Disclaimer
Updates Related to the NEPA for Ranchers Document
	The University of Arizona published its second edition of NEPA for Ranchers in 2018.  However, over the past year, federal district courts have significantly restricted the Council of Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA-oversight authority and in Seven County Infrastructure Coalition v. Eagle County Colorado, the U.S. Supreme Court narrowed the scope of environmental review that federal agencies may undertake under NEPA.  In the wake of these decisions, federal agencies are issuing new NEPA guidance; and as a result, parts of the NEPA for Ranchers handbook are outdated.  We are currently reviewing the second edition of NEPA for Ranchers and will be issuing a third edition in late 2026.  Until the update is released, users are cautioned against relying on the second edition as their sole source of information about NEPA.
	As a general matter, NEPA (the National Environmental Policy Act) is procedural law that requires federal agencies to consider the environmental impact of certain federal actions.  The CEQ was created to advise executive agencies on NEPA implementation and compliance, and pursuant to executive order those agencies have historically adhered to CEQ’s NEPA regulations.  But in 2024, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals in Marin Audubon Society v. Federal Aviation Administration held that CEQ lacked authority to issue binding NEPA regulations, and as a result, other courts have questioned the validity of CEQ regulations.  Furthermore, CEQ rescinded its own regulations and directed federal agencies to adopt their own NEPA-compliance regulations.  Shortly thereafter, the Department of Interior (DOI) issued an interim rule that rescinded most of its own NEPA regulations and in February 2026, announced it had reduced the scope of NEPA regulations by more than 80 percent.  The DOI’s decision to rescind the regulations is being challenged in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California in Center for Biological Diversity v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior (3:2025 CV 10793).
	In Seven County, the Supreme Court called NEPA “a procedural cross-check, not a substantive roadblock” that should inform agency decision-making rather than paralyze it.  To that end, the Court held that an agency should only consider the environmental impacts of the project subject to its NEPA review and not the speculative “upstream or downstream” environmental impacts that may occur as a result of other projects in the wake of the project being reviewed.  The Supreme Court also held that lower courts reviewing an agency’s decision related to the scope of NEPA review should be given substantial deference. 
As a practical matter, these changes may (among other things) result in changes to the how environmental impact statements are drafted and the speed of the NEPA process, limit the scope of judicial review of agency decisions related to grazing permits, broaden the list of categorical exclusions, and make it more difficult for advocacy groups to successfully challenge agency decisions based on alleged deficiencies in the NEPA process.
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