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CHEVRON U.S.A. INC.’S MOTION TO INTERVENE AS A DEFENDANT  

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a), Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (“Chevron”) 

respectfully moves for leave to intervene as of right as a defendant in this case.  As required by 

Local Civil Rule 7(m), counsel for Chevron have contacted counsel for the other parties to this 

case.  Counsel for the Plaintiffs state that Plaintiffs take no position on Chevron’s motion to 

intervene, but reserve the right to file a response.  Counsel for the Federal Defendants state that 

the Federal Defendants take no position on the motion to intervene.  Counsel for proposed 

Intervenors Oxy USA Inc. and Oxy USA WTP LP (collectively, “Oxy”) and Anadarko E&P 

Onshore LLC (“Anadarko”) state that Oxy and Anadarko do not need to state a position because 

they are not yet parties to the case.  Counsel for proposed Intervenor Petroleum Association of 

Wyoming (“PAW”) state that PAW does not oppose Chevron’s motion to intervene. 

INTRODUCTION 

 This case concerns the approval by the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) of 

approximately 3,500 Applications for Permit to Drill (“APDs”) between 2021 and 2022 for 

onshore energy development in New Mexico and Wyoming.  Through this lawsuit, Plaintiffs are 

challenging the validity of these APDs and seeking to halt oil and gas development activities in 

the Permian Basin in New Mexico and Powder River Basin in Wyoming.  Approximately 90 

Chevron drilling permits in the Permian Basin are at risk in this suit.  Chevron has invested 

substantial resources preparing and developing wells under its leases as part of its broader 

business efforts to deliver domestic and oil and gas production.  These interests will be directly 

and substantially harmed if Plaintiffs obtain the broad relief they seek.  Indeed, Chevron could be 

forced to pause or cease drilling on certain leases that it operates and otherwise lose valuable 

investment opportunities for the leases that it has acquired and spent years developing.  Given 
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the totality of its economic interests affected by this litigation, Chevron should be allowed to 

intervene to represent and protect those interests.  

BACKGROUND 

Plaintiffs contend that, in approving the approximately 3,500 APDs at issue, the Federal 

Defendants violated the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), Endangered Species Act 

(“ESA”), and Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA”).  Plaintiffs allege that 

Federal Defendants “failed to evaluate the cumulative impacts of greenhouse gas emissions that 

will result from [the Federal Defendants’] approvals under NEPA, and failed to consider the 

impact of [the resulting] emissions as they relate to BLM’s procedural and substantive 

obligations under the ESA and FLPMA.”  Compl. (Dkt. No. 1) ¶¶ 1, 4.  As for relief, Plaintiffs 

request that the Court vacate and set aside the approximately 3,500 APDs and further enjoin 

Federal Defendants from approving or otherwise taking action to approve any applications for 

permits to drill on federal public lands until the Federal Defendants redo their underlying 

environmental assessments.     

 Plaintiffs’ claims squarely affect Chevron’s interests.  Chevron leases and operates on 

federal lands across the United States, including in the Permian Basin.  Declaration of Scott Neal 

¶ 3 (“Neal Decl.”) (attached as Exhibit A).  Operating in Permian Basin since the 1920s, 

Chevron is one of the largest producers of oil and natural gas in the area with holdings that total 

approximately 2.2 million net acres.  See The Permian Basin, Chevron.com (2022), https://www.

chevron.com/projects/permian.  Indeed, Chevron has expended billions of dollars leasing, 

exploring, drilling, completing, equipping, and maintaining its Permian Basin assets.  Neal Decl. 

¶ 3. 

As a lessee and operator of federal oil and gas lease interests in New Mexico, Chevron 

has applied for and received approvals for approximately 90 APDs that Plaintiffs challenge as 
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part of this lawsuit, as identified by the information included in Plaintiffs’ Complaint and 

accompanying appendices.  Id. ¶ 4.  Chevron may have an operating interest in additional APDs 

as well, but that is unclear at this time based on the information included in Plaintiffs’ pleadings.  

Id.  In addition, Chevron holds non-operating ownership interests in leases with hundreds of 

other APDs that are also being challenged by Plaintiffs.  Id.  Chevron has invested substantial 

resources to prepare for and conduct drilling operations pursuant to the APDs issued by BLM for 

the tracts in the Permian Basin.  Id. ¶ 5.  These investments would be threatened, or potentially 

eliminated altogether, if Plaintiffs obtain their requested relief. 

Moreover, Plaintiffs’ request for prospective relief to enjoin future approval of APDs 

would further harm Chevron’s interests.  For the leases that Chevron holds in the Permian Basin, 

the company plans to seek additional APDs to help continue and expand ongoing production 

efforts.  For example, Chevron has submitted APDs that are pending BLM review and approval.  

Id. ¶ 6.  Chevron plans to continue developing its leased acreage in the Permian Basin and 

anticipates continuing to apply for additional APDs to develop areas in which it holds mineral 

leases or other mineral interests.  Id.  If obtained, Plaintiffs’ requested relief would significantly 

delay issuance of these permits and could potentially lead to Chevron’s development plans never 

being executed.  These harms could interfere with Chevron’s efforts to increase the domestic 

supply of oil and gas production in response to market demand. 

Accordingly, to protect its substantial interests at stake in this litigation, Chevron moves 

to intervene as a defendant.  As more fully explained below, Chevron is entitled to intervene as a 

matter of right under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a).  In the alternative, the Court should 

grant Chevron’s request for permissive intervention under Rule 24(b). 
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ARGUMENT 

I. CHEVRON IS ENTITLED TO INTERVENE AS A MATTER OF RIGHT. 

Under Rule 24(a)(2), a movant has the right to intervene if (1) its motion is “timely,” 

(2) it “claims an interest relating to the property or transaction that is the subject of the action,” 

(3) the movant “is so situated that disposing of the action may as a practical matter impair or 

impede the applicant’s ability to protect that interest,” and (4) the existing parties do not already 

“adequately represent that interest.”  Fund for Animals, Inc. v. Norton, 322 F.3d 728, 731 (D.C. 

Cir. 2003); Karsner v. Lothian, 532 F.3d 876, 885 (D.C. Cir. 2008).  Chevron satisfies each of 

these requirements:  Chevron has timely sought to intervene, well before the Federal Defendants’ 

response to Plaintiffs’ Complaint is due; Chevron has a significant interest in the BLM actions 

that this lawsuit challenges; Plaintiffs’ claims, if successful, would interfere with those interests 

and cause Chevron significant harm; and no party in the case—nor any other entity for that 

matter—can adequately represent Chevron’s interests in its APDs at the center of this litigation. 

Courts have routinely recognized entities’ rights to intervene when litigation challenges 

their leases, permits, projects, or other similar interests.  See WildEarth Guardians v. Salazar, 

272 F.R.D. 4, 14–15 (D.D.C. 2010); Alaska Wilderness League v. Jewell, 99 F. Supp. 3d 112, 

122 (D.D.C. 2015); WildEarth Guardians v. Jewell, 320 F.R.D. 1, 3 (D.D.C. 2017); Navistar, 

Inc. v. Jackson, 840 F. Supp. 2d 357, 361–62 (D.D.C. 2012); Friends of Animals v. Kempthorne, 

452 F. Supp. 2d 64, 69–70 (D.D.C. 2006); S. Utah Wilderness All. v. Norton, No. Civ.A. 01-

2518(CKK), 2002 WL 32617198, at *5 (D.D.C. June 28, 2002); see also Nat’l Parks 

Conservation Ass’n v. EPA, 759 F.3d 969, 976–77 (8th Cir. 2014).  Consistent with that 

precedent, Chevron is entitled to intervene in this case as a matter of right. 
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A. This Motion Is Timely. 

“[T]he requirement of timeliness is aimed primarily at preventing potential intervenors 

from unduly disrupting litigation, to the unfair detriment of the existing parties.”  Roane v. 

Leonhart, 741 F.3d 147, 151 (D.C. Cir. 2014).  Accordingly, “in assessing timeliness a district 

court must weigh whether the intervention will ‘unfairly disadvantage[] the original parties.’”  

Amador County v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 772 F.3d 901, 905 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (quoting Roane, 

741 F.3d at 151).  There is no serious argument that intervention by Chevron is untimely or 

could prejudice the existing parties to this case. 

Plaintiffs filed their Complaint a little more than a month ago on June 15, 2022.  The 

Federal Defendants have not filed any responsive pleading and their deadline for doing so is not 

until August 20, 2022.  More generally, there have been no material developments in the case, 

and the Court has not taken any non-ministerial action.  Accordingly, Chevron’s intervention 

will not unfairly prejudice existing parties nor delay adjudication of the case.  See Fund for 

Animals, 322 F.3d at 735 (intervention motion was timely where motion was filed “less than two 

months after the plaintiffs filed their complaint and before the defendants filed an answer”); 

Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 337 F.R.D. 19, 26 (D.D.C. 2020) 

(intervention motion “did not disrupt the litigation” and, therefore was timely, where “filed just 

one month after the government filed the answer and before any dispositive motions practice had 

begun”).   

B. Chevron Has Legally Protected Interests at Stake in This Action and 
Satisfies the Requirements for Article III Standing. 

To demonstrate a sufficient “interest” in the litigation for purposes of Rule 24(a), a 

proposed intervenor must show a “direct and concrete interest that is accorded some degree of 

legal protection.”  Diamond v. Charles, 476 U.S. 54, 75 (1986) (O’Connor, J., concurring in 
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part).  Courts apply a “liberal approach” in assessing that interest.  S. Utah Wilderness All., 2002 

WL 32617198 at *5.  The D.C. Circuit has recognized that “[a]n intervenor’s interest is obvious 

when [it] asserts a claim to property that is the subject matter of the suit.”  Foster v. Gueory, 655 

F.2d 1319, 1324 (D.C. Cir. 1981).     

Chevron’s interest in this case is “obvious” because it asserts a claim to property (the 

APDs and affected leases) that are the subject of this suit, and it has significant economic rights 

and reliance interests directly implicated by Plaintiffs’ claims.  For drilling activities involving 

federal leases in the Permian Basin, Chevron has applied for and received approximately 90 

APDs that Plaintiffs now challenge as legally deficient.  Neal Decl. ¶ 4.  Moreover, Chevron has 

actively sought to develop these interests.  The company has incurred substantial costs by 

conducting exploratory work, building infrastructure, and carefully planning for drilling in 

reliance on BLM’s approval of the challenged APDs.  Id. ¶¶ 5, 8. 

Chevron conducts pre-drilling and drilling operations pursuant to a carefully planned 

schedule focused on efficiently developing its assets in the Permian Basin.  Id. ¶ 5.  Where 

appropriate, Chevron uses multi-well pads to drill a series of horizontal wells, which are later 

completed at the same time.  Id.  Additionally, Chevron’s approach to pre-drilling work is unique 

because Chevron frequently builds out significant infrastructure before drilling.  Id.  Subject to 

extensive advance planning and complex coordination, this process allows Chevron to efficiently 

deploy well infrastructure construction crews, drilling rigs, and completions crews.  Id.  Part of 

this careful planning involves the permitting process, including BLM’s issuance of approved 

APDs.  Id.  Even temporary disruptions to the permitting process would disrupt Chevron’s 

careful planning and could cause Chevron to incur additional operating and third-party expenses.  

Id. ¶¶ 8, 9.  
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In addition, Plaintiffs are challenging hundreds of APDs involving leases for which 

Chevron has a non-operating ownership interest.  Id. ¶ 4.  The potential impairment of operators 

to proceed with development of the leases in a timely manner further threatens to impair 

Chevron’s direct and concrete interests. 

Simply put, Chevron has legally protectable interests relating to the properties and 

transactions challenged in this action and is entitled to intervene to protect those interests.  See 

S. Utah Wilderness All., 2002 WL 32617198 at *5 (holding “the lessee of two of the challenged 

leases has a direct, substantial, and legally protectable interest in the subject matter of [NEPA] 

litigation” challenging the leases (quotation marks omitted)); see also WildEarth Guardians, 272 

F.R.D. at 14 (movant intervenor, who intended to bid on BLM competitive lease sale to extend 

its mining operations had legally protected interest supporting right to intervene); Friends of 

Animals v. Ashe, No. 15-0653, 2015 WL 13672460, at *3 (D.D.C. July 10, 2015) (allowing 

intervention where “movant has an interest in the permits at issue in this lawsuit, and a decision 

favorable to plaintiffs would impair its ability to protect that interest.”). 

For these same reasons, Chevron has Article III standing.  The D.C. Circuit has 

recognized that “the standards for constitutional standing and the second factor of the test for 

intervention as of right are the same.”  Crossroads Grassroots Pol’y Strategies v. FEC, 788 F.3d 

312, 320 (D.C. Cir. 2015).  If the Plaintiffs obtain the remedy they seek, Chevron will suffer an 

injury in fact in the form of loss or delayed use of its APDs approved or pending approval by 

BLM (as well as the potential impairment of its broader leasing interests).  Chevron thus has 

standing because it is the direct beneficiary of BLM’s actions creating economic rights in the 

APDs, and an unfavorable decision in this litigation would deprive Chevron of this benefit.  See 

Crossroads, 788 F.3d at 317. 
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C. Chevron’s Interests Would Be Adversely Affected if Plaintiffs Prevail. 

The third factor under Rule 24(a) requires the court to consider whether the disposition of 

Plaintiffs’ claims could “impair or impede” Chevron’s ability to protect its interests.  In 

analyzing this factor, the court should “look[] to the ‘practical consequences’ of denying 

intervention, even where the possibility of future challenge . . . remain[s] available.”  Nat. Res. 

Def. Council v. Costle (NRDC), 561 F.2d 904, 909 (D.C. Cir. 1977).  It is irrelevant whether the 

applicant “could reverse an unfavorable ruling” in subsequent proceedings because “there is no 

question that the task of reestablishing the status quo if the [plaintiff] succeeds . . . will be 

difficult and burdensome.”  Fund for Animals, 322 F.3d at 735. 

Rule 24(a)’s third factor is easily met here.  If Plaintiffs are successful, the investments 

Chevron has already made in its challenged APDs, as well as investments for any future 

operations tied to the APDs, will be jeopardized.  Plaintiffs’ requested relief could result in 

vacatur of the approximately 90 APDs where Chevron is the operator (as well as the hundreds of 

additional APDs where Chevron has a non-operating ownership interest).  In addition, Plaintiffs 

seek to prevent Federal Defendants from approving future APDs which would adversely affect 

Chevron’s broader interests in the Permian Basin.  For example, Chevron currently has 

additional APDs pending before BLM that are awaiting the agency’s approval.  Neal Decl. ¶ 6.  

Moreover, as part of its plans to continue developing its leases in the Permian Basin, Chevron 

anticipates applying for additional federal drilling permits in the near future.  Id.  Plaintiffs’ 

requested relief would enjoin these efforts from proceeding forward in a timely manner and, if 

successful, would significantly harm Chevron’s interests. 

Collectively, these disruptions and delays could substantially impair Chevron’s broader 

leasing and property rights, because Chevron often has a limited period within which it must 

initiate drilling on the leases or otherwise risk losing them.  Id. ¶ 9.  Moreover, for both cost 
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efficiencies and environmental reasons, Chevron frequently seeks to develop federal leases in 

conjunction with adjacent non-federal leases (i.e., leases on state lands or private property).  

Accordingly, wells authorized for use on federal tracts by APDs may also concurrently be used 

to traverse non-federal tracts as well.  Id.  Chevron’s inability to timely obtain APDs and drill 

could not only threaten its ability to benefit from its federal lease interests but also impair its 

ability to realize investment returns on its adjacent non-federal leasehold properties.  

In sum, Plaintiffs’ requested relief would unquestionably impact Chevron’s legally 

protectable interests in its mineral leases and its business operations overall.  See WildEarth 

Guardians v. Jewell, No. 16-1724 (RC), 2016 WL 11720188, at *2 (D.D.C. Nov. 23, 2016). 

D. Chevron’s Interests Are Not Adequately Represented by the Existing Parties. 

The final element for intervention “requires that the [applicants] show that their interests 

are not adequately represented by the existing parties.”  Foster, 655 F.2d at 1325.  This burden is 

“minimal” and is met “if the applicant[s] show[] that representation of [their] interest[s] may be 

inadequate.”  Fund for Animals, 322 F.3d at 736–37 (quoting Trbovich v. United Mine Workers, 

404 U.S. 528, 538 n.10 (1972)); see also Env’t Def. Fund, Inc. v. Costle, 79 F.R.D. 235, 239 

(D.D.C. 1978) (“the proposed intervenors need only show that the representation of their 

interests by the other parties may be inadequate, and this burden is a minimal one” (citing 

Trbovich, 404 U.S. at 538 n.10)).  Moreover, a prospective intervenor’s “interests need not be 

wholly ‘adverse’ before there is a basis for concluding that existing representation of a ‘different’ 

interest may be inadequate.”  Nuesse v. Camp, 385 F.2d 694, 703 (D.C. Cir. 1967). 

The Federal Defendants have not taken a position in this litigation yet, but that has no 

bearing on Chevron’s right to intervene.  It is well-established that “governmental entities do not 

adequately represent the interests of aspiring intervenors.”  Fund for Animals, 322 F.3d at 736 & 

n.9 (collecting cases).  It remains to be seen whether, and to what degree, the Federal Defendants 
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will defend the legal validity of the APDs, including those where Chevron maintains an 

economic interest.  In a series of recent cases that challenged the adequacy of BLM’s 

environmental assessments in connection with leasing decisions on federal lands located in 

Western states, plaintiffs and BLM entered into a voluntary settlement that provided for 

dismissal and voluntary remand so that the agency can reexamine the environmental issues.  

WildEarth Guardians v. Haaland, No. 16-1724 (D.D.C. June 1, 2022), Dkt. No. 237 (granting 

the plaintiffs’ voluntary motion to dismiss over defendant-intervenor’s objections).  Even if 

Federal Defendants take a different path here and defend the validity of the APDs based on the 

existing administrative records, Chevron “cannot be assured that the [agency’s] current position 

‘will remain static or unaffected by unanticipated policy shifts.’”  Nat’l Parks Conservation 

Ass’n, 759 F.3d at 977 (quoting Kleissler v. U.S. Forest Serv., 157 F.3d 964, 974 (3d Cir. 1998)). 

In any event, Chevron’s interests are more narrowly focused than those of the Federal 

Defendants.  While the Federal Defendants are concerned with protecting the interests of the 

public in general, Chevron’s focus is on protecting its individual investments.  See NRDC, 561 

F.2d at 912 (finding the intervenors’ interest “more narrow and focused than [the government 

party], being concerned primarily with the regulation that affects their industries”); Navistar, 840 

F. Supp. 2d at 362 (finding the federal agency was “unlikely to, and arguably should not, afford 

the movant’s ‘discrete and particularized interests the same primacy’ as movants would 

themselves” (quoting WildEarth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. at 15)); County of San Miguel v. 

MacDonald, 244 F.R.D. 36, 48 (D.D.C. 2007) (contrasting the Fish & Wildlife Service’s 

obligation of representing the general public with intervenors’ interests to protect their 

livelihoods and business operations). 
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Oxy, Anadarko, and PAW have also moved to intervene as defendants in this action.  See 

Mot. to Intervene (Dkt. No. 8); Mot. to Intervene (Dkt. No. 12).  But neither these putative 

intervenors—nor any another operator or trade association that may also seek to intervene—can 

adequately represent Chevron’s interests.  Only Chevron will be able to adequately defend its 

own APDs because its competitors and associations representing other competitors or states have 

unique interests.   

Oxy and Anadarko are incapable of adequately representing Chevron’s interests because 

their interests pertain to their own APDs and leases and are thus distinct from those of Chevron.  

Similarly, PAW is incapable of adequately representing Chevron’s interests because Chevron is 

not a member of PAW.  The Chevron APDs are in the Permian Basin in New Mexico, which is 

outside the scope of PAW’s stated advocacy interests relating to Wyoming-based oil and gas 

activities.  In any event, PAW does not have specific interests in or knowledge about the 

economic interests and risks Chevron faces and the company’s business plans going forward.    

Although industry operators may be aligned in broad terms, their interests are inherently 

different because each APD is unique.  There are substantial differences in the scope of projects 

authorized by the APDs, as well as the environmental assessments performed with respect to 

each APD.  Indeed, each APD involves a specific geographic location with unique surface and 

subsurface characteristics.  Neal Decl. ¶ 10.  Different APDs pertain to different federal leases, 

each with its own unique supporting administrative record regarding BLM’s pre-lease review.  

Id.  For example, some Chevron APDs are within areas subject to a BLM-approved Master 

Development Plan, and other Chevron APDs involve areas subject to federal units, which 

involve unique rights and obligations.  Id.  Therefore, each challenged APD involves distinct 

property interests and regulatory histories which cannot be adequately addressed by others, 
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including other APD holders who are unfamiliar with Chevron’s lease rights and the unique 

regulatory history associated with each of the Chevron APDs.  Id.  

There is simply no way that Oxy, Anadarko, or PAW (or any other industry stakeholder) 

could be knowledgeable about Chevron’s specific APDs nor possess the ability to review the 

record or defend Chevon’s interests in those APDs in a fulsome manner.  Even if a trade 

association that includes Chevron as a member seeks to intervene, that organization cannot fully 

address Chevron’s specific APDs at issue in this lawsuit.  Id. ¶ 11.  Trade associations must 

speak for the broad interests of their members, including Chevron’s direct competitors.  

Therefore, even trade associations interested in the Permian Basin may be unwilling or unable to 

make arguments or pursue litigation strategies that are in Chevron’s best interests.  Id.  Simply 

put, Chevron is uniquely qualified to review the relevant record and address the current status of 

planning and operations for its APDs, the substantial costs that Chevron has incurred to develop 

these leasing interests, and the potential harm and lost investment opportunities if Chevron’s 

economic interests in those APDs are effectively nullified.  Id. 

Chevron has satisfied its minimal burden of showing that the current representation is 

inadequate because its interests may diverge from the Federal Defendants and any potential 

industry intervenor.  Chevron should therefore be granted intervention as of right. 

II. IN THE ALTERNATIVE, CHEVRON SHOULD BE GRANTED PERMISSIVE 
INTERVENTION. 

Alternatively, Chevron should be granted permissive intervention under Rule 

24(b)(1)(B).  A Court should permit intervention when there is “(1) an independent ground for 

subject matter jurisdiction; (2) a timely motion; and (3) a claim or defense that has a question of 

law or fact in common with the main action.”  EEOC v. Nat’l Children’s Ctr., Inc., 146 F.3d 

1042, 1046 (D.C. Cir. 1998).  The court should also consider whether the proposed intervention 
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“will unduly delay or prejudice the adjudication of the original parties’ rights.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 

24(b)(3).  Notably, in applying these factors, courts have recognized that Rule 24 is construed 

“liberally” in favor of movant intervenors.  In re Vitamins Antitrust Litig., Nos. 99-197 (TFH), 

MDL 1285, 2001 WL 34088808, at *3 (D.D.C. Mar. 19, 2001).   

All of these factors support Chevron’s request for intervention.  First, Chevron is not 

advancing any claims of its own.  To the extent Plaintiffs have standing to sue, the court has 

subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ claims and Chevron’s anticipated defenses because 

Plaintiffs’ claims challenge Federal Defendants’ compliance with various federal statutes, and 

thus arise under the laws of the United States.  Second, as described above, Chevron’s request 

for intervention is timely and will not prejudice any parties’ interests because the case is still at 

its preliminary stages.  Third, Chevron’s defenses to the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims share 

questions of law and fact in common with the main action.  Chevron’s anticipated defenses to the 

allegations in Plaintiffs’ Complaint involve common questions of law (including the standards 

imposed by NEPA, ESA, and FLPMA) and common facts (including the Federal Defendants’ 

fulfillment of their obligations under those statutes).  Both Plaintiffs’ allegations and Chevron’s 

anticipated defenses turn on the facts surrounding Federal Defendants’ environmental review of 

the APDs and whether that review satisfied applicable federal law. 

Accordingly, in the event that the Court determines that the requirements for intervention 

as of right are not met, it should grant Chevron’s alternative request for permissive intervention.  

Failing that, Chevron will lack the opportunity to adequately defend its substantial interests in its 

APDs approved by BLM, as well as its broader leasing interests connected to the APDs at issue 

in this litigation.  
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CONCLUSION 

Chevron respectfully moves the Court for leave to intervene in this matter without 

limitation. 

Respectfully submitted this 28th day of July, 2022. 
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 Charles J. Engel, III (D.C. Bar 359482) 

Nikesh Jindal (D.C. Bar 492008) 
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sean.marotta@hoganlovells.com 
Attorneys for Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 
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