Here is some language on that topic-    

        Although the Forest Service may limit the design of alternatives to those alternatives that meet the purpose and need identified for the project, the courts have reprimanded the Forest Service for formulating a purpose and need so as to exclude other alternatives.  "An agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms so unreasonably narrow that only one alternative ... would accomplish the goals of the agency's action, and the EIS would be a foreordained formality."  Sierra Club v. Robertson, 845 F. Supp. 485, 500 (S.D. Ohio 1994); Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 196 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert denied 502 US 994, 112 S. Ct. 616 (1991).  The Seventh Circuit has stated:

No decision is more important than that delimiting what these "reasonable alternatives" are ...  One obvious way for an agency to slip past the structures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so slender as to define competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration (and even out of existence) ...  If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes what truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role.

Simmons v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 660 (7th Cir. 1997). 

        The highly restricted range of alternatives evaluated and considered violates the very purpose of NEPA's alternative analysis requirement: to foster informed decision making and full public involvement.  42 USC §101; 42 USC §102(2)(E); 40 CFR §1508.9(b); Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizen's Council, 490 US 332, 349 (1989).

        Viable alternatives to the alternatives presented in the ???  EA do exist, and the failure of the Forest Service to analyze such alternatives "renders (the) environmental impact statement inadequate."  Seattle Audobon Society v. Lyons, 871 F.Supp. 1291, 1319 (W.D. Wash. 1994).

   "Compliance with (NEPA) is a primary duty of every federal agency; fulfillment of this vital responsibility should not depend on the vigilance and limited resources of environmental plaintiffs."  City of Carmel-By-The-Sea, 123 F.3d at 1161; see also City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 671 (9th Cir. 1975).  As the Seventh Circuit has noted, "(w)hat other alternatives exist we do not know, because the (government) has not looked."  Simmons v. United States Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 670 (7th Cir. 1997). 


        The courts have held that the obligations of an EA to rigorously analyze alternatives are the same as in an EIS:  "Any proposed federal action involving ... the proper use of resources triggers NEPA's consideration of alternatives requirement, whether or not an EIS is also required."  Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223 (9th Cir. 1988).  The procedural requirements of NEPA must be strictly interpreted "to the fullest extent possible."  California v. Block, 609 F.2d 753, 760 (9th Cir. 1982).
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