to occur in this District, a substantial part of 

events or omissions giving rise to the claim have occurred in this District, and Plaintiff has 

members in this District.   

PARTIES 

8. Plaintiff WESTERN WATERSHEDS PROJECT (WWP) is a nonprofit 

environmental conservation group that works to improve public lands management throughout 

the western United States. WWP’s principal place of business is at 219 S. River Street, Hailey, 

Idaho 83333. Federal Defendants’ decisions at issue herein will affect the substantial 

recreational, aesthetic, and conservation interests of WWP’s staff, members, and supporters who 
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care about the proper management of watersheds and wildlife on public lands. WWP, its staff, 

volunteers, members, and supporters are deeply concerned that Federal Defendants routinely and 

systematically overlook the detrimental effects of private livestock grazing, and in the case of the 

2026 Annual Operating Instructions temporary grazing allotments from August 15, 2026, until 

October 15, 2026, on the Elk Ridge Complex, and have skirted NEPA review and federal law 

entirely. WWP’s interests in this decision include the proper and unbiased administration of 

public lands and full and fair environmental analysis of landscape health and impacts to native 

wildlife. 

9. WWP is also dedicated to ensuring the long-term survival and recovery of 

Bighorn sheep, Grey Wolf, Grizzly Bear, and countless other threatened and endangered species 

native to the American West Bear to their former range throughout the contiguous United States, 

including the Northern Rocky Mountain Region which includes Wyoming, and to ensuring that 

the Forest Service complies with all applicable federal laws related to the survival and health of 

these endangered species. In furtherance of these interests, Plaintiff’s members, supporters, and 

staff have worked, and continue to work, to conserve the native Western species throughout the 

American West. 

10. The interests of Plaintiff and its members, supporters, and staff have been, and 

will continue to be, injured by the Forest Service’s approval of the 2026 AOIs and stocking plan 

complained of herein that threaten the preservation of healthy rivers and intact ecosystems, 

native wildlife and wildlife habitat, and the recovery of threatened and endangered native 

species.  

11. Moreover, the Forest Service’s violations of law injure WWP and its board, staff, 

members, and supporters by denying them the ability to adequately participate in the public 

review processes for the grazing allotment plan in the Elk Ridge Complex by denying them 

information concerning potential environmental impacts and other issues that NEPA requires 

agencies to disclose, analyze, and seek public review of prior to authorizing the 2026 AOIs and 

stocking plan.  
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12. WWP member Chuck Neal is an individual resident of Wyoming. Mr. Neal is an 

ecologist, conservationist, activist, author, and grizzly bear aficionado. Mr. Neal has dedicated 

his life to the recovery of the subpopulation of grizzly bears in the Greater Yellowstone 

Ecosystem. Mr. Neal is injured by the Forest Service’s decision to allow cattle within the Greater 

Yellowstone Ecosystem and Elk Ridge Complex, which causes human-cattle-bear conflict.  

13. WWP member Meredith Taylor is an individual resident of Wyoming. Ms. Taylor 

is a retired scientist and outfitter, conservationist, activist, author, and educator. Ms. Taylor has 

dedicated her life to the conservation of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, including the Elk 

Ridge Area. Ms. Taylor is injured by the Federal Defendants’ lack of accountability and 

adherence to law in issuing the 2026 AOIs without proper analysis.  

14. WWP member and Wyoming/Northern Utah Direction Dagny Signorelli uses and 

enjoys the lands and natural resources in the Briger-Teton National Forest for health, 

recreational, aesthetic, and other purposes. Ms. Signorelli takes great pleasure in living, working, 

and recreating in this region. She is injured by the Forest Service’s decision to allow cattle 

grazing on the Elk Ridge Complex without adherence to NEPA and federal law, which will 

cause deleterious effects of livestock grazing including fecal deposits, trampling, utilization of 

vegetation that would otherwise grow taller and more robust. Her interests in a healthy and more 

aesthetically pleasing region due to native species, healthier soils, hydrology, and native wildlife 

are impacted and threatened by Federal Defendants’ actions described herein. 

15. Defendant UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE is an agency of the United 

States within the Department of Agriculture and is charged with managing the public lands and 

wildlife of the Bridger-Teton National Forest, in accordance and compliance with NEPA, 

NFMA, the APA, and their implementing regulations. 

16. Defendant TOM SCHULTZ is the Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, who along 

with other individual defendants, is sued solely in his official capacity. 

17. Defendant CHAD HUDSON is the Forest Supervisor for the Bridger-Teton 

National Forest, responsible for the management of the Bridger-Teton National Forest and its 
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compliance with NEPA, FLPMA, and NFMA requirements.   

STATUTORY AND REGULATORY BACKGROUND 
National Forest Management Act 

18. NFMA is the primary statute governing the administration of national forests. 16 

U.S.C. §§ 1600-1614. NFMA and its implementing regulations provide for forest planning and 

management by the Forest Service on both the forest level and the individual project level. 

19. At the forest level, NFMA requires the Forest Service to develop, maintain, 

and revise a Land and Resource Management Plan, or “Forest Plan,” for each national forest. 16 

U.S.C. § 1604(a). Forest Plans consist “of broad, long-term plans and objectives for the entire 

forest,” All. for the Wild Rockies v. U.S. Forest Serv., 907 F.3d 1105, 1109 (9th Cir. 2018), and 

are “designed to manage forest resources by balancing the consideration of environmental and 

economic factors,” Native Ecosystems Council v. Weldon, 697 F.3d 1043, 1056 (9th Cir. 2012). 

20. A Forest Plan must establish natural resource management practices forest-

wide, setting standards, management goals and objectives, desired conditions, and monitoring 

and evaluation requirements. Forest Plans must also provide for sustained yields and multiple 

uses, including the coordination of outdoor recreation, livestock grazing, timber harvest, soil 

conservation, watershed conservation and restoration, riparian conservation, wilderness 

protection, and conservation and protection of fish and wildlife species habitat and diversity. 16 

U.S.C. § 1604(e), (g). The Forest Service must provide for and foster public participation in 

the development, review, and revision of Forest Plans. Id. § 1604(d). 

21. The Forest Service adopted forest planning regulations in 1982. 47 Fed. Reg. 

43,037-43,052 (Sept. 30, 1982) (1982 Rules).1  

 
 
1 The Forest Service revised the regulations in 2012, but with transitional provisions allowing the 
Forest Service to elect to apply portions of the 1982 Rules to the development or revision of 
Forest Plans initiated prior to 2012. 36 C.F.R. § 219.17(b)(3). The Forest Service largely 
elected to apply the 1982 Rules to the development of the Forest Plan. 
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22. The 1982 Rules require that the Forest Service determine the capability of 

national forest lands of sustaining domestic livestock grazing, and their suitability for that 

purpose, and to determine the condition and trend of the lands used for grazing. 1982 Rules § 

219.20. 

23. Capability refers to the potential of an area of land to produce particular 

resources, such as forage to support the needs of both native wildlife and domestic livestock, 

which in turn depends on the physical components of the area such as climate, slope, landform, 

soils, and geology, as well as the application of management practices.  Id. § 219.3.  Suitability, 

on the other hand, is the appropriateness of applying certain management practices to a particular 

portion of the forest, “as determined by an analysis of the economic and environmental 

consequences and the alternative uses forgone.” Id. 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

24. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 43 U.S.C. §§ 1701-1787, governs 

the management of federal public lands generally, and includes specific provisions regarding the 

management of federally permitted domestic livestock grazing on these public lands, id. §§ 

1751-1753. The implementing regulations regarding range management are at 36 C.F.R. Part 

222.  

25. The Forest Service allows livestock grazing on specified “allotments” within 

national forests. 43 U.S.C. § 1752; 36 C.F.R. § 222.1(b). The Forest Service manages livestock 

grazing on an allotment through an Allotment Management Plan (AMP), grazing permits issued 

in accordance with the AMP, and annual operating instructions that guide grazing on a year-to-

year basis. Each of these is a site-specific action which must be consistent with the Forest Plan. 

Buckingham v. Sec’y of U.S. Dep’t of Agric., 603 F.3d 1073, 1077 (9th Cir. 2010). 

26. The Forest Service prepares an AMP for each allotment, which must specify a 

“program of action” to meet the “multiple-use, sustained yield, economic, and other needs and 

objectives as determined for the lands involved.” 36 C.F.R. §§ 222.1(b)(2), 222.2(b); 43 U.S.C. 
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§ 1702(k)(1). In contrast to a Forest Plan, which is an “overarching land management directive 

for an entire forest-wide unit,” an AMP is a “land management directive for a specific 

allotment within a national forest that the Forest Service has designated for livestock 

grazing.” See Or. Nat. Desert Ass’n v. U.S. Forest Serv., 465 F.3d 977, 980 (9th Cir. 2006). Each 

AMP must be consistent with the applicable Forest Plan, and when a plan is revised, “shall be 

revised as soon as practicable to be made consistent with such plans.” Id.; 16 U.S.C. § 1604(i); 36 

C.F.R.§ 222.2(c). 

27. A permit grants a specific license to graze on an allotment, and establishes: (1) the 

number, (2) kind, (3) and class of livestock, (4) the allotment to be grazed, and (5) the period of 

use. Or. Nat. Desert Ass’n, 465 F.3d at 980; 36 C.F.R. §§ 222.1, 222.3; 43 U.S.C. § 1752. The 

Forest Service generally issues grazing permits for ten-year periods. 36 C.F.R. § 222.3(c)(1). The 

terms and conditions of a grazing permit must be consistent with the AMP; they may be canceled 

if the land under permit is to be devoted to another public purpose; and they may be modified to 

comply with the provisions of an AMP or other management needs, including resource 

protection measures. 36 C.F.R. § 222.4(a). 

28. The Forest Service also issues yearly instructions to holders of national forest 

grazing permits through annual operating instructions (AOIs). FSH § 94.3. AOIs are used to 

respond to conditions that the Forest Service could not or may not have anticipated and planned 

for in the AMP or grazing permit. Or. Nat. Desert Ass’n, 465 F.3d at 980–81. 

29. AOIs are final agency action for the purpose of judicial review under the 

Administrative Procedure Act. Id. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

30. The centerpiece of environmental regulation in the United States, NEPA requires 

federal agencies to pause before committing resources to a project to consider the likely 

environmental impacts of the preferred course of action as well as reasonable alternatives. See 42 

U.S.C. § 4331(b). 
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31. As a threshold matter, NEPA requires agencies to consider whether a proposed 

action might conflict with the requirements or purpose of another statute. See 40 C.F.R. § 

1501.1(a) (2024) (rescinded).2 

32.  In assessing the appropriate level of NEPA review, agencies must determine 

whether to rely upon an Environmental Assessment (EA) or prepare an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). An EA is appropriate where there is not likely to be a significant effect or the 

significance of the effects is unknown. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C); 40 C.F.R. § 1501.3(a). An EIS is 

appropriate for major actions that are likely to significantly affect the quality of the human 

environment. Id. 

33. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s implementing NEPA regulations require 

that the Forest Service to reevaluate the sufficiency of an existing EA to support continuing 

agency action if, “there are new circumstances or information with relevance to the proposal and 

these have bearing on the major Federal action, such that there is potential to alter the disclosure 

of adverse effects.” 7 C.F.R. § 1b.9(r).  

34. If the Forest Service determines after its reevaluation that it is “not necessary to 

correct, revise, or supplement, and environmental document,” implementation of the “major 

Federal action may continue.” Id. at (1). The Forest Service “may” document its reevaluation 

determination . . . in a format deemed sufficient by the responsible official.” Id.  

35. The Forest Service uses the NEPA process for the development of Forest Plans, as 

well as for the development of most site-specific plans, including grazing permits and Annual 

Operating Instructions to grazing permittees. 

Administrative Procedure Act 

36. Agency actions taken pursuant to NMFA, FLPMA, and NEPA are reviewable by 

this Court under the APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 702, 704, 706. The APA provides that “[t]he Court shall 

 
 
2 These NEPA regulations have been rescinded, but they remain persuasive authority and may 
guide the court in interpreting the statute’s purpose and meaning. 
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… hold unlawful and set aside agency action . . . found to be . . . arbitrary, capricious, an abuse 

of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2). In making this 

determination, the Court must rule de novo all questions of law and statutory interpretation. See 

Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369, 412-13 (2024) (courts “may not” defer to 

agencies on questions of law or statutory authority). 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
The Elk Ridge Complex 

37. The Elk Ridge Complex is comprised of four livestock grazing allotments: Elk 

Ridge, Lime Creek, Rock Creek, and Tosi Creek. Located approximately 32 miles northwest of 

Pinedale, these allotments encompass 30,500 acres of National Forest System lands in the 

Pinedale-Ranger District of the Bridger-Teton National Forest. The Elk Ridge Complex is 

situated within the Green River Basin between the Gros Venture Range and the Wind River 

Range. A true and correct copy of the Forest Service’s allotment map is attached as Exhibit A to 

this Complaint. 

38. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed Grizzly Bears as threatened species in 

1975, when the population dropped below 700. Three years later, in 1978, the Forest Supervisor 

issued its Record of Decision and Environmental Assessment implementing an Allotment 

Management Plan for the Elk Ridge Complex that would allow the grazing of sheep, goats, or 

cattle with significant constraints. At that time, livestock operators chose to utilize the allotments 

for sheep grazing. A true and correct copy of the 1978 EA is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

39. In 1990, the Forest Service adopted the Bridger-Teton National Forest Plan, 

which called for the primary management of the Forest for wilderness, wildlife, and human 

experience in solitude. This Complaint will refer to the plan as the “1990 Forest Plan,” which is 

available at https://www.fs.usda.gov/sites/nfs/files/legacy-media/bridger-

teton/Forest%20Plan%20ReaderFriendly2.pdf. The Forest Service amended the 1990 Forest Plan 

throughout the years, but the 1990 plan goals and objectives remain in effect. 

40. The 1990 Forest Plan identified and described “Desired Future Conditions,” or 
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“DFCs,” which the Forest Service intended to reach to accomplish the Plan’s Goals and 

Objectives. 1990 Forest Plan at 199. 

41. The 1990 Forest Plan set the following DFCs for the Bridger-Teton National 

Forest, which includes the Elk Ridge Complex: 56% as DFC 10 (Simultaneous Development of 

Resources, Opportunities for Human Experiences, and Support for Big Game and a Wide 

Variety of Wildlife Species) and 44% as DFC 6B (Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, and 

Wild Rivers), with less than 1% DFC 12 (Backcountry Big-Game Hunting).  

42. DFC 10 requires that an area be managed to allow for some resource development 

and roads while having no adverse and some beneficial effects on wildlife. 1990 Forest Plan at 

317. “Management emphasis is to provide long-term and short-term habitat to meet the needs of 

wildlife managed in balance with timber harvest, grazing, and minerals development.” Id. at 319. 

For fisheries and wildlife, “Groups of species are emphasized, such as early- or late-succession-

dependent species, to increase species richness or diversity. Habitat is managed to achieve the 

game and fish populations, harvest levels, success, and recreation-day objectives identified by 

the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and agreed to by the Forest Service.” Id. at 318. For 

range, “Range is managed to maintain and enhance range and watershed condition while 

providing forage for livestock and wildlife.” Id.  

43. DFC 6B requires that, “Management emphasis is to provide for the protection and 

perpetuation of natural biophysical conditions and a high degree of solitude for visitors but with 

some perceptible evidence of past human use” in and around Wilderness Areas, Wilderness 

Study Areas, and Wild Rivers. 199 Forest Plan at 263. For fisheries and wildlife, “Animal 

populations and distribution are affected by natural processes.” Id. at 273. And for range, “Range 

is managed to maintain and enhance range and watershed condition while providing forage for 

livestock and wildlife.” Id.  

44. The 1990 Forest Plan specifically addresses vacant allotments with its “Vacant 

Allotment Guideline,” which provides: “Vacant allotments will be stocked only to meet 

resource-management needs.” Id. 
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45.  The Forest Service has relied on the vacancy status of the Elk Ridge Complex to 

meet its Forest Plan goal for the last ten-years. 

46. The 1990 Forest Plan considers Western (Boreal) Toad and Boreal Chorus Frog 

as “Management Indicator Species,” requiring close monitoring and management response if 

populations decline. 

47. The Forest Service has amended the 1990 Forest Plan once to include plans to 

better achieve original objectives and goals, including by setting a goal to establish a large 

mammal migration corridor for Pronghorns and other ungulates who require annual migrations 

uninterrupted by human improvements to survive the ecosystem’s harsh winters. 

48. In addition to the adoption of the 1990 Forest Plan and subsequent amendments, 

since the Forest Service adopted the 1978 EA, among other significant environmental and 

ecosystem changes, 

a. Congress designated the adjacent Gros Ventre Wilderness Area in 1984 as 

part of the Wyoming Wilderness Act, covering more than 285,000 acres of the 

Bridger-Teton National Forest. 

b. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service reintroduced threatened Gray Wolves to the 

Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem in 1995, which includes the Grand Teton 

National Park and Bridger-Teton National Forest.  

c. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service listed Canada Lynx as threatened in 2000. 

d. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services listed Wolverines as threatened in 2023.  

49. Moreover, ten years ago, conservation groups, including the Sagebrush Habitat 

Conservation Fund (a 509(a) supporting organization of WWP), purchased the grazing rights to 

each allotment within the Elk Ridge Complex to protect the Whiskey Mountain, Jackson North, 

and Jackson South Bighorn Sheep Herds from a “high risk” of disease transmission from 

domesticated sheep authorized to graze in the allotments. According to the U.S. Forest Service’s 

Pinedale-Ranger District Office, these Bighorn Sheep herds are considered core native herds 

under the Wyoming Bighorn Sheep/Domestic Sheep Interaction Working Group – Final Report 
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and Recommendations (also referred to as the “Wyoming Plan”). See June 21, 2016, letter from 

Pinedale Ranger District to Mary Thoman.   

50. In addition to the important goal of protecting core herds of Bighorn Sheep from 

disease transmission, the Forest Service acknowledged that permitted domestic sheep operations 

on the Elk Ridge Complex had sustained “significant predation by Grizzly Bears and Wolves 

over the past decades” and that recurrent predator-related scattering events continued despite 

substantial conflict-reduction efforts. Id. Accordingly, the Forest Service indicated it would not 

stock the Elk Ridge Complex with sheep or goats following the buyout. 

51. In the same letter, the Forest Service advised grazing permittees it may consider 

issuing grazing permits for cattle in the Elk Ridge Complex, but the agency explicitly stated: 

“Since the potential effects of cattle grazing in the Elk Ridge Complex have not recently been 

considered under any NEPA analysis, such an analysis would be necessary prior to any 

authorization of term permitted cattle grazing on these allotments.” Id.  

52. The Forest Service identified potential conflicts with threatened and endangered 

large carnivores, lack of livestock-management infrastructure, the proximity of designated 

Wilderness Areas, wildlife migration corridors, Forest Plan requirements, and other resource 

issues that would be addressed in a future NEPA review. It stated that the allotments would be 

held vacant pending a final suitability determination and that, if any allotment were determined 

suitable for cattle grazing, NEPA analysis would follow. 3 

 
 
3 The Forest Service completed an Environmental Impact Statement in 2017 for the Upper Green 
River Area Rangeland Project, which did not include any of the allotments within the Elk Ridge 
Complex. However, the Upper Green River Area is adjacent to the Elk Ridge Complex. 
Relevantly, in 2023, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit held the 2019 Record of 
Decision for the Upper Green River Area Rangeland Project unlawful, because the biological 
opinion relied upon failed to fully consider the impact of lethal bear removals to resolve bear-
livestock conflicts on the population of breeding females in the area and the Forest Service 
further failed to ensure compliance with Forest Plan components to protect migratory birds. W. 
Watersheds Project v. Haaland, 69 F.4th 689 (10th Cir. 2023). 
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53. The allotments have been vacant since June 2016. 

Attempts at NEPA Compliance 

54. In keeping with its previous position that the agency must comply with NEPA 

before permitting cattle grazing in the Elk Ridge Complex, in 2021, the Forest Service released a 

Draft Environmental Assessment for the Elk Ridge Complex Rangeland Supplementation Project 

to evaluate the environmental impacts of cattle grazing in the ten-years-vacant allotments. The 

Draft EA analyzed whether cattle grazing should be authorized within the Complex and under 

what conditions.  

55. As of the filing of this Complaint, the Forest Service appears to have abandoned 

the 2021 Draft EA. 

Final Agency Action 

56. In June 2026, the Forest Service quietly distributed AOIs  for the upcoming fiscal 

year to grazing permittees in the Upper Green River Area Rangeland. The 2026 AOIs provide 

that, “if necessary,” cattle may graze the Elk Ridge Complex from August 15 through October 

15, 2026, to assist with “livestock distribution and restoration of areas burned by the Dollar Lake 

Fire.” A true and correct copy of the 2026 AOI authorizing cattle grazing in the Elk Ridge 

Complex is attached as Exhibit C to this Complaint. 

57. The AOIs assert that the Forest Service undertook a “thorough NEPA sufficiency 

review” after consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

58. Plaintiff WWP did not learn of the 2026 AOIs’ authorization of grazing in the Elk 

Ridge Complex until July, as the Forest Service provided no public notice, opportunity for 

comment, contemporaneous disclosure of the decision, NEPA sufficiency review, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service consultation, or supporting documentation before authorizing grazing in the Elk 

Ridge Complex. A true and correct copy of the Forest Service’s “NEPA sufficiency review” is 

attached hereto as Exhibit D. 
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FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
Procedural Violation of NEPA and APA,  

Failure to Prepare an Environmental Assessment  

59. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates each of the preceding paragraphs as if fully set 

forth herein. 

60. This claim alleges that Federal Defendants violated NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et 

seq., by authorizing the 2026 AOIs without preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 

evaluate the significant environmental impacts that result from nearly 50 years of new 

information, special species statuses, wilderness area designations, and scientific advancements 

in wildlife management since the Forest Service adopted the 1978 EA. 

61. To comply with NEPA, an agency may prepare an EA to determine whether the 

environmental impact of a proposed action is significant enough to warrant preparation of an 

EIS, but an agency must prepare an EIS if the proposed project will “significantly affect” the 

environment. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C). 

62. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s implementing NEPA regulations require 

that the Forest Service reevaluate the sufficiency of an existing EA or EIS to support continuing 

or renewed agency action if, “there are new circumstances or information with relevance to the 

proposal and these have bearing on the major Federal action, such that there is potential to alter 

the disclosure of adverse effects.” 7 C.F.R. § 1b.9(r).  

63. If the Forest Service determines after reevaluation that it is “not necessary to 

correct, revise, or supplement, and environmental document,” implementation of the “major 

Federal action may continue.” Id. at § 1b.9(r)(1).  

64. The Forest Service elected to reevaluate the 2026 AOIs as a continuing 

implementation of the 1978 EA, pursuant to 7 C.F.R. § 1b.9(r), even though significant changes 

to the ecosystem and environment have occurred over the last 50 years, including but not limited 

to: 

a. Congress designated the adjacent Gros Ventre Wilderness Area in 1984 as 

part of the Wyoming Wilderness Act, covering more than 285,000 acres of the 
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Bridger-Teton National Forest. 

b. The Bridger-Teton National Forest adopted a Forest Plan in 1990, which has 

since been amended, to establish a large mammal migration corridor for 

Pronghorns. 

c. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reintroduced threatened Gray Wolves to 

the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem in 1995, which includes the Grand Teton 

National Park and Bridger-Teton National Forest.  

d. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed Canada Lynx as threatened in 2000. 

e. Permittees voluntarily retired their grazing permits for the Elk Ridge Complex 

in 2016, allowing the Complex’s ecosystem to recover and thrive over the last 

decade.  

f. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services listed Wolverines as threatened in 2023.  

65. In prior public statements, the Forest Service has admitted that NEPA review is 

necessary to analyze environmental impacts to the Elk Ridge Complex from cattle grazing, and 

at least one federal court has stricken a federal agency decision authorizing grazing in the 

Bridger-Teton National Forest for failure to consider adverse impacts to Grizzly Bears due to 

bear-livestock conflicts. W. Watersheds Project v. Haaland, 69 F.4th 689 (10th Cir. 2023). 

66. Indeed, the 1978 EA does not mention, let alone analyze, the environmental 

impacts of livestock grazing on multiple species of concern in the Elk Ridge Complex, including 

not only endangered carnivores, but also Western (Boreal) Toad, Columbian Spotted Frog, 

Boreal Chorus Frog, and Colorado River Cutthroat Trout. The Western (Boreal) Toad and Boreal 

Chorus Frog are Management Indicator Species under the 1990 Bridger-Teton Forest Plan. 

While the 1978 EA briefly mentioned recovering Grizzly Bear populations, it does not analyze 

these impacts, and any analysis would be outdated given the current listing status of the Grizzly 

Bear. 

67. The 2026 AOIs are final agency action for the purpose of judicial review under 

the APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 702, 704, 706. See Or. Nat. Desert Ass’n, 465 F.3d at 980–81. 
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68. Plaintiff, having no opportunity to review or provide public comment on Federal 

Defendants’ “NEPA sufficiency” review of the 2026 AOIs, has exhausted its available 

administrative remedies and has no other remedy.   

69. The Forest Service acted arbitrarily and capriciously, abused its discretion, and 

acted contrary to the law when it determined that it was not necessary to correct, revise, or 

supplement the 1978 EA based on significant new information, in violation of NEPA and § 706 

of the APA. 

70. The APA gives this Court authority to “hold unlawful and set aside agency action 

. . . found to be . . . arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance 

with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2).  

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF  
Substantive Violations of NEPA and APA 

Inadequate analysis; failure to take “hard look” 

71. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates each of the preceding paragraphs as if fully set 

forth herein. 

72. This claim alleges that Federal Defendants’ approval of the 2026 AOIs without 

undertaking a new NEPA review violated NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq., because Federal 

Defendants failed to take a “hard look” at the 2026 AOIs’ potential impacts, as required by 

NEPA. Plaintiff brings this claim pursuant to the judicial review provisions of the APA, 5 U.S.C. 

§ 706. 

73. NEPA “requires that federal agencies perform an environmental analysis before 

taking any ‘major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.’” 

Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Salazar, 706 F.3d 1085, 1094 (9th Cir. 2013) (quoting 42 U.S.C. 

§ 4332(2)(C)). This requires agencies to take a “hard look” at the environmental effects of their 

planned actions. Marsh v. Or. Nat. Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 374 (1989).  

74. NEPA’s “hard look” review requires that “every significant aspect” of the 

environmental effects of a proposed major federal action be made available to inform agency 
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decisionmakers and the public so that both may “play a role in both the decision-making process 

and the implementation of” the action. See Balt. Gas & Elec. Co. v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 

462 U.S. 87, 97 (1983); Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 

(1989).  

75. Such review requires consideration of direct, indirect, cumulative, and ecological 

impacts associated with a proposed action. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(g); Neighbors of Cuddy 

Mountain v. U.S. Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. 1998); Sierra Club v. U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, 645 F.3d 978, 991 (8th Cir. 2011). 

76. NEPA review does not allow an agency to break down an action into small 

component parts to avoid a significance determination. See Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 

284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002). 

77. NEPA also requires that an agency’s reliance on data not be stale. See N. Plains 

Res. Council, Inc. v. Surface Transp. Bd., 668 F.3d 1067, 1086 (9th Cir. 2011); Lands Council v. 

Forester of Region One of the U.S. Forest Serv., 395 F.3d 1019, 1030-31 (9th Cir. 2004).  

78. Rather than comply with NEPA’s requirement that the Forest Service conduct an 

EA to determine whether the 2026 AOIs will have a significant effect on the environment, the 

Forest Service elected to proceed with a sufficiency evaluation of the 1978 EA for the Bridger-

Teton National Forest Allotment Management Plan, pursuant to 7 C.F.R. § 1b.9(r).  

79. The Forest Service’s sufficiency evaluation of the 1978 EA violates NEPA’s 

“hard look” requirement in the following ways:  

a. First, the project baseline information in the 1978 EA does not accurately 

reflect the baseline information today, as the Elk Ridge Complex has been 

vacant for ten years. The vegetation within the Complex has recovered 

substantially following decades of heavy livestock grazing. Elk, mule deer, 

and other native herbivores are likely using the area differently due to the 

decade-long absence of livestock, and their populations will likely have 

expanded in response to decreased competition from livestock. Due to 
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departure from a fundamentally different baseline, the environmental impacts 

of renewed livestock grazing on the previously ungrazed habitat of the Elk 

Ridge Complex will be different from the impacts analyzed in the 1978 EA, 

which analyzed alternatives departing from a baseline of currently-grazed 

conditions.  

b. The Elk Ridge Complex is located within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, 

which has seen significant gains in Gray Wolf and Grizzly Bear population 

recoveries, since implementation of Endangered Species Act protections. In 

fact, according to the Forest Service in 2016, “potential conflicts with large 

carnivores as well as a lack of infrastructure for cattle management” indicate 

that cattle grazing in this current ecosystem differs from grazing conditions 

analyzed in 1978. In addition, according to the Forest Service in 2016, the 

1990 Forest Plan’s direction for wilderness, wildlife migration corridors, and 

other resources “must be addressed in the development of feasible grazing 

strategies.” No such analysis was conducted prior to the proposed grazing use 

authorized by the 2026 AOIs. 

c. The renewal of six adjacent grazing allotments (Badger Creek, Beaver-Twin 

Creeks, Noble Pastures, Roaring Fork, Wagon Creek, and Upper Green River) 

under the Upper Green River Area Rangeland Project (UGRA) was conducted 

under a full-scale EIS, completed in 2019. Neither the EIS nor the specialist 

reports considered site-specific impacts of any environmental impact on the 

lands and wildlife of the Elk Ridge Complex. However, the Forest Service 

conducted an independent Sensitive Amphibians Report and Migratory Birds 

Report as part of internal agency analysis of alternatives for the UGRA 

Project. Effects to rare and imperiled species, including Grizzly Bears, Canada 

Lynx, Wolverines, and Colorado River Cutthroat Trout, were found to be 

significant impacts to the human environment. For Grizzly Bears, the 
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Biological Assessment concluded the grazing allotment renewal would be 

“likely to adversely affect” the species. The same imperiled species are found 

on the Elk Ridge Complex, but no assessment has been conducted.  

d. In the UGRA EIS, the Forest Service concluded that cattle impacts to riparian 

and aquatic conditions were significant, as this area (as well as the Elk Ridge 

Complex) is habitat for the Boreal Toad, Columbia Spotted Frog, Boreal 

Chorus Frog, and other riparian and aquatic species. According to the UGRA 

Record of Decision (ROD), “Livestock tend to congregate in riparian areas, 

and without appropriate management can exceed forage allocation amounts, 

damage stream banks, and accelerate erosion.” UGRA ROD at 27. The UGRA 

EIS did not encompass any of the Elk Ridge Complex and therefore did not 

provide NEPA analysis examining site-specific impacts of renewed livestock 

grazing that likely rise to the level of significance, requiring an EIS. The 

Forest Service’s previous finding that the environmental impacts of livestock 

grazing are significant such that an EIS was required to authorize grazing in 

the adjacent UGRA indicates the Forest Service must complete an EIS for the 

Elk Ridge Complex.  

e. The Elk Ridge Complex adjoins six other allotments where Grizzly Bears are 

routinely killed due to livestock-bear conflict, and these killings adversely 

affect the Grizzly population. Introduction of cattle into vacant allotments 

where human and livestock presence has been minimal for a decade will likely 

initiate additional bear-cattle and wolf-cattle conflicts, and the resulting lethal 

removals will have cumulative impacts on both species’ populations, impacts 

which have never been analyzed.  

f. The critically important Pronghorn migration corridor passes just to the east of 

the Elk Ridge Complex, and the increase of livestock activity in the Complex 

could result in shifts of predator habitat use in ways that have direct or 
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cumulative effects on migrating Pronghorn, but which have not been 

considered, analyzed, or disclosed in the Forest Service’s sufficiency review.  

g. The Forest Service should have considered a range of reasonable alternatives, 

including permanent closure of the Elk Ridge Complex. In failing to initiate a 

NEPA process prior to approving AOIs authorizing the stocking of the Elk 

Ridge Complex, Federal Defendants considered no alternatives to the action 

ultimately approved.  

80. The Forest Service’s sufficiency evaluation failed to take a “hard look” at the 

significant changes to the regulatory landscape and ecosystem that have occurred within the 

Bridger-Teton National Forest, since the Forest Service issued the 1978 EA. 

81. The Forest Service’s decision to adopt the 2026 AOIs based on the environmental 

analysis contained in the 1978 EA despite the intervening changes to the regulatory landscape 

and ecosystem was plainly arbitrary and capricious under § 706 of the APA. 

82. The Forest Service abused its discretion under § 706 of the APA by relying on the 

1978 EA to adopt the 2026 AOIs, which will significantly alter the ecosystem, in violation of 

NMFA, the 1990 Forest Plan, and FLPMA.  

83. The Forest Service’s decision to adopt the 2026 AOIs using the reevaluation 

process contained in 7 C.F.R. § 1b.9(r) violated NEPA’s statutory public disclosure requirements 

and was therefore contrary to law under § 706 of the APA. 

84. The APA gives this Court authority to “hold unlawful and set aside agency action 

. . . found to be . . . arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance 

with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2).  

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
Violations of NFMA, FLPMA, APA 

Failure to Comply with the Forest Plan 

85. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates each of the preceding paragraphs as if fully set 

forth herein. 
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86. Under NFMA, project-level decisions must be consistent with direction in the 

Forest Plan. Under the 1990 Forest Plan, the Elk Ridge Complex is designated to be managed as 

approximately 56% as DFC 10 (Simultaneous Development of Resources) and 44% as DFC 6B 

(Wilderness), with less than 1% DFC 12 (Backcountry Big-game Hunting).  

87. The 1990 Forest Plan identified and described “Desired Future Conditions,” or 

“DFCs,” which the Forest Service intended to reach to accomplish the Plan’s Goals and 

Objectives. 1990 Forest Plan at 199. 

88. Federal Defendants violated 1990 Forest Plan DFC 10 and 6B when they adopted 

the 2026 AOIs without considering the effects of cattle grazing on plan goals. 

89. Federal Defendants violated the 1990 Forest Plan’s Vacant Allotment Guidelines 

by stocking the Elk Ridge Complex with cattle before evaluating resource-management needs, 

including the needs of threatened and endangered species, native ungulates, and the recovering 

ecosystem of the Green River Basin. 

90. Because the Forest Service elected to rely on the 1978 EA, the Forest Service 

failed to evaluate site-specific impacts to the Elk Ridge Complex under DFC 10 or 6B.  

91. The Forest Service, moreover, failed to analyze whether the 2026 AOIs comply 

with the Forest Plan, which was adopted 12 years after the 1978 EA was released.  

92. The Forest Service acted arbitrarily and capriciously, abused its discretion, and 

acted contrary to the law under § 706 of the APA when it adopted the 2026 AOIs without 

analyzing whether it complied with the NMFA and the 1990 Forest Plan. 

93. The APA gives this Court authority to “hold unlawful and set aside agency action 

. . . found to be . . . arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance 

with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2).  
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully request that this Court: 

A. Issue an order and injunction compelling Federal Defendants to cease

implementation of the 2026 AOIs provision authorizing cattle grazing in the Elk

Ridge Complex of Grazing Allotments scheduled to begin on August 15, 2026,

until Federal Defendants have complied with NEPA, FLPMA, and NFMA;

B. Vacate and set aside the provision of the 2026 AOIs authorizing cattle grazing in

the Elk Ridge Complex of Grazing Allotments;

C. Issue a declaratory judgment pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201–2202 declaring that

Federal Defendants violated the procedural requirements of NEPA, NMFA, and

the FLPMA when they relied on the sufficiency of the 1978 EA to adopt the 2026

AOIs provision authorizing cattle grazing in the Elk Ridge Complex of Grazing

Allotments;

D. Grant such additional and further relief to which Plaintiff may be entitled or as the

Court may deem necessary, just or proper;

E. Award Plaintiff attorney fees and costs pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2412.

DATED: August 10th, 2026, /s/ John Persell 
John Persell (WY Bar #7-4672) 
309 Holland St. 
Portland, OR 97217 
(503) 896-6472
john.persell@gmail.com

/s/ Jessica L. Blome 
Jessica L. Blome (CA Bar #314898)* 
Grace Wainscoat (CA Bar #365656)* 
GREENFIRE LAW, PC 
2748 Adeline Street, Suite A 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
Ph/Fax: (510) 900-9502 
jblome@greenfirelaw.com 
gwainscoat@greenfirelaw.com 

* Pro hac vice applications pending
Attorneys for W. Watersheds Project
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VERIFICATION 

I, Erik Molvar, am the Executive Director of the Western Watersheds Project. I have read 

the foregoing VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW OF FINAL AGENCY 

ACTION AND FOR INJUNCTIVE AND DECLARATORY RELIEF and know its contents. 

The facts alleged in the above Complaint are within my own knowledge and I know these facts 

to be true, except as to matters alleged therein on information and belief.  

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct and that this 

declaration is executed on August 10, 2026, at Jacksonville, Oregon. 

  
      /s/ Erik Molvar 
      Erik Molvar 
      Executive Director, Western Watersheds Project 
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Upper Green River  

Annual Operating Instructions 

2026 

These Annual Operating Instructions (AOI) are made part of your grazing permit consistent 

with Part 1, item 3 and Part 2, Item 8(a) of your Term Grazing Permit for the Upper Green 

River Cattle Allotment and are an extension of your term grazing permit. 

 

I. Authorized Use for UGRCA 2026 

• Wapika Ranch, LLC-250 Yrl, 250 C/c, 15 B                                

• Michael R. Beard-565 C/c 

• Jeannie and Millford Lockwood-90 C/c 

• Murdock Land and Livestock-500 C/c 

• Roberts Cattle Co.- 475 Yrl 

• KM Cattle Co.-75 Yrl 

• Klaren Cattle Co.-70 Yrl, 195 C/c, 11 B 

• TY Ranch LLC- Complete Resource protection Non-Use 

• Price, Charles and DeeAnn-142 Yrl, 204 C/c, 12 B 

• Price, Kent-279 Yrl, 151 C/c, 12 B 

• Sommers Ranch, LLC-300 Yrl, 340 C/c, 25 B 

• Window Sash, LLC-270 Yrl, 300 C/c                                     

• Garland and Rhonda Swain-160 Yrl, 20B 

• Grubbing Hoe Ranch Partnership-70 Yrl, 380 C/c 

• Stanley G. Murdock Living Trust- 345 Yrl, 320 C/c, 30 C, 24B 

• Upper Green Association-25 Horse 

II. Pasture Rotation Sequence 

Mud Lake-Fish Creek-2800 Cattle 

• MLW-June 16-July 20 

• Fish Creek- July 20- Sept. 5 

• MLE/Roaring Fork- Sept. 5-October 15  

Mosquito Pastures- 1200 Cattle 

• SWMP-June 16-July 15 

• NWMP-July 15-August 15 

• NEMP-August 15- September 15 
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• SEMP-September 15- October 15 

Tosi-Tepee Pastures-700 Cattle 

• Moose Lake- September 20-October 10 

• Tepee Flats- June 19- August 19 

• Tepee Ridge- August 19-September 20 

Gypsum Rotation-1245 Cattle 

• Upper Gypsum-July 01-September 15-585 Cattle 

• Lower Gypsum- August 15- October 15-660 Cattle 

Pot Creek Pastures-660 Cattle 

• Pasture 2- July 1-July14 

• Pasture 3-July 7-July 30 

• Pasture 1-July 30-August 15 

• Pasture 4- July 1-August 15- 50 Cattle 

Resource Protection Non-Use is being authorized for all Upper Green permittees due to the 

Dollar Lake Fire and persistent drought.  Any permittee that requested resource protection non-

use has been approved.  Approximately 585 cattle will be grazed in the vicinity of the Dollar 

Lake Fire utilizing Virtual Electric Fence.  Additionally, approximately 660 cattle will be grazing 

the Pot Creek Pastures to decrease total livestock numbers in the Upper Gypsum Pasture.  If 

necessary, temporary grazing may occur on the Elk Ridge Complex from August 15 through 

October 15 to assist with livestock distribution and burned area restoration. A thorough NEPA 

sufficiency review has been completed on the Elk Ridge Complex and consultation with USFWS 

has occurred. 

The move-on date is only a guide since the on-date will be when range readiness occurs. Move 

dates are dependent on precipitation and temperature and their effects on vegetation production. 

Forage utilization will indicate when moves need to be made earlier. Longer pasture stays can 

be arranged if an excess of forage exists but must be coordinated with the Forest Service 

Rangeland Management Specialist. 

All food, pet food, processed livestock feed and grain, and refuse must be made unavailable to 

bears. Any carcass or animal remains will be moved at least 100 yards from live water and 

roads. Animal carcasses must be moved at least 200 yards from system trails. 

The Upper Green River Cattle Allotment lies within the area covered by the Biological Opinion 

dated April 29, 2019 issued by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Therefore, 

permittees associated with the allotment will assist the Forest Service in achieving the 4 

Conservation Recommendations.   

Utilization levels will not exceed 50% in uplands/riparians and greenline stubble heights of 4” 
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and 6” shall be maintained dependent on the site as identified in the ROD. 

Place salt in areas where past and or present forage use is light. Salt should be used to spread 

utilization across the pasture being grazed. Place salt at least a ¼ mile from riparian areas and at 

least 200 yards from system trails. Salt should be picked up and moved when an area has been 

sufficiently used. A salting plan has been created for the Upper Green and will be provided at 

each cow camp. 

Range improvements must be maintained prior to placing cattle on the allotment. Any plans 

to reconstruct or build new improvements on the National Forest must first be coordinated 

with the Range Specialist. Improvements and associated maintenance specifications are listed 

in your grazing permit. Improvements must be maintained in years of total nonuse and total 

rest. This includes putting up and taking down fences if needed for adjacent pasture 

management. 

Grazing fees must be paid before livestock can enter the National Forest.  

Due to increasing public use, gates are often left open and cattle stray into the wrong pasture. I 

realize this is a problem and an inconvenience. Routine checks need to be made by you and 

your riders. Please communicate with the Forest Service Rangeland Management Specialist if 

you experience any abnormal rotation complications. 

Situations may develop during the grazing season which require changes to these instructions. 

If this becomes necessary, or if it appears you cannot comply with some of these instructions, 

contact Gary Hayward and obtain approval from the District Ranger before initiating changes 

or deviating from these instructions. 

If you have any questions concerning these Annual Operating Instructions, please call 

Gary Hayward in Pinedale at 367-5723. 

 
          /s/Kate Olsen                                            6/8/2026 

    

 

KATE OLSEN Date Permittee or Authorized Agent 

Date District Ranger 
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Exhibit D 

Case 1:26-cv-00236     Document 1     Filed 08/10/26     Page 125 of 128



Case 1:26-cv-00236     Document 1     Filed 08/10/26     Page 126 of 128



Case 1:26-cv-00236     Document 1     Filed 08/10/26     Page 127 of 128



Case 1:26-cv-00236     Document 1     Filed 08/10/26     Page 128 of 128


	Exh. B Elk Ridge Complex EA 1978.pdf
	1_260406_145658
	2_260406_145733
	3_260406_150052
	4_260406_150128
	5_260406_150204
	6_260406_150236
	7_260406_150307
	8_260406_150345
	9_260406_150416
	10_260406_150524
	11_260406_150608
	12_260406_150650
	13_260406_150744
	14_260406_150817
	15_260406_150856
	16-22_260406_151018
	23_260406_151102
	24_260406_151135
	25-26_260406_151222
	27_260406_151249
	28-37_260406_151410
	38_260406_151504
	39_260406_151543
	39_260406_151605
	40_260406_151733
	41_260406_151808
	42-44_260406_151902
	45_260406_151953
	46_260406_152328
	47-50_260406_152419
	51-60_260406_152532
	61-70_260406_152646
	71-80_260406_152759
	81-87_260406_152848
	88_260406_152926
	89_260406_152957
	90-92_260406_153049

	2026-08-10 Verified Complaint, FINAL.pdf
	INTRODUCTION
	Administrative Procedure Act
	The Elk Ridge Complex
	Attempts at NEPA Compliance
	Final Agency Action
	FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
	THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
	PRAYER FOR RELIEF
	/s/ Erik Molvar





