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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

IDAHO WOOL GROWERS

ASSOCIATION and NORTH Case No. 1:08v-00394-BLW
AMERICAN PACKGOAT
ASSOCIATION, MEMORANDUM DECISION AND
ORDER
Plaintiff,
V.

THOMAS VILSACK, in his official
capacity assecretary of the United States
Department of Agriculture, THOMAS
TIDWELL, in his official capacity as
Chief of the United States Forest Service,
and UNITED STATES FOREST
SERVICE,

Defendants.

l.
INTRODUCTION

Pending before the Court is the North American Packgoat Association’s (the
“Goatpackers”) Motion to Join as Non-Party Plaintiff (Dkt. 54). Also pending is the
Idaho Wool Growers Association and the Goatpackers’ Motion for Order Holding
Defendants in Contempt of Court (Dkt. 57). For the reasons explained below, the Court
will grant the Goatpackers’ motion to join this action as a non-party plaintiff. The Court
will also grant the contempt motion to the extent that it will find defendants in contempt
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of this Court’s orders and award attorney’s fees. At this time, however, the Court will
deny without prejudice the other forms of relief plaintiffs seek, including their request to
“hold unlawful and set aside” various documents related to the Shoshone National Forest,
which is located in Wyoming.

.
BACKGROUND

In April 2012, the wildlife biologist for the Shoshone National Forest prepared a
report addressing the risk of domestic sheep and goats transmitting diseases to bighorn
sheep herds on the Shoshone National Forest in Wyoming. This report, referred to by the
parties as the “2012 Shoshone RADT [Risk of Disease Transmission] Refes,to
and quotes chunks of text from an earlier, 2006 rép@vmpare 2012 Shoshone RADT
Report, Dkt. 58-fwith 2006 Payette RADT Repddkt. 58-3. The 2006 report addressed
the same general topic — the risk of disease transmission — but it dealt with domestic and
bighorn sheep on the Payette National Forest in Idaho. A committee established by the
United States Forest Service prepared the 2006 Payette report (the “2006 Payette RADT
Report”).

The 2006 Payette RADT Report, along with a latgted report referred to by

! The Shoshone National Forest updated the April 2012 report in 2013, but the 2013, updated
report was not referenced by the Forest Service in developing the ShosttimmalN-oresLand
Management Plan revision, nor waptibvided to the publicSee May 28, 2015 email from Olga Troxel,
Land Management Specialist, Shoshone NF, to Andrew liizia€, toMotion, Dkt. 587. Regardless,
plaintiffs say that the 2012 and 2013 reports use the same language regardiagdtgialation of the
Court’s 2009 orders. For simplicity’s sake, the Court will refer to aledws$t one report here — the 2012
report.
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the parties as the “Payette Principles Rep@&&e(Nov. 2, 2006 Summary of Science

Panel DiscussiorDkt. 58-4) — was the subject of litigation in this Court in 2009. The
Idaho Wool Growers Association and Dr. Ma@ieBulgin sued the Forest Service,
complaining that they had been barred from participating in the committees that prepared
the Payetteeports, which allegedly resulted in a lack of representation by anyone
engaged in domestic sheep management or behavior.

The ldaho Wool Growers Association is an Idaho non-profit organization that
promotes the production and consumption of lamb and wool. At the time plaintiffs sued,
Dr. Bulgin was the president of the Wool Growers Association. Plaintiffs describe Dr.
Bulgin as “a well-known and highly-regarded expert on disease transmission and risk of
disease among bighorn sheep and domestic sh&spipl, Dkt. 1, T 12.

In July 2009, the Court granted summary judgment in favor of the plaintiffs,
holding that the committees that prepared the Payette reports were advisory committees,
and therefore subject to the procedural mandates of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(“FACA"), 5 U.S.C. App. 2, 88 1-16, and the National Forest Management Act
(“NFMA”), 16 U.S.C. 88 160Qt614. July 1, 2009 OrderDkt. 37,reported at Idaho
Wool Growers Ass’n v. Schaf&37 F. Supp. 2d 868, 880 (D. Idaho 2009). The Court
ordered that “the Committees’ findings and/or conclusions are not to be relied upon by
the Forest Service with respect to any future agency decisitthsl’ater, the Court
clarified that the Forest Service could not “grandfather” the Committees’ findings and/or
conclusions or otherwise “rely upon the Committees’ findings and/or conclusions in
reaching future agency decisions — either directly or indiredtlgy. 9, 2009 Ordemkt.
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46, reported at Idaho Wool Growers Ass’'n v. Scha2®09 WL 3806371, at *2 (D. ldaho
2009). In a nutshell, then, to comply with this Court’s July and Nove&089 orders,

the Forest Service could rely upon the underlying sources cited in the Payette reports, but
could notrely upon conclusions or findings of the Payette reports themselves.

Plaintiffs now say that when the Shoshone National Forest prepared its report on
the health of bighorn sheep in the Shoshone National Forest, it improperly relied on the
findings and conclusions of the Payette repo8tse, e.g., Plaintiff's Ex. 11, Nov. 22,

2014 Shoshone Nat'l Forest Objection Respori3kts,58-12, at 54. Plaintiffs say the
Forest Service then used the “tainted” Shoshone report to justify banning domestic sheep
and goats, including pack goats, from the Shoshone National F8esiMotion Mem.,

Dkt. 58, at 3. The Forest Service denies any such condhast gaidhat the “[t]he

analysis of disease transmission conducted for the [Shoshone] Forest Plan DEIS and
FEIS is in no way connected to the [Payette] RADT Committee or the Payette Principles
Committee.”See Appendix to May 2015 Record of Decision for the Shoshone National
Forest Land Management Plan RevisiDkt. 63-24, at 32, § B{b). This contempt

motion eventually followed. Plaintiffs seek monetary sanctions and they also ask the
Court to “hold unlawful and set aside” the 2012 Shoshone RADT Report and various
related documents.

I,
THE RULE 72 MOTION

Before deciding whether the Shoshone RADT Report improperly relies upon the

findings and conclusions of the Payette reports, the Court will resolve the Goatpackers’
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motion to join this case as a non-party under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 71.

Rule 71 provides that “[w]hen an order grants relief for a nonparty . . . the
procedure for enforcing the order is the same as for a party.” As the Ninth Circuit has
pointed out, “Rule 71 was designed to memorialize the common sense rule that courts
can enforce their orders against both parties and non-paktfestlake N. Prop. Owners
Ass’n v. City of Thousand Oal&l5 F.2d 1301, 1304 (9th Cir. 1990).

Here, defendants do not challenge the Goatpackers’ assertions that the
Goatpackers were affected by this Court’s 2009 orders. Defendants therefore do not
object to the Goatpackers joining this action as a non-party plaintiff under Rugeél.
Response BrDkt. 62, at 1. The defendants do, however, object to the specific,
substantive relief the Goatpackeesek including the requests that the Calrx hold
defendants in contempt, and (2) award attorneys’ fees to the Goatpdskenslat 12.

The parties briefed these issues within the contempt motion. The Court will therefore
grant the Goatpackers’ motion to join this action as a non-party plaintiff under Rule 71
and will resolve the more specific relief sought by the Goatpackers in ruling on the
contempt motion.

V.
THE CONTEMPT MOTION

A. The Legal Standard
“The standard for finding a party in civil contempt is well settled: The moving
party has the burden of showing by clear and convincing evidence that the contemnors

violated a specific and definite order of the couR&nwick v. Bennett (In re Bennett)
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298 F.3d 1059, 1069 (9th Cir. 2002)he contempt “need not be willful,” and there is no
good faith exception to the requirement of obedience to a court déaeYideo, Inc. v.
The Motion Picture Ass’n of Arfin re Dual-DeckVideo Cassette Recorder Antitrust
Litig.), 10 F3d 693, 695 (9th Cir. 19933gealso Gen. Signal Corp. v. Donallco, Inc.

787 F.2d 1376, 1379 (9th Cir. 198@jurther, ‘tourts in civil contempt proceedings may
proceed in a ‘more summary fashion’ than in an ‘independent civil actidmé&arn v.

Int'l Longshore & Warehouse Unioii21 F.3d 1122, 1130 (9th Cir. 2013) (quotation
omitted).

Courts have “broad equitable power to order appropriate relief in civil contempt
proceedings.”SEC v. Hickey322 F.3d 1123, 1128 (9th Cir. 2003) (citation omitted)).
“Sanctions for civil contempt may be imposed to coerce obedience to a court order, or to
compensate the party pursuing the contempt action for injuries resulting from the
contemptuous behavior, or bothGen. Signal Corp.787 F.2d at 1379 (citations
omitted). “[A]ttorneys’ fees are an appropriate component of a civil contempt award.”
re Dyer,322 F.3d 1178, 1195 (9th Cir. 2003) (citation omittétgrcourt Brace v.
Multistate Legal Studies, In@26 F.3d 948, 953 (9th Cir. 1994) (“An award of attorney's
fees for civil contempt is within the discretion of the district court.” (citation omitted)).
B. Discussion

The 2012 Shoshone RADT Report cites to both Payette reppndsopievarious
sentences verbatimr mostly verbatimfrom the 2006 Payette RADT Report. The
Forest defends thisopyingwith two main arguments. First, the Forest says the copying
is permissible because the Court’s 2009 orders prohibited iframyrelying on the

M EMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 6



“findings and/or conclusions” of the Payette repo@geluly 1, 2009 Orderkt. 37, at

23 (“the Committees’ findings and/or conclusions are not to be relied upon by the Forest
Service with respect to any future agency decisions”). The Forest says that the 2012
Shoshone RADT Report cites only those parts of the Payette reports that do not contain
findings or conclusions. Next, the Forest Service contends that any copying is
inconsequential because there is a raft of scientific literature supporting the conclusions
reached in the Shoshone RADT Report in any event.

As will be discussed, the Court is not persuaded by either argument. But to fully
understand the parties’ arguments, and this Court’s decision, it is necessary to back up
and take a closer look at the content and structure of the 2006 Payette RADT’Report.

1. The 2006 Payette RADT Report

The 2006 Payette RADT Report is 19 pages long. It begins with a section entitled
Backgroundand ends with a section entiti€@bnclusions.In theBackgroundsection, the
author explains why the report is being generatedmely,because the Chief of the
Forest instructed the Payette Forest to analyze the effects of disease transmission from
domestic sheep to bighorn sheep on the Payette ForesBatkgroundsection then
provides this overview of #three-part analysis tHeayettecommittee conducted:

1) areview of the scientific literature on disease transmission from

domestic sheep to bighorn sheep and the impacts that disease has on
bighorn sheep populations;

% The Court does ndtilly detail the Payette Principles Reportaintiffs allege only one
instance of copying frorthat report. Thatissue is addressed below.
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2) an evaluation of population data available for bighorn populations
located within and adjacent to the Payette’s boundaries; and

3) an expert panel assessment of risk of disease transmission from each
of the Payette’s domestic sheep allotments to nearby bighorn sheep
populations.
2012 Shoshone RADT Repdkt. 58-3, at 1. The next few sections of the Payette report
more or less follow this three-pamalyticalroadmap.
First up, there is a three and one-half page section entiterdture Review See
id. at 2-5. This is a significant part of the report; the FdBesticehas stated that a
literature review “lies at the heart of any risk assessmenpy, Dkt. 63, at 15. It is not
surprising, then, that the Payette committee drew various conclusions about the literature
under review. Among other things, the committee reported that the “scientific literature”

“indicates the following”:

1. numerous examples of bighorn die-offs due to disease have been
documented;

2. bighorn die-offs were documented as early as the mid 1800s and
have been documented in every state in the western U.S.;

3. bighorn die-offs typically follow known or suspected contact
with domestic sheep;

4. under experimental conditiondjnically healthybighorn sheep
have developed pneumonia and died within days to weeks
following contact with clinially healthy domestic sheep;

5. avariety of diseases and pathogens have been implicated in die-
offs, but most commonly the disease implicated in theotfies
bacterial pneumonia (Pasteurellosis) causelidgnheimia
haemolytica(formerly Pasteurella haemolytigaor other species
of closely related Pasteurella bacteria; [and]
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6. there is consensus among wildlife biologists and veterinarians
experienced in bigharsheep management that domestic sheep
and bighorn sheep must be kept separated in order to maintain
healthy bighorn populations.

2006 Payette RADT Repobkt. 583, at 3 (citations omitted; paragraph divisions
added).

After theLiterature Revievgection, the 2006 Payette RADT Report contains
sections discussingdomestic Sheep Grazing on the Payetté &ltd the Population
Status of Bighorn Sheep Populations on the Payette Wkt 58-3, at 5, 6. Following
these sections, there is a report oEapert Panel Risk AssessmeS8ee idat 10-14.

In thisRisk Assessmeseéction, the report explains that the committee convaned
panel of “6 wildlife biologists, each with considerable knowledge of bighorn sheep
biology and management, . . .1d. The committee instructed the panelists to adopt this
principal assumption in assessing the risk of disease transmission: “Direct contact
between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep results in a high likelihood of disease
transmission to bighorn sheep and disease outbreak in local bighorn hierat.”11.

With this assumption in place, the panelists were tasked with going though
through each sheep allotment on the Payette National Forest, one by one, and opining
how likely it would be that domestic sheep would transmit disease to bighorn sheep on
that particular allotmentSee idat 10-12 (providing further detail on the risk analysis
methodology). Depending on the allotment, their conclusions varied from a “very low

risk of disease transmission” to a “very high risk of disease transmisdarat 10.

After finishing the three-part analygisst discussediterature review; evaluation
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of bighorn sheep populations; expert panel risk assessment), the 2006 Payette RADT

Report contains a three and one-half pageussiorsection, followed by &onclusions

section. Id. at 15, 18.

2.

The 2012 Shoshone RADT Report

The 2012 Shoshone RADT Report is similar in many respects to the 2006 Payette

RADT Report. In fact, when the two reports are viewed alongside each otfempihes

apparent that the author of the Shoshone report used the 2006 Payette RADT Report as a

template, liberally copying text from the Payette report into his report.

a.

The Background Section

The copying first appears in tiBackgroundsection of the Shoshone report, which

uses the same verbiage asBaekgroundsection of the Payette 2006 RADT Report to

explainwhy the report ideing generated and, more substantively, what type of analysis

Is being performed. Specifically, plaintiffs compare the following sentences from the

2012 ShoshonBADT Report and the 2006 Payette RADT Report:

2006 Payette RADT Report

2012 Shoshone RADT Report

Background

“Following direction from the Chief’s
Reviewing Officer, the Payette NF
conductedananalysis of theffectsof
disease transmission from domestic shee
grazedon the forest to bighorn sheep
populations occurring within antearthe
Payette NF.”2006 Payette RADT Report
at 1.

Background

“Following direction from théeputy Chief,
the Shoshone stafbnductedananalysis of
theeffectsof disease transmission from
rmlomestic sheepnd goats on the Forest to
bighorn sheep populations occurring with
and near the Shoshone2012 Shoshone
RADT Reportat 1.

“The analysis was conducted at the spat

“The analysis was conducted at the spat

scale of the Payette NF . . . . The analysi

scale of the Shoshone and consists of fo
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consists of 3 parts: 1) a review of the
scientific literature on disease transmissi
from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep a
the impacts that disease has on bighorn
sheep populations; 2) an evaluation of
population data available for bighorn
populations located within and adjacent t
the Payette’s boundaries; and 3) an expeg
panel assessment of risk of diseas
transmission from each of the Payette’s
domestic sheep allotments to nearby
bighorn sheep populations.”

2006 Payette RADT Repoat, 1.

parts: (1) a review of the scientific
pliterature on disease transmission from
ndomestic sheep and goats to bighorn she
and the impacts that disease has on bigh
sheep populations; (2) an evaluation of
domestic sheep and goat use on the
oShoshone; (3) an evaluation of populatio
rtlata available for bighorn populations
located within and adjacent to the
Shoshone’s boundaries; and (4) and an
assessment of risk of disease for each of
the Shoshone’s bighorn sheep herds fror,
domestic sheep and goat use on the
Forest.”2012 Shoshone RADT Repat,1.

2ep
orn

=)

Plainly, the Shoshone report copie

d portions of text from the Payette report.

Preliminarily, the Court observes that using the 2006 PaR&IZT Report as a template

was arguably a bad judgment call in light

copying shown above does ropeateanysu

of this Court’s 2009 orders. But, still, the

bstantive problemaViost significantly, in

this section, the Shoshone Forest did not rely upon or cite to any findings or conclusions

from the Payette report.

Plaintiffs’ argument is broader than that, however. They say that the copying in

theBackgroundsection demonstrates that the Shoshone National Forest improperly

undertook the same type of analysis — using more or lesanieseps as did the

Payette committee in 2006. But nothing

Shoshone Forest from undertaking such an analysis. More specifically, this Court’s order

in this Court’s 2009 orders prohibited the

did not prohibit the Forest Service from analyzing the risk of disease transmission from

domestic sheep or goats by (1) reviewing scientific literature; (2) evaluating bighorn

sheep population data; and (3) convening an expert panel to assess the risk that domestic
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sheep or goats will transmit diseases to bighorn sheep. Rather, in reaching its 2009
decisions, the Court clarified that the scientific information underlying the Payette reports
could be used in the future: “If, indeed, the [Payette] Committee represented only a
mechanism to collect and summarize all available data relevant to the issue at hand, that
same, underlying information would exist to support future agency decisions as well.”
July 1, 2009 OrderDkt. 37, at 23see also Nov. 9, 2009 Ordé&rkt. 46, at 7.

Nevertheless, if the Shoshone Forest decided to cotitatultistep analysis
described above, it would have to conduct each step independently in light of this Court’s
2009 orders. It could ngimply cut and pastindings or conclusions from the Payette
reports into its report. The Shoshone Forest did not walk that particular line.

b. The Literature Review Section

Problems first crop up in tHaterature Revievsection of the 2012 Shoshone
RADT report. In that section, the author bedigseporting that in 2006, the Payette
committee had compiled “[o]ne of the most current literature reviews ehsks
transmission between domestic animals and bighorn sheep Shoshone 2012 Report,

Dkt. 58-5, at 2. The Shoshone report teagsthat “pertinent information” from the

Payette committee’s literature review “was extracted from the Payette’s risk assessment
[i.e., from the Payette 2006 RADT Report] and brought forward into this risk
assessment.’d. Then, in the next paragraph, the Forest Service copied a large,
substantive paragraph and pasted it practically word for word into the 2012 Shoshone

RADT Report, although it added the phrase “and goats” or “or goats” to a couple of
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sentences. For ease of reference, the paragraphs from both reports are shown side by side

in this chart:

2006 Payette RADT Report

2012 Shoshone RADT Report

Literature Review

Effects of Disease on Bighorn Population

Literature Review

$ffects of Disease on Bighorn Populatior

“An extensive body of scientific literature
on the effects of disease on bighorn
populations has accumulated. The
literature indicates the following: 1)
numerous examples of bighorn die-offs
due to disease have been documented; i
bighorn die-offs were documented as
earlyas the mid 1800s and have been
documented in every state in the westerr
U.S.; 3) bighorn die-offs typically follow
known or suspected contact with
domestic sheep; 4) under experimental
conditions, clinically healthy bighorn
sheep havdeveloped pneumonia and
died within days to weeks following
contact with clinically healthy domestic
sheep; 5) a variety of diseases and
pathogens have been implicated in die-
offs, but most commonly the disease
implicated in the die-off is bacterial
pneumonia (Pasteurellosis) caussd
Mannheimia haemolytica (formerly
Pasteurella haemolytica) or other species
of closely related Pasteurella bacteria; 6
there is consensus among wildlife
biologists andreterinarians experienced
in bighorn sheep management that
domestic sheep and bighaheep must
be kept separated in order to maintain
healthy bighorn populations.’”2006

“An extensive body of scientific literature
on the effects of disease on bighorn
populations has accumulated. The
literature indicates the following: (1)
numerous examples of bighorn die-offs @
?Jo disease have been documented; (2)

bighorn die-offs were documented as ear

as the mid 1800s and have been

1 documented in every state in the westerr
U.S.; (3) bighorn die-offs typically follow
known or suspected contact with domest
sheepor goats; (4) under experimental
conditions, clinically healthy bighorn shet
have developed pneumonia and died wit
days to weeks following contact with
clinically healthy domestic sheep; (5) a
variety of diseases and pathogens have
been implicated in die-offs, but most
commonly the disease implicated in the
die-off is bacterial pneumonia
(Pasteurellosis) caused Mannheimia
haemolyticaformerly Pasteurella

5 haemolytica or other species of closely
relatedPasteurellabacteria; and (6) there
consensus among wildlife biologists and
veterinarians experienced in bighorn she
management that domestic sheegd goats
and bighorn sheep must be kept separat
in order to maintain healthy bighorn
populations. Shoshone RADT Repoat, 2

S

ue

iC

2P
Nin

S

D

Payette RADT Reporat 3.

(emphasis added).
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As plaintiffs have pointed out, the author of the Shoshone report does rastycite
new sources to support the conclusions drawn in that lengthy, six-part sentence quoted
above. Instead, he relied on the same sources — minus quite a few — that were cited in the
Payette reporCompare 2012 Shoshone RADT Repmirfwith 2006 Payette RADT
Report,at 33

The Forest Service defends this copying in three ways. First, it says the part of the
Payette report it copied does not contain any “findings” or “conclusions.” Rather, the
Forest says that the authors of both reports were simply “summariz[ing] the scientific
literature in the same wayOpp, Dkt. 63, at 15. Second, and more broadly, the Forest
Servicesaysthe copying does present any substantive idseesusehere is an
“enormous body'of literature supporting the statements made. Finally, and relatedly, the
Forest Service points out that the 2012 Shoshone RADT Report cites numerous
authorities postlating the 2006 Payette reports.

None of these arguments is persuasive.

® This relined paragraph shown here compares thgsite contained in both reports.

e.g.. Foreyt and Jessup 1982; Goodson 108Berka and Wishart 1988

Foreyt 1989:-DesertBighorn-Council Fechnical- Staf- 1990 Callan et al.
}994.—Gass+ser—et—al—}9%artln et al. 1996USBi-Buread-of-Land
999; Singer et al. 2000a, 2000b, 2000c,

2000d; Monello et al 2001; Schommer and Woolever 2001; Singer et al.
2001;Bubaretal—2002Garde et al 2005.

The 2006PayetteRADT Report citedall sources shown, including those in strike-through text.
The 2012 Shoshone Report cites only those sources shown in regular text.

M EMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 14



First, the Payette committee drew conclusions about the literature it reviewed. If
there was any real question on this point, it would be resolved after reading the
“Conclusions section of the Payette report. Not only is that section plainly labeled
Conclusionsbut in the opening paragraphs, the Payette committee discussed the
scientific literature. The first few lines of t@®nclusionssection states:

Conclusions

Although important aspects of bighorn sheep disease ecology are still

poorly understoodhe scientific literature indicatethat: 1) when in

close contact, domestic sheep commonly transmit diseases to bighorn

sheep; 2) some of these diseases (e.g., Pasteurellosis or pneumonia)

result in mortality of large portions of bighorn sheep herds and cause

depressed recruitment for years, and thus have significant impacts on

bighorn sheep populations dynamics; and 3) bighorn sheep and

domestic sheep must be kept separated if one of the management goals

is to maintain viable populations of bighorn sheep.

2006 Payette RADT Reppbkt. 583, at 18 (emphasis added).

The author of the 2012 Shoshone Report perhragsed this point; he says he did
not “focus onor review various parts of the Payette RADT Report that include the
Conclusionssection. Harper Dec.{ 24 (“I did not focus on or review the pages
following the headingResulton page 12 of the Payette RADT Repofi)’[

But even assuming ti@onclusionssection did not exist, a common-sense reading

of theLiterature Revievsection shows that the Payette committee was drawing

conclusions about the literature. This is particularly true in the larger contexireddy

* The Conclusionssectionbeginson pages 18 of the 2006 Payette RADT Report. Dkt. 58-3.
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noted, the~orest Servicdas pointed out that a literature review is a key part of a risk
assessment such as thieeResponse BrDkt. 63, at 15 (a literature review “lies at the
heart of any risk assessment”).

Further, it is important to remember that plaintiffs complain that thetRay
committee was biased from the outset and, as such, drew incorrect or biased conclusions
from the literature under review. As just one example, the Goatpackers say that the
Payette committee cited a source — “Rudolph et al. 2003” — for the proposition that
“‘domestic goats . . . can transmlt haemolyticao bighorn sheep” when the underlying
source provided no support for that statem&se Goatpackers’ Rule 71 Motion Mem.

Dkt. 55, at 14 & 14 n.7. Under these circumstances, the Court is not persuaded by the
defendants’ argument that thigerature Revievgsection of the 2006 Payette RADT
Report does not contain any findings or conclusions.

Defendants also argue that any copying here (or elsewhere in the 2012 Shoshone
RADT Report) is inconsequential because the Shoshone National Forest “relied on an
enormous body of scientific literature (much of which post-dated the Payette committees’
reports), along with its own independent analys@pp, Dkt. 63, at 1. But in reaching
conclusions about various articles (as shown in the above chart) the Forest Service did
not cite a single new source. Instead, as already discussed, the Shoshone Report copied
the 2006 Payette report almost verbatim and then cited the same sourcesévenaly
as support.See footnot8, supra No new or later authorities were relied upon for these
conclusions.

Granted, the Forest Service did cite other, later authorities elsewhere in the 2012
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Shoshone RADT Report. Additionally, in 2015, the Shoshone Forest reviewed nine
additional sources regarding disease transmission from domestic sheep and goats to wild
sheep.See2015 Amendment to the 2013 Biological Evaluation for the Revised Shoshone
National Forest Land Managemellan, Dkt. 58-13, at 16-1AVilder Dec, Dkt. 63-20,
1913-14. But this does not change the fact that the Forest Service nevertheless relied on,
and cited to, the Payette reports.

To a much lesser extent, the author of the Shoshone Report relied on a conclusion
reached in the 2006 Payette Principles Report. Specifically, the Shoshone Report says
the following: “Not all pasteurellosis epidemics in bighorn sheep can be attributed to
contact with domestic sheep (USDA FS 2006l8€e 2012 Shoshone Repatt4d. (The
reference toUSDA FS2006b” is the shorthand citation to the Payette Principles Report.
See 2012 Shoshone Repatt20.)

The Forest defends this copying with arguments similar to those already discussed.
First, the Forestaysthere is other, independent support for this conclusion so the citation
to the Payette Principles report should not matssre OppDkt. 63, at 10 (“the 2012
Shoshone RADT Report had an independent basis to conclude that not all pasteurellosis
can be attributed to contact with domestic sheep”). The Court is not persuaded for the
reasons already discussed. If this statement could be supported with other authorities, the
Forest should have done that.

Next, the Forest Service says the Payette Principles Summary “does not identify
‘findings’ or ‘conclusions,” which made it difficult for the Forest to know whether it
could freely copy any given stateme@ee Opp.Dkt. 63, at 10 n.2. Again, the Court is
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not persuaded. The main point of the Court’s 2009 orders was to instruct the Forest
Service to look elsewhere — not to the Payette reports themselves — to support future
agency decisions. Under those circumstances, the Forest Service should have known that
it would need to look to other articles to support conclusory statements such as the one
shown above.

Finally, the Forest Service says that even if the statement quoted above is, indeed
a finding or conclusion, the Shoshone Forest did nothing more than commit a “technical
violation” of this Court’s orders. If this citation were thiely stumble related to the 2006
Payette reports, this argument might have some persuasive force. But this was not the
only stumble; it is one of many. Under those circumstances, the Court concludes that the
Forest Service did not make a reasonable attempt to comply with this Court’s orders.

C. The Assessment of Risk Section

Moving into theAssessment difie Risksection of the 2012 Shoshone RADT
Report, plaintiffs identify three instances of copying, which the Court will discuss in turn.

The Lehmkul Methodology. Plaintiffs first complain that the Shoshone Forest
copied the same methodology the Payette committee’s expert panel employed. More
specifically, both the Payette committee and the Shoshone National Forest convened an
expert panel to assess risk of disease transmission by using a “structured outcome scale.”
The 2006 Payette RADT Report indicates that the source of this outcome scale is
“Lehmkul et al. 1997,’and the Forest reports that “both the 2012 Shoshone Report and
the Payette Report used the Lehmkul methodology in preparing the qualitative analysis.”
Opp, Dkt. 63, at 12.
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The 2012 Shoshone RADT Report, however, does not cite or discuss “Lehmkul.
Instead, it cite®nly to the2006 Payette RADT Report, as shown here:

Because of the lack of quantitative models available to predict likelihood of

disease outbreak in bighorn sheep populations due to potential contact with

domestic sheep or goats (including packgoats), the same basic outcomes,

with the addition of domestic packgoats, identified by the Payette National

Forest (USDA Forest Service 2006a) and used in the Payette’s risk

assessment, are utilized in this risk assessment.
Shoshone 2012 RADT Repdkt. 58-5, at 12.

It would be permissible for the Shoshone Forest to independently decide which
particular methodology is appropriate, including, theoretically, the “Lehmkul
methodology.” The problem, however, is that the Shoshone Forest justified its chosen
methodology by citing only to the Payette RADT Report. This should basnfix the
author would simply need to independently conclude that Lehmkul provides the
appropriate “structured outcome scale.” The fact remains, however, that this was not
done, and the author’s decision to rely upon the 2006 Payette RADT Committee report to
support this decision violates this Court’s 2009 orders.

The Principal Assumption. Another problem in th&hoshone Report’s
Assessment of the Res&ction is the “principal assumption” the expert panel adopted in
performing thegualitative risk assessment. The Shoshone National Forest instructed its
panel members to adopt the following “principal assumption for rating disease
transmission risk”:

Direct contact between domestic sheegoats (including pack goatand

bighorn sheep results in a high likelihood of disease transmission to
bighorn sheep and disease outbreak in local bighorn sheep herds.
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Shoshone 2012 RADT Repdkt. 58-5, at 13. Plaintiffs complain that the Shoshone
Forest copied this principal assumption verbatim from the 2006 Payette RADT Report,
modifying it only to include goats, as shown in the italicized text ab@eempare 2006
Payette RADT RepoiDkt. 58-3 at 11 (stating the principal assumption as follows:
“Direct contact between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep results in a high likelihood of
disease transmission to bighorn sheep and disease outbreak in local bighorn herd.”).

The Forest says there is no problem with using this “principal assumption”
because, according to the Forest, this Court sanctioned the ongoing use of such an
assumption in another, related litigaticdBee Response BDkt. 63, at 12-13 (citing
Idaho Wool Growers Association v. Vilsa@k. Supp. 3d 1085 (D. Idaho 2014)
(Tashima, J.)).

In that earlier litigationldaho Wool Growers Association v. Vilsa@kF. Supp. 3d
1085 (D. Idaho 2014), this Court resolved the Wool Growarallerge to the adequacy
of the Forest Service’s JuR010 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(FSEIS) and the Record of Decision (ROD) related to three national forests in Idaho,
including the Payette National Forest. Among other things, the Wool Growers
complained that the Forest Service had improperly relied on the 2006 Payette RADT
Report to support theameprincipal assumption stated above. The Court rejected this
argument, explaining that the Forest had not relied on the Payette Report, but had instead
“relied primarily on their extensive review of disease transmission research and literature
to substantiate the link.Td. at 1100.

Significantly, however, the Court did not say tRatest Servicgvas now free to
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use this “principal assumption” to support future agency decisions — without any further
independent analysis. Rather, in future cases, the same analysis must be performed,
meaning that the Court must continually look to the document at issue to see if the Forest
Service supported its conclusions independently, rather than by relying on findings and
conclusions of the Payette RADT Report.

In this case, then, the logical place to support the stated principal assumption
would be in the.iterature Revievgection of the report. That section, however, is
infected by the author’s reliance on the 2006 Payette RADT Report, as discussed above.

Foray Distances. Finally, plaintiffs complain that the Shoshone Forest improperly
cited the 2006 Payette RADT Report to support estimated “foray destdar bighorn
rams on the Shoshone National Forest. (In this context, a “foray” refers to bighorn rams
traveling outside their “core home range .”. See2012 Shoshone RADT Repdkt.

58-5, at 13.) The disputed part of the Shoshone report reads as follows:

Although the foray distance for bighorn rams on the Shoshone is not

known, the data compiled by the Payette National Forest (USFS 2006a)

could be used to represent the potential foray distance on the Shoshone.

They found that most sheep forayed from 0-26 km outside of their core

home range with the longest foray being 35 km.

Id. at 13 (citingthe 2006Payette RADT Report as “USFS 2006a”).

As plaintiffs point out, the author of the Shoshone report did not cite to any
underlying data compiled by the Payette committee, nor did he provide any independent
basis for his statements relating to foray distance. So, on the surface, this would appear
to be another violation of this Court’s 2009 orders. The problem, however, is that neither

Payette report even discus$esay distances — much less makes any findings or reaches

M EMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 21



conclusions about foray distances. As such, the Court is persuaded that the author of the
Shoshone report mistakenly cited the 2006 RADT Report for this pSew.Harper
Dec.,Dkt. 631, at 7 n.2 (“There was an error in the SNF RADT Report, which
incorrectly cited the 2006 report for the foray distances used. The citation should have
been to the Payette’s 2010 decision for foray distances. There are no estimates of
bighorn sheep foray distances contained in the Payette’s 2006 reports.”).

3. Contempt Finding

The Forest Service argues that even if it violated this Court’s orders, it should not
be held in contempt because its interpretation of the Court’s orders was reasonable. The
Forest Service also says this Court’s orders were not specific and definite enough to
justify a finding of contempit.

The Court is not persuaded. For all the reasons explained above, the Forest
Service’s narrow definition of what constituted “findings” and “conclusions” of the
Payette RADT Report is simply not persuasive. At a minimum, the Forest should have
sought clarification from this Court regarding the meaning of a “finding” or “conclusion”
— particularly when (1) the Goatpackers were complaining that the Forest Service was
violating this Court’s orders; and (2) the Forest Service had used the 2006 Payette RADT
as a template — liberally copying chunks of text from that report into the Shoshone
Report. The Court therefore finds the defendants in contempt of this Court’s July 1, 2009
and November 9009 orders.

4, Sanctions

Having found the defendants in contempt, the Court must next determine what
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sanctions, if any, to impose. Sanctions for civil contempt may be imposed to coerce
obedience to a court order, or to compensate the party pursuing the contempt action for
injuries resulting from the contemptuous behavior, or botan. Signal Corp. v.
Donallco, Inc, 787 F.2d 1376, 1380 (9th Cir. 1986).

Plaintiffs seek a various forms of relief, which fall into two general categories —
(1) monetary relief; an(R) orders “setting aside” and declaring as “unlawful,” the 2012
Shoshone RADT Repband various related documents, including the Shoshone Land
Management Plan, the Shoshone Record of Decision, and Shoshone Final Supplemental
Environmental Statementee Motion MempDkt. 58, at 19.

The monetary relfesought is the easier question. Plaintiffs request (1) an award
of costs and attorneys’ fees to both plaintiffs in connection with this action; (2) an award
of costs and attorneys’ fees to the Goatpackers in connection with pre-litigation activities;
and (3) an award of coercive sanctions, payable to the Cadurt.

Based on the evidence described above, the Court concludes that an attorneys’ fee
award is proper. In short, the Forest should have complied with this Court’s footers
the beginning, but it certainly should have reconsidered its position after the Goatpackers
objected to the use of the Payette reports. The plaintiffs should be compensated for the
fees they had to incur. At this point, Plaintiffs have not specified any particular amount,
so the Court will decide that issue after plaintiffs have submitted their fee application and
supporting billing records.

The Court concludes that a fee award will be sufficient in this matter; it will not
order payment of coercive sanctions.
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In addition to these monetary awards, plaintiffs ask the Court to “hold unlawful
and set aside” the 2012 Shoshone RADT report. Additionally, Plaintiffs say that that “the
Forest Service used the tainted Shoshone RADT Report as the primary justification for
banning sheep and goats (including packgoats) from the Shoshone NF through the
Shoshone NF Revised hd and Resource Management Plan [LMPMotion Mem,

Dkt. 58, at 3. Plaintiffs therefore ask the Court to hold unlawful” and set aside the LMP
to the extent it relies on the Shoshone Report. Likewise, the plaintiffs ask the Court to
hold unlawful and set aside the Shoshone Record of Decision (ROD) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Shoshone LMP (the FEIS) to the extent these
documents rely on the Shoshone Refovotion Mem, Dkt. 58, at 19.

The Forest says such relief is improper for two reasons. First, the Forest says that
“Plaintiffs have failed to show that the Shoshone LMP, ROD or FEIS, rely on any of the
contested statements in the 2012 Shoshone RADT Report or that the statements in the
2012 Shoshone RADT Report were improper.” On this point, the Court disagrees. For
all the reasons explained above, the 2012 Shoshone RADT Report relied on the findings
and conclusions of the Payette reports. And, after reviewing the relevant portions of the

LMP, the ROD, and the FEIS, the Court agrees that the actions taken there — mainly,

> Portions of the 2015 revised Shoshone Land Management Plan are atta€kieihia8 to
plaintiffs’ motion. SeeDkt. 58-8.

® The Shoshone Record of Decision for the Land Management Plan Revisiacledtto
plaintiff's motion as Exhibit 10.SeeDkt. 58-10. Portions of the May 2015 Shoshone Final
Environmental Impact Statement is attached to plaintiff's motion as EflibSeeDkt. 58-11.
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banning sheep and goats on the forest — relied at least in part on the 2012 Shoshone
RADT Report.

The Forest next says that if plaintiffs wish to “challenge the Shoshone LMP, ROD
or FEIS,” they should do so “directly by bringing an action under the Administrative
Procedure Act in Wyoming with a full recordOpp, Dkt. 63, at 20. Given this objection
— and given that the Shoshone National Forest is in a different state, district and circuit —
the Court will defer ruling on plaintiffs’ request to hold unlawful and set aside various
documents. Instead, the Court will set a status conference to discuss these issues with the
parties.

ORDER

For the foregoing reasons, it@GRDERED that:

(1) The Goatpackers Motion to Join as Non-Party Plaintiff (Dkt. 54) is
GRANTED to the extent that the Court will allow them to join this action as a
plaintiff. Any remaining relief requested in that motion is DEEMED MOOT
as the Court will resolve such requests in the context of resolving plaintiffs’
contempt motion.

(2) Plaintiffs’ Motion for Contempt (Dkt. 57) is GRANTED IN PART, DENIED

IN PART, and DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE IN PART as follows:
a. Plaintiffs’ request to find defendants in contempt of this Court’s July 1,
2009 and November 9, 2009 Orders is GRANTED.
b. Plaintiffs’ request for an attorney fee award is GRANTED. The Court
will determine the extent and scope of such fee award upon a motion
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filed by plaintiffs. Plaintiffs are directed to file such a motion within 30
days of this Order.

c. Plaintiffs’ request for coercive sanctions is DENIED.

d. Plaintiffs’ request to “hold unlawful and set aside” the Shoshone RADT
Report and various related reports is DENIED WITHOUT
PREJUDICE.

DATED: February 23, 2016

[SX AW !

B. L n inmill
Chief Judge
United States District Court
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