Worksheet
Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA)
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management


	OFFICE: 
	Carlsbad Field Office

	TRACKING NUMBER:
	DOI-BLM-NM-P020-201x-xxxx-DNA

	CASEFILE/PROJECT NUMBER:
	NMNM118723

	PROPOSED ACTION TITLE/TYPE:
	 Facility Pad expansion 

	LOCATION/LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
	Sec 14 T26S R32E SWSW 10FSL 673FWL

	APPLICANT (if any):
	Chevron U.S.A. Inc.



A. Description of the Proposed Action

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. is requesting approvalof an increase in the compressor pad diminsions from the currently approved 200’ by 250’ to the proposed 250’ by 250’ for the production facilities.

Mitigation Measures: The previously approved Pecos District Conditions of Approval for the Salado Draw WE 14 FED P 5 2H well, along with any additional conditions attached to the original APD, will apply to this project.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
The project location is as follows:

SD WE 14 FED P 5 2H:
Surface Hole: Sec 14 T26S R32E SWSW 10FSL 673FWL

B. Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance

	LUP Name* 

	Carlsbad Resource Management Plan (RMP)
	Date Approved 

	September of 1988

	Other document 

	Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) and Record of Decision
	Date Approved 

	October 1997

	Other document 

	Special Status Species Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment 
	Date Approved 

	April 2008



* List applicable LUPs (for example, resource management plans; activity, project, management, or program plans; or applicable amendments thereto)

The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUP because it is specifically
provided for in the following LUP decisions:  

October 1997 Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment and Record of Decision, p. 4 which states: 

Provide for the leasing, exploration and development of oil and gas resources within the Carlsbad Resource Area. Approximately 3,907,700 acres (95% of the oil and gas mineral estate) will be open to leasing and development under the BLM’s standard terms and conditions, the Surface Use and Occupancy Requirements, the Roswell District Conditions of Approval, and the Practices for Oil and Gas Drilling and Operations in Cave and Karst Areas. 
C. Identify the applicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document(s) and other related documents that cover the proposed action.

Salado Draw P5-P6 DOI-BLM-NM-P020-2015-1224-EA

D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria
1. Is the new proposed action a feature of, or essentially similar to, an alternative analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? Is the project within the same analysis area, or if the project location is different, are the geographic and resource conditions sufficiently similar to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? If there are differences, can you explain why they are not substantial?
Yes. Its extending the previously approved pad resulting in addition disturbance of 0.29 acres which is not significant given the over all size of the project. It is still within the biological and archeological anyalisis areas. 
2. Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriate with respect to the current proposed action, given current environmental concerns, interests, resource values, and circumstances?
Yes. The previous alternaivies still apply. 
3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as rangeland health standard assessment, recent endangered species listings, or updated lists of BLM-sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and new circumstances would not substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action?

Yes. There are no knew information or circumstances that would alter the original decision.
4. Are the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation of the new proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document?

Yes. The pad extension would result in negigable addition surface disturbance 
5. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA document(s) adequate for the current proposed action?
Yes. The review process is the same. 
E. Persons/Agencies/BLM Staff Consulted

	Name
	Title
	Resource/Agency Represented

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Note: Refer to the EA/EIS for a complete list of the team members participating in the
preparation of the original environmental analysis or planning documents.
CONCLUSION (If you found that one or more of these criteria is not met, you will not be able to check this box.)

Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the applicable land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action and constitutes BLM’s compliance with the requirements of the NEPA.

	
	

	Signature of Project Lead
	Date

	
	

	Signature of Responsible Official
	Date



Note: The signed Conclusion on this Worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision. However, the lease, permit, or other authorization based on this DNA is subject to protest or appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 and the program-specific regulations. 
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