
Location#:

State of Colorado
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

1120 Lincoln Street, Suite 801, Denver, Colorado 80203
 Phone: (303) 894-2100 Fax: (303) 894-2109

Oil and Gas Location Assessment

FORM
2A

Rev 
08/13

New Location Amend Existing Location 

This Oil and Gas Location Assessment is to be submitted to the COGCC for approval prior to any ground disturbance 
activity associated with oil and gas operations.  Approval of this Oil and Gas Location Assessment will allow for the 
construction of the below specified Location; however, it does not supersede any land use rules applied by the local 
land use authority.  Please see the COGCC website at http://cogcc.state.co.us/ for all accompanying information 
pertinent this Oil and Gas Location Assessment.

Document Number:

401477000

Expiration Date:

Location ID:

01/16/2018

Date Received:

Refile

This location includes a Rule 306.d.(1)A.ii. variance request.

This location is in a wildlife restricted surface occupancy area.

This location is in a sensitive wildlife habitat area.

CONSULTATION
This location is included in a Comprehensive Drilling Plan. CDP #

aandrews@extractionog.com

(720) 481-2379

(        ) 

Alyssa Andrews             

email:

Fax:

Phone:

Contact Information
Name:

80202     CO Zip:State:DENVER                       
 

370 17TH STREET SUITE 5300                        

EXTRACTION OIL & GAS INC                          

10459

City:

Address:

Name:

Operator

Operator Number:

RECLAMATION FINANCIAL ASSURANCE
Plugging and Abandonment Bond Surety ID: 20130028 Gas Facility Surety ID:

Waste Management Surety ID:

This location assessment is included as part of a permit application.

BROOMFIELD     

feet

feet

39.978918

Instrument Operator's Name:

09/28/20171.4

-104.991656

T. WINNICKI                                       

Date of Measurement:PDOP Reading:

Longitude:Latitude:

FWL1550

2474

5213668W    1S    10 Ground Elevation:Meridian:Township:N2SW  

from East or West section line

from North or South section lineFootage at surface:

Define a single point as a location reference for the facility location. When the location is to be used as a well site then the point shall be 
a well location.

QuarterQuarter:

               Number:Interchange A & B Pad              

Section:

County:

Name:

LOCATION IDENTIFICATION

Range:

FSL
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RELATED REMOTE LOCATIONS
(Enter as many Related Locations as necessary. Enter the Form 2A document # only if there is no established COGCC Location ID#)

This proposed Oil and Gas Location is: LOCATION ID # FORM 2A DOC #

Wells

Indicate the number of each type of oil and gas facility planned on location

FACILITIES

33

Drilling Pits

Pump Jacks

Gas or Diesel Motors*

Dehydrator Units*

Oil Tanks*

Production Pits*

Separators* 33

Electric Motors

Vapor Recovery Unit*

Condensate Tanks*

Special Purpose Pits

Injection Pumps*

Electric Generators*

VOC Combustor*

Water Tanks*

Multi-Well Pits*

Cavity Pumps*

Fuel Tanks*

Flare*

Buried Produced Water Vaults*

Modular Large Volume Tanks

Gas Compressors* 4

LACT Unit*

Pigging Station*

Other Facility Type Number

Maintenance Vessel 1

Piperack Modules 13

Compressor Drain Tank 1

Gas Lift Suction Scrubber 1

Fuel Gas Scrubber 1

Transformer 1

Emission Control Device 1

Electrical Switchrack 1

Gas Lift Metering Building 4

Produced Water Surge Drum 1

Oil Surge Drum 1

Air Compressor 1

Sales Gas Meter 1

OTHER FACILITIES*

Extraction will trench flowlines in one piping corridor that runs between the drill pad and the separator pad and be placed at 12” 
centers. These lines will most likely be 2” or 3” fusion bonded SCH160 steel pipe and have proper cathodic protection throughout 
the run. Extraction will then sweep up with a long radius that will tie off each line to the appropriate separator. All welds on these 
are 100% x-ray and hydro tested to the API and Manufactures specs for a class 1500 series flange. Also meets ASME code 
B31.4.

Per Rule 303.b.(3)C, description of all oil, gas, and/or water pipelines:

*Those facilities indicated by an asterisk (*) shall be used to determine the distance from the Production Facility to the nearest 
cultural feature on the Cultural Setbacks Tab.
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Drilling Fluids Disposal:

DRILLING WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

OFFSITE Commercial DisposalDrilling Fluids Disposal Method:

Cutting Disposal: OFFSITE Commercial DisposalCuttings Disposal Method:

Other Disposal Description:

Beneficial reuse or land application plan submitted?

Reuse Facility ID: or Document Number:

Centralized E&P Waste Management Facility ID, if applicable:

Will a closed loop system be used for drilling fluids:

Is H2S anticipated?

Will salt based mud (>15,000 ppm Cl) be used?

5213

8.90Size of location after interim reclamation in acres:

Will salt sections be encountered during drilling:

Estimated post-construction ground elevation:

Estimated date that interim reclamation will begin:

21.9406/01/2018 Size of disturbed area during construction in acres:Date planned to commence construction:

CONSTRUCTION

09/01/2018

DRILLING PROGRAM

Yes

No

No

Will oil based drilling fluids be used? Yes

No

The right to construct this Oil and Gas Location is granted by:

is the applicant
has signed the Oil and Gas Lease

is committed to an oil and Gas Lease

is the mineral ownerCheck all that apply. The Surface Owner:

IndianFederalStateFee

IndianFederalStateFee

80202Zip:COState:

               

               

DENVER

                                                  

370 17TH ST, SUITE 5300

7N LLC                   

Email:

Fax:

Phone:

The Mineral Owner beneath this Oil and Gas Location is:

Surface Owner:

City:

Address:

Address:

Name:

SURFACE & MINERALS & RIGHT TO CONSTRUCT

The Minerals beneath this Oil and Gas Location will be developed from or produced to this Oil and Gas Location: Yes

applicant is owner

Surface damage assurance if no agreement is in place: Surface Surety ID:

Date of Rule 306 surface owner consultation

CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE

Other (describe):

Residential

RecreationalTimber

CommercialIndustrial

Rangeland

CRPHay MeadowImproved PastureDry landIrrigated

Subdivided:

Non-Crop Land:

Crop Land:

Current Land Use (Check all that apply):
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Other (describe):

Residential

RecreationalTimber

CommercialIndustrial

Rangeland

CRPHay MeadowImproved PastureDry landIrrigated

Subdivided:

Non-Crop Land:

Crop Land:
Future Land Use (Check all that apply):

Provide the distance to the nearest cultural feature as measured from Wells or 
Production Facilities onsite.

Building: 808 Feet

Building Unit: 1002 Feet

High Occupancy Building Unit: 4941 Feet

Designated Outside Activity Area: 5280 Feet

Public Road: 364 Feet

Above Ground Utility: 849 Feet

Railroad: 5280 Feet

Property Line: 279 Feet

INSTRUCTIONS:
- All measurements shall be provided from 
center of nearest Well or edge of nearest 
Production Facility to nearest of each 
cultural feature as described in Rule 303.b.
(3)A.  
- Enter 5280 for distance greater than 1 
mile.
- Building - nearest building of any type. If 
nearest Building is a Building Unit, enter 
same distance for both.
- Building Unit, High Occupancy Building 
Unit, and Designated Outside Activity Area 
- as defined in 100-Series Rules.
-For measurement purposes only, 
Production Facilities should only include 
those items with an asterisk(*) on the 
Facilities Tab.

CULTURAL DISTANCE INFORMATION

From WELL

780 Feet

1187 Feet

5116 Feet

5280 Feet

234 Feet

1037 Feet

5280 Feet

149 Feet

From PRODUCTION 
FACILITY

Buffer Zone

Exception Zone

Urban Mitigation Area

DESIGNATED SETBACK LOCATION INFORMATION

Check all that apply. This location is within a:

Pre-application Notifications (required if location is within 1,000 feet of a building unit):

Date of Rule 305.a.(1) Urban Mitigation Area Notification to Local Government:

Date of Rule 305.a.(2) Buffer Zone Notification to Building Unit Owners:

- Buffer Zone - as described in Rule 604.a.
(2), within 1,000' of a Building Unit.
- Exception Zone - as described in Rule 
604.a.(1), within 500' of a Building Unit.
- Urban Mitigation Area - as defined in 100-
Series Rules.
- Large UMA Facility – as defined in 100-
Series Rules.

FOR MULTI-WELL PADS AND PRODUCTION FACILTIES WITHIN DESIGNATED SETBACK 
LOCATIONS ONLY:

Check this box if this Oil and Gas Location has or will have Production Facilities that serve multiple wells (on  or offsite) and the 
Production Facilities are proposed to be located less than 1,000 feet from a Building Unit. (Pursuant to Rule 604.c.(2)E.i., the operator 
must evaluate alternative locations for the Production Facilities that are farther from the Building Unit, and determine whether those 
alternative locations were technically feasible and economically practicable for the same proposed development.)

In the space below, explain rationale for siting the multi-well Production Facility(ies) that supports your Rule 604.c.(2)E.i determination.  
Attach documentation that supports your determination to this Form 2A.

By checking this box, I certify that no alternative placements for the Production Facilities, farther from the nearest Building Unit, were 
available based on the analysis conducted pursuant to Rule 604.c.(2)E.i.

List all soil map units that occur within the proposed location. attach the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 
report showing the "Map Unit Description" report listing the soil typical vertical profile. This data is to used when 
segregating topsoil.

SOIL
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Other (describe):

Alpine (above timberline)

Wetlands Aquatic (Bullrush, Sedge, Cattail, Arrowhead)

Forest Land (Spruce, Fir, Ponderosa Pine, Lodgepole Pine, Juniper, Pinyon, Aspen)

Mountain Riparian (Cottonwood, Willow, Blue Spruce)

Plains Riparian (Cottonwood, Willow, Aspen, Maple, Poplar, Russian Olive, Tamarisk)

Shrub Land (Mahogany, Oak, Sage, Serviceberry, Chokecherry)

Native Grassland (Bluestem, Grama, Wheatgrass, Buffalograss, Fescue, Oatgrass, Brome)

Disturbed Grassland (Cactus, Yucca, Cheatgrass, Rye)

Check all plant communities that exist in the disturbed area.

List individual species:

NoYes

Date of observation:field observationNRCS or,Plant species from:

Are noxious weeds present:

Complete this section only if any portion of the disturbed area of the location's current land use is on non-crop land.

PLANT COMMUNITY:

PlB—Platner loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, PlC—Platner loam, 3 to 5 percent slopesNRCS Map Unit Name:

UlD—Ulm loam, 5 to 9 percent slopesNRCS Map Unit Name:

UlC—Ulm loam, 3 to 5 percent slopes

The required information can be obtained from the NRCS web site at http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.org/ or from the 
COGCC web site GIS Online map page found at http://colorado.gov/cogcc. Instructions are provided within the COGCC 
web site help section.

NRCS Map Unit Name:
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No

WATER RESOURCES
Is this a sensitive area: No Yes

Distance to nearest

downgradient surface water feature:

water well:

33 Feet

Feet

Estimated depth to ground water at Oil and Gas Location 630 Feet

Basis for depth to groundwater and sensitive area determination:

Nearest surface water feature: Ditch 33' NE
Nearest water well: Permit #261200- -, 960' SE, no depth to ground water provided
Depth to ground water: 630' provided by water well with permit # 43543-F -R, 1592' S

Is the location in a riparian area: No Yes

Was an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit filed No Yes If yes attach permit.

Is the location within a Rule 317B Surface Water Supply Area buffer 
zone:

960

If the location is within a Rule 317B Surface Water Supply Area buffer have all public water supply systems 
within 15 miles been notified:

GROUNDWATER BASELINE SAMPLING AND MONITORING AND WATER WELL SAMPLING

Water well sampling required per Rule 318A

Is the Location within a 
Floodplain?

No Yes Floodplain Data Sources Reviewed (check all that apply)

Federal (FEMA)

State

County

Local

Other

DESIGNATED SETBACK LOCATION EXCEPTIONS

Check all that apply:

Rule 604.a.(1)A. Exception Zone (within 500’ of a Building Unit) and is in an Urban Mitigation Area

Rule 604.b.(1)A. Exception Location (existing or approved Oil & Gas Location now within a Designated Setback as a result of 

Rule 604.b.(1)B. Exception Location (existing or approved Oil & Gas Location is within a Designated Setback due to Building Unit 
construction after Location approval)

Rule 604.a.)

WILDLIFE
This location is included in a Wildlife Mitigation Plan

This location was subject to a pre-consultation meeting with CPW held on

No BMP

CPW Proposed Wildlife BMPs

No BMP

Operator Proposed Wildlife BMPs
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No BMP/COA Type Description

1 Planning Well Sites.  The Operator agrees that the maximum number of New Wells to be drilled 
at the Interchange A & B site to be as follows:

Interchange A Pad – 16 New Wells; and
Interchange B Pad – 17 New Wells.

2 Planning Regulations. The Operator shall comply with all applicable state, and federal 
regulations and agreements in place with the local government.

3 Planning Inspections.  Operator will allow inspections of the wellsite with reasonable notice by 
the city to the operator. The Operator shall provide a safety escort to accompany the 
Inspector.  If the Inspector notifies the Operator of any conditions that the Inspector 
believes are out of compliance, Operator shall promptly address such conditions.

4 Planning Discharge Valves.   Open-ended discharge valves on all storage tanks, pipelines and 
other containers within the Well Site shall be secured and shall not be accessible to 
the general public. Open-ended discharge valves within the Well Site shall be placed 
within the interior of the secondary containment area.

Best Management Practices

COA Type Description

Conditions Of Approval
All representations, stipulations and conditions of approval stated in this Form 2A for this location shall 
constitute representations, stipulations and conditions of approval for any and all subsequent operations on 
the location unless this Form 2A is modified by Sundry Notice, Form 4 or an Amended Form 2A.

Rule 604.b.(2) Exception Location (SUA or site-specific development plan executed on or before August 1, 2013)

Rule 604.b.(3) Exception Location (Building Units constructed after August 1, 2013 within setback per an SUA or site-specific 
development plan)

ALL exceptions and variances require attached Request Letter(s).  Refer to applicable rule for additional required attachments (e.g. 
waivers, certifications, SUAs).

Rule 502.b. Variance Request from COGCC Rule or Spacing Order Number

RULE 502.b VARIANCE REQUEST

aandrews@extractionog.com

Regulatory Analyst       

01/16/2018

Alyssa Andrews           

COGCC Approved: Director of COGCC Date:

Based on the information provided herein, this Application for Permit-to-Drill complies with COGCC Rules and applicable orders 
and is hereby approved.

Title:

Email:Date:

Print Name:

Signed:
I hereby certify that the statements made in this form are, to the best of my knowledge, true, correct and complete.

Single point location reference in the Location Identification section is the proposed Interchange B N35-20-1N well.

Notification Zone Drawing and UMA Check Exhibit both attached as "OTHER". This location is not in a buffer zone or 
UMA.

Comments

OPERATOR COMMENTS AND SUBMITTAL

Page 7 of 53Date Run: 3/2/2018 Doc [#401477000]



5 Planning Emergency Preparedness Plan.  The Operator is required to complete a detailed 
Emergency Plan, and Operator shall pay for any reasonably necessary training and 
equipment of emergency response personnel specifically required due to the 
operations, including any inventory of Aqueous Film Forming Foam (AFFF) required to 
be purchased from time to time so that sufficient quantities are on-hand to respond to 
emergencies at the Well Sites. Extraction will have an Emergency Plan approved by 
North Metro Fire Rescue District before the Drilling Phase commences. 
The Emergency Plan will be filed with the City of Broomfield and the North Metro Fire 
Rescue District and updated on an annual basis or as conditions change (responsible 
field personnel change, ownership changes, etc.). The Emergency Plan shall include a 
notification system for potentially affected citizens and occupied buildings and an 
evacuation plan.   
The Emergency Plan will have the following information:

A. Name, address and phone number, including twenty-four (24)-hour emergency 
numbers for at least two persons responsible for emergency field operations as well as 
the contact information for any subcontractor of Operator engaged for well-control 
emergencies.

An as-built facilities map in a format suitable for input into the City’s GIS system 
depicting the locations and type of above and below ground facilities, including sizes 
and depths below grade of all oil and gas flow lines and associated equipment, 
isolation valves, surface operations and their functions, as well as transportation routes 
to and from exploration and development sites, for emergency response and 
management purposes.   
B. Detailed information addressing each reasonable potential emergency that may be 
associated with the operation.  This may include any or all of the following:  explosions, 
fires, gas, oil or water pipeline leaks or ruptures, hydrogen sulfide or other toxic gas 
emissions, or hazardous material vehicle accidents or spills.  A provision that any spill 
outside of the containment area, that has the potential to leave the facility or to 
threaten waters of the state, or as required by the City-approved Emergency Plan shall 
be reported to the local emergency dispatch and the COGCC Director in accordance 
with COGCC regulations. 

C. Detailed information identifying access or evacuation routes, and health care 
facilities anticipated to be used.

D. A project-specific plan for any project that involves drilling or penetrating through 
known zones of hydrogen sulfide gas.  

E. A statement and detailed information  indicating that the Operator has adequate 
personnel, supplies, and training to implement the Emergency Plan immediately at all 
times during construction and operations. 

F. The Operator will have current Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all 
chemicals used or stored on a site.  The MSDS sheets shall be provided immediately 
upon request to City officials, a public safety officer, or a health professional as 
required by COGCC Rule 205.

G. The Emergency Plan shall include a provision establishing a process by which the 
Operator notifies surrounding neighbors to inform them about the on-site operations 
and provide sufficient contact information for surrounding neighbors to communicate 
with the Operator.  

H. All training associated with the Emergency Plan shall be coordinated with the City 
and the North Metro Fire Rescue District.

I. A provision obligating the Operator to reimburse the appropriate emergency 
agencies for their expenses resulting from the Operator’s operations, to the extent 
required by Colorado State Statutes.

J. Operator will provide the City with its emergency shutdown protocols and promptly 
notify the City of any emergency shut downs that would have an impact to any area 
beyond the confines of the Well Site.
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6 Planning Fencing. A fencing plan is not required by local government for this location.

7 Planning Flammable Material.  All ground within twenty-five (25) feet of any tank, or other 
structure containing flammable or combustible materials, shall be kept free of dry 
weeds, grass or rubbish, and shall conform to COGCC 600 Series Safety Regulations 
and the applicable Fire Code.

8 Planning Water Quality Monitoring Plan.   Oil and gas operations will, to the extent practicable, 
avoid causing degradation to surface or ground waters within the City and to wetlands 
within the City. The following standards set forth are consistent with the COGCC rules 
and regulations:

Using records of the Colorado Division of Water Resources, Operator must implement 
a water quality monitoring and well testing plan that includes the following:

A.  Operator will obtain initial baseline samples and subsequent monitoring samples 
from all available water sources within a one-half (1/2) mile radius of the Well Sites. 
Water sources include registered water wells or permitted or adjudicated springs.

B. Operator will collect initial testing of baseline samples from available water sources 
prior to the commencement of drilling a well, or prior to the re-stimulation of an existing 
well for which no samples were collected and tested during the previous 6-12 months.

C. Post-stimulation samples of available water sources shall be collected and tested 
pursuant to the following time frame:

1. One sample approximately one (1) year after commencement of the Production 
Phase;
2. One sample approximately three (3) years after commencement of the Production 
Phase; and

3. One sample approximately six (6) years after commencement of the Production 
Phase.

D. Operator will collect a sample from at least one upgradient and two down-gradient 
water sources within a one-half (1/2) mile radius of a Well Site. If no such water 
sources are available, Operator shall collect samples from additional water sources 
within a radius of up to one (1) mile from the Well Site until samples from a total of at 
least one upgradient and two down-gradient water sources are collected. Operator 
should give priority to the selection of water sources closest to the Well Site.

E. Operator may rely on existing groundwater sampling data from any water source 
within the radii described above that was collected in accordance with accepted 
standards, provided the data was collected within the 12 months preceding the 
commencement of Drilling Phase for such Well Site, the data includes measurement of 
all of the constituents measured in Table 1 below and there has been no significant oil 
and gas activity within a one-mile radius in the time period between the original 
sampling and the commencement of the Drilling Phase for such Well Site.

F. Operator shall make reasonable efforts to obtain the consent of the owner of the 
water source. 
G. Testing for the analytes listed in Table 1 below, and subsequent testing as 
necessary or appropriate.

H. Operator must follow standard industry procedures in collecting samples, consistent 
with the COGCC model Sampling and Analysis Plan.

I. Operator must report the location of the water source using a GPS with submeter 
resolution.

J. Operator must report results of field observations including reporting on damaged or 
unsanitary well conditions, adjacent potential pollution sources, odor, water color, 
sediment, bubbles, and effervescence.

K. Operator must provide copies of all test results described above to the City, the 
COGCC, and the water source owners within 30 days after receiving the samples.
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L. Subsequent sampling. If sampling shows water contamination, additional measures 
may be required including:

1. If free gas or a dissolved methane concentration level greater than one (1) milligram 
per liter (mg/l) is detected in a water source, determination of the gas type using gas 
compositional analysis and stable isotope analysis of the methane (carbon and 
hydrogen).

2. If the test results indicate thermogenic or a mixture of thermogenic and biogenic 
gas, an action plan to determine the source of the gas.

3. Immediate notification to the City, the COGCC, and the owner of the water well if 
the methane concentration increases by more than five (5) mg/l between sampling 
periods, or increases to more than ten (10) mg/l.

4. Immediate notification to the City, the COGCC and the owner of the water well if 
BTEX and/or TPH are detected as a result of testing. Such detections may result in 
required subsequent sampling for additional analytes.

5. Further water well sampling in response to complaints from water source owners.

6. Timely production and distribution of test results in electronic deliverable format to 
the City, the COGCC and the water source owners.

7. Qualified Independent Professional Consultant. All water source testing must be 
conducted by the Operator or, if requested by a surface owner, by a qualified 
independent professional consultant.

If sampling of water testing program reveals water contamination, the Operator shall 
work with the City and the COGCC to help identify the source of the contamination. 

TABLE 1
GENERAL WATER QUALITY

Alkalinity, Conductivity & TDS, pH, Dissolved Organic Carbon
(or Total Organic Carbon), Bacteria, and Hydrogen Sulphide

MAJOR IONS

Bromide, Chloride, Fluoride, Magnesium, Potassium, Sodium, Sulfate, and Nitrate + 
Nitrite as N

METALS

Arsenic, Barium, Boron, Chromium, Copper, Iron, Lead, Manganese, Selenium, 
Strontium, Mercury, Uranium, and Radium

DISSOLVED GASES and VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

Methane, Ethane, Propane, BTEX as Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and
Xylenes, Total Petroleum, and Hydrocarbons (TPH)

OTHER

Water Level, Stable isotopes of water (Oxygen, Hydrogen, Carbon), Phosphorus.

9 Planning Landscaping.  Operator shall implement the Visual Mitigation Plan for a Well Site 
approved during the application process for such Well Site.

Page 10 of 53Date Run: 3/2/2018 Doc [#401477000]



10 Planning Lighting.    The intent of this provision is to minimize light spillage beyond the 
perimeter of the Well Sites and for the Operator to take appropriate steps in order to 
achieve this. All permanent lighting or lighting higher than a perimeter wall must be 
downward facing. All bulbs must be fully shielded to prevent light emissions above a 
horizontal plane drawn from the bottom of the fixture. The lighting plan shall indicate 
the location of all outdoor lighting on the site and any structures, and include cut 
sheets (manufacturer's specifications with picture or diagram) of all proposed fixtures.  
During the Drilling and Completion Phases, consistent with applicable law, Operator 
will construct a minimum 32 foot wall around as much of the perimeter of the well pads 
as operations allow to reduce light escaping from the site, unless shorter walls are 
mutually agreed to by City and Operator on a site-specific basis.

11 Planning Maintenance of Machinery.    Routine field maintenance of vehicles or mobile 
machinery shall not be performed within three hundred (300) feet of any water body.  
All fueling must occur over impervious material.

12 Planning Mud Tracking.   The Operator shall take all practicable measures to ensure that 
vehicles do not track mud or debris onto City streets.  If mud or debris is nonetheless 
deposited on City streets, in excess of de minimus levels, the streets shall be cleaned 
immediately by the Operator.  If for some reason this cannot be done, or needs to be 
postponed, the City shall be notified of the Operator’s plan for mud removal.

13 Planning Temporary Access Roads.   Temporary access roads associated with oil and gas 
operations at the Well Sites shall be reclaimed and revegetated to the original state 
within a reasonable amount of time, taking into account planting seasons, or as 
directed by the landowner in a Surface Use Agreement and subject to applicable 
COGCC variances.  Operator must control erosion while access roads are in use.

14 Planning Trailers.   A construction trailer(s) is permitted as an accessory use during active 
drilling and well completion or workover operations only.  No permanent residential 
trailers shall be permitted at the Well Sites; provided, however, that until ninety (90) 
days following the end of the Completion Phase on a Well Site, temporary residential 
and/or security trailers are permitted, as needed for on-site operations, for exclusive 
use by the Operator’s personnel and the personnel of its subcontractors on a 
temporary basis.

15 Planning Wastewater and Waste Management.    Operator will submit a waste management 
plan to the City that complies with the following:  All fluids shall be contained and there 
shall be no discharge of fluids.  Waste shall be stored in tanks, transported by tanker 
trucks and/or pipelines, and disposed of at licensed disposal or recycling sites.  The 
plan shall incorporate secondary containment and stormwater measures.  No land 
treatment of oil impacted or contaminated drill cuttings are permitted. A copy of the 
Operator’s Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) will be given 
to the City, which describes spill prevention and mitigation practices. The Operator 
shall not dispose of any wastewater within the City. All other waste shall be disposed 
of in accordance with state regulations.

16 Planning Noxious Weed Control.  The Operator shall be responsible for ongoing noxious weed 
(as defined under State law) control at the Well Sites and along access roads

17 Planning Insurance.   The Operator agrees to provide liability and insurance

18 Planning Injection Wells.  The Operator shall drill no injection wells in Broomfield.

19 Planning Alternative Site Analysis.  Operator has consulted with the City over a period of two 
years, to the City’s satisfaction, in order to identify alternative sites based upon factors 
determined by the City.  The Well Sites were mutually selected by the Operator and 
the City as the final sites following this consultation.
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20 Planning Fires and Explosions.  Any accident or natural event involving a fire, explosion or 
detonation shall be reported to the City within 24 hours.  This report shall include such 
specifics, to the extent available:

A. Fuel source
B. Location
C. Proximity to residences and other occupied buildings
D. Cause
E. Duration
F. Intensity
G. Volume
H. Specifics and degree of damage to properties, if any beyond the Well Site
I. Injuries to person(s)
J. Emergency management response; and
K. Remedial and preventive measures to be taken within a specified amount of time
The Operator shall provide the City with an additional report containing the information 
above after the conclusion of the accident or natural event if lasting more than 24 
hours. 

21 Planning Risk Assessment.  Operator has a risk management plan in place, which will include 
the identification of potential risks, methods of risk avoidance and controls that 
implement techniques to prevent accidents and losses and reduce the impact or cost 
after the occurrence of identified potential events.

22 Planning Automatic Safety Protective Systems and Surface Safety Valve.  An automated safety 
system, governed by safety devices and a programmable logic computer, will be 
installed at the Well Sites.  The automated safety system shall include the installation, 
monitoring and remote control of a Surface Safety Valve (“SSV”) among many other 
engineered measures and devices that are implemented to greatly reduce or eliminate 
the potential for a well event.  All New Wells will have a SSV installed prior to the 
commencement of the Production Phase connected to the production tubing at the 
surface.  The SSV will be equipped to operate remotely via the automated safety 
protective system, which monitors multiple flowing pressures and rates which have 
predetermined maximum and/or minimum threshold values programmed and will 
remotely shut the well in should certain upset conditions be detected.  Additionally, the 
automated safety system provides the ability to remotely shut-in wells on demand 
through operator remote intervention.  The SSV will have documented quarterly testing 
to ensure functionality. The practice of utilizing automated safety protective systems, 
including SSV’s, exceeds the current State regulations and requirements for wells 
operated within Colorado.

23 Community Outreach and 
Notification

Notification to the City Regarding Commencement of Operations.    Operator shall 
provide written notice to the City no less than thirty (30) days prior to the 
commencement of any of the following: Construction Phase (unless the Construction 
Phase commences within 45 days of the approval of the applicable Form 2 or Form 
2A), Drilling Phase, Completion Phase, or any recompletion, re-drilling or plugging and 
abandonment of a New Well. Any notification provided by Operator to City pursuant to 
this Agreement may be used by the City for public notification.
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24 Traffic control Transportation and Circulation.  The Operator will comply with all Transportation and 
Circulation requirements as contained in the City Land Use Code as may be 
reasonably required by the City’s Traffic Engineer and will comply with all applicable 
hazardous material regulations. The Operator will submit a traffic plan to the City that 
includes detailed descriptions of all proposed access routes for equipment, water, 
sand, waste fluids, waste solids, mixed waste, and all other material to be hauled on 
the public streets and roads of the City.  The Operator will obtain necessary access 
permits. The traffic plan shall include the following: 

A. estimated weights of vehicles when loaded, a description of the vehicles, including 
the number of wheels and axles of such vehicles and trips per day.

B. Detail of access locations for each well site including sight distance, turning radius 
of vehicles and a template indicating this is feasible, sight distance, turning volumes in 
and out of each site for an average day and what to expect during the peak hour.

C. Truck traffic volumes converted to equivalent single axle loads and compared with 
existing volumes. Trucks anticipated on roadways that are being accessed to 
equivalent single axle loads using existing volumes and proposed with extraction 
activities.

D. Core drilled samples of City roads to be used and determined the adequacy of the 
existing roadway structure and determined that the roadway section is adequate for 
extraction activities.

E. Truck routing map and truck turning radius templates with a listing of required and 
determined that certain improvements are necessary at intersections along the route. 

F. Complete traffic report, determining operational changes and geometric 
modifications necessary as a result of extraction activities. 

G. Identification of need for any additional traffic lanes, which would be subject to the 
final approval of the City’s engineer. 

H. Restriction of non-essential traffic to and from Well Sites to periods outside of peak 
am and pm traffic periods and during school hours (generally 7-9am and 3-6pm).

25 General Housekeeping Burning.   No open burning shall occur on the site of any oil and gas operation.

26 General Housekeeping Chains.  Traction chains from heavy equipment shall be removed before entering a 
City street.

27 General Housekeeping Color.  Permanent facilities shall be painted in a uniform, non-contrasting, non-
reflective color, to blend with the surrounding landscape and, with colors that match 
the land rather than the sky, consistent with COGCC regulations. If the City desires a 
specific color or colors, it shall notify Operator of such color or colors prior to the Pad 
Construction of a Well Site and Operator shall utilize such color or colors.

28 General Housekeeping Cultural and Historical Resource Protection. The Operator has completed a site 
assessment and is not currently aware of any historical or cultural sites on the Well 
Sites. However, if a significant surface or sub-surface archaeological site is discovered 
during construction, the Operator shall be responsible for reporting of the discovery. If 
any disturbance of a site deemed by the State Historic Preservation Office to be a 
historical or cultural resource occurs, the Operator shall be responsible for mitigating 
the disturbance to the cultural or historical property through a data recovery plan in 
consultation with the City’s Historic Landmark Board and the State Historic 
Preservation Office, with copy to the City.

29 General Housekeeping Removal of Debris.   All construction-related debris shall be removed from the site for 
proper disposal in a timely manner.  The site shall be maintained free of debris and 
excess materials at all times during operation. Operator shall not burn or bury debris at 
any time on the Well Sites.
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30 General Housekeeping Removal of Equipment.   All equipment used for drilling, re-completion and 
maintenance of the facility shall be removed from the site within thirty (30) days of 
completion of the work, weather condition permitting, unless otherwise agreed to by 
the surface owner.  Permanent storage of removable equipment on Well Sites shall not 
be allowed.

31 General Housekeeping General Maintenance.  Operator shall operate and maintain all equipment pursuant to 
manufacturer specifications consistent with technological limitations and reasonable 
and customary maintenance practices.

32 Storm Water/Erosion 
Control

Stormwater Control Plan.  All oil and gas operations at the Well Sites shall comply and 
conform with the City’s stormwater control regulations, including the submission of an 
Erosion Control Report and Plan.

33 Material Handling and Spill 
Prevention

Chemical Disclosure and Storage.  All fracturing chemicals must be disclosed to the 
City pursuant to the process set forth below before bringing on site. Prior to the 
bringing of such chemicals onto the property, the Operator shall make available to the 
City, in table format, the name, Chemical Abstracts Service (CAS) number, storage, 
containment and disposal method for such chemicals to be used on the Well Sites, 
which the City may make available to the public as public records. Fracturing 
chemicals shall be uploaded onto the Frac Focus website within sixty days of the 
completion of fracturing operations. The Operator shall not permanently store 
fracturing chemicals, flowback from hydraulic fracturing, or produced water in the City 
limits.  Operator shall remove all hydraulic fracturing chemicals at a Well Site within 
thirty (30) days following the completing of hydraulic fracturing at that Well Site. 
In addition to any substances that not permitted to be used in accordance with state or 
federal rules or regulations in place from time to time, the following chemicals shall not 
be utilized in hydraulic fracturing fluid at the Well Sites:

Ingredient Name CAS #
Benzene 71-43-2
Lead 7439-92-1
Mercury 7439-97-6
Arsenic 740-38-2
Cadmium 7440-43-9
Chromium 7440-47-3
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4
Xylenesf 1330-20-7
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene 108-67-8
1,4-dioxane 123-91-1
1-butanol 71-36-3
2-butoxyethanol 111-76-2
N,N-dimethylformamide 68-12-2
2-ethylhexanol 104-76-7
2-mercaptoethanol 60-24-2
benzene, 1,1'-oxybis-, tetrapropylene derivatives, sulfonated, sodium salts (BOTS) 
119345-04-9
butyl glycidyl ether 8/6/2426
polysorbate 80 9005-65-6
quaternary ammonium compounds, dicoco alkyldimethyl, chlorides (QAC) 61789-77-3
bis hexamethylene triamine penta methylene phosphonic acid (BMPA) 35657-77-3
diethylenetriamine penta (methylene-phosphonic acid)(DMPA)  15827-60-8
FD&C blue no. 1 3844-45-9
Tetrakis(triethanolaminato) zirconium(IV) (TTZ) 101033-44-7

34 Material Handling and Spill 
Prevention

Flowlines.   Any newly constructed or substantially modified flowlines on the Well Sites 
shall be constructed and operated under the provisions of the COGCC 1100 Series 
Flowline regulations, any future COGCC flowline regulations, and any applicable 
surface use agreements with the surface owners. Operator shall pressure test all 
flowlines following their construction, including those rated at less than 15 PSI. 
Operator will provide to the City all records required to be submitted to State agencies 
related to inspections, pressure testing, accidents and other safety incidents related to 
flowlines at the Well Sites and, upon specific request by the City, Operator will provide 
to the City any other records submitted to State agencies related to flowlines at the 
Well Sites.
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35 Material Handling and Spill 
Prevention

Recordation of Flowlines.  All new flowlines and pipelines shall have the legal 
description of the location recorded with the Clerk and Recorder of the City within thirty 
(30) days of completion of construction.  Abandonment of any recorded flowlines shall 
be recorded with the Clerk and Recorder of the City within thirty (30) days after 
abandonment.

36 Material Handling and Spill 
Prevention

Spills.  Operator must notify the City of any spill of any material on permeable ground 
on the Well Sites that has a reportable spill quantity under any law. The Operator will 
also provide the City with a copy of any self-reporting submissions that Operator 
provides to the COGCC due to any spills at the Well Sites.

37 Dust control Fugitive Dust Suppression.   Dust associated with on-site activities and traffic on 
access roads shall be minimized throughout construction, drilling and operational 
activities such that there are no visible dust emissions from access roads or the Well 
Sites to the extent practical given wind conditions. No untreated produced water or 
other process fluids shall be used for dust suppression. The Operator will avoid 
creating dust or dust suppression activities within three hundred (300) feet of the 
ordinary high water mark of any waterbody, unless the dust suppressant is water. 
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for any chemical based dust suppressant, other 
than magnesium chloride, shall be submitted to the City prior to use. Operator will 
submit to the City a grading, drainage, dust mitigation and erosion control plan

38 Construction Containment Berms.  The Operator shall utilize steel-rim berms around all permanent 
facility equipment at the Well Sites with sufficient capacity to contain 1.5 times the 
maximum volume of liquids that such facility will contain at any given time plus 
sufficient freeboard to prevent overflow.  All berms and containment devices shall be 
inspected quarterly by the Operator and maintained in good condition. No potential 
ignition sources shall be installed inside the secondary containment area unless the 
containment area encloses a fired vessel or such sources are rated in accordance with 
industry codes and standards. Secondary containment such as duck ponds or lined 
earthen berms for temporary tanks shall also be used.  
 
A. Permanent containment berms shall be constructed of steel rings, designed and 
installed to prevent leakage and resist degradation from erosion or routine operation. 
B. Secondary containment for tanks shall be constructed with a synthetic or 
engineered liner that contains all primary containment vessels and is mechanically 
connected to the steel ring to prevent leakage. 
C. For locations within five hundred (500) feet and up-gradient of a surface water body, 
tertiary containment, such as an earthen berm, is required around production facilities. 

39 Construction Anchoring.   All New Well equipment and all existing equipment at the Well Sites shall 
be anchored to the extent necessary to resist flotation, collapse, lateral movement, or 
subsidence in compliance with applicable Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) (as administered by this City) and COGCC rules and regulations.

40 Noise mitigation Quiet Technology.  The Operator agrees to use the Liberty Quiet Fleet or comparable 
technology from an alternative vendor on all Well Sites.

41 Noise mitigation Electric Equipment.    The drilling rig(s) used during the Drilling Phase and all 
permanent production equipment, such as compressors, motors and pump jacks, shall 
utilize electric line power in order to mitigate noise and to reduce emissions
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42 Noise mitigation Noise Mitigation.   Noise mitigation measures shall be constructed along any edge of 
any Well Site if such edge is in proximity to existing residential development.  The 
noise mitigation measures shall use the most current equipment to minimize noise 
impact during the Drilling and Completion Phases. Operator shall comply with the 
sound limitation regulations set forth in COGCC 800 Series Aesthetic and Noise 
Control Regulations.  The Operator shall not unload pipe between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m.  The Operator will complete a baseline noise mitigation study at each Well Site 
that demonstrates that noise is expected to be mitigated to the extent practicable and 
a copy will be provided to the City.  A noise mitigation study has been completed that 
demonstrated that noise is expected to be mitigated to the extent practicable and to 
levels acceptable to the City. The Operator shall address C scale noise/vibration 
through berming and other associated BMPs.   During the Drilling and Completion 
Phases, the operator shall construct a perimeter wall and/or use hay bales to mitigate 
noise as appropriate on a case-by-case or modeled basis. If Operator uses any 
engines that are not electrically operated, Operator shall use quiet design mufflers 
(also referred to as hospital grade or dual dissipative) or equivalent and shall use 
acoustically insulated housing or covers to enclose the engines.
 The Operator shall comply with all provisions of COGCC Rule 802 on Noise 
Abatement with respect to the Well Sites; provided, however, that the Operator and 
City agree that the maximum permissible noise levels to be applied under Rule 802 
shall be, other than during pad construction at the Well Sites, the greater of (i) the 
levels set forth for the land use type of “Residential/Agricultural/Rural” under Rule 802 
if measurements are taken at 1,000 feet from the sound walls at the Well Site and (ii) 4
 dB(A) higher than baseline ambient sound measured at 1,000 feet from the sound 
walls at the Well Site. During pad construction at the Well Sites, the Operator agrees 
that noise levels shall not exceed those produced by the construction of a typical 
residential or commercial development.  All measurements considered for compliance 
with this BMP shall be taken by a third party contractor using industry standard 
equipment and practices.
 Both the City and the Operator have conducted an Ambient noise survey for each 
Well Site at baseline and will place noise meters near Well Sites to monitor ongoing 
noise levels until the commencement of the Production Phase. 

43 Noise mitigation Possible Berms, Bales or Sound Walls. Operator shall utilize the additional mitigation 
measures of berms, bales, and/or sound walls. The particular measure(s) employed at 
any such location shall be as determined by mutual agreement between the City and 
the Operator.

44 Emissions mitigation Air Modeling Study.   The Operator has completed an air modeling study that meets 
the standards requested by the City and such study has been conducted and indicates 
that emissions from the equipment proposed on the Well Sites meets EPA standards.
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45 Emissions mitigation Air Quality.    In order to minimize degradation to air quality, Operator agrees to the 
provisions set forth in this Section.  Operator must eliminate, capture, or minimize all 
potentially harmful emissions and minimize dust associated with onsite activities and 
traffic on access roads Operator shall comply with all applicable state and federal 
regulations including regulations promulgated by CDPHE, COGCC and US EPA.

Minimization of Emissions. 
To protect air quality, the following will be required: 

1.  The use of electric equipment and line power
2. The use of Tier 2 and liquefied natural gas dual fuel hydraulic fracturing pumps. If 
Tier 4 fracturing pumps become commonly available, Operator will begin using Tier 4 
fracturing pumps. 
3.  Operator will comply with the limitations on truck traffic to and from the site.
4.  Operator will utilize pipelines 
5. Manufacture test or other data demonstrating hydrocarbon destruction or control 
efficiency that complies with a design destruction efficiency of 98% or better.
6.  The use of no-bleed continuous and intermittent pneumatic devices. This 
requirement can be met by replacing natural gas with electricity or instrument air, or 
routing the discharge emissions to a closed loop-system or process.
7.  Any flare, auto ignition system, recorder, vapor recovery device or other equipment 
used to meet the hydrocarbon destruction or control efficiency requirement shall be 
installed, calibrated, operated, and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
recommendations, instructions, and operating manuals.
8.  No use of glycol dehydrators.
9. No use of desiccant gas processing dehydrators.
10. Year-round application of odor requirements pursuant to COGCC and CDPHE 
regulations.
11. Reduction or elimination of emissions of associated gas from hybrid gas-oil wells 
(i.e. gas that is co-produced from a well that primarily produces oil), including 
prohibition of uncontrolled venting.
12.  Best management practices during liquids unloading (i.e. maintenance activities to 
remove liquids from existing wells that are inhibiting production), including at least 90%
 emissions reduction when utilizing combustion and the installation of artificial lift or 
unloading through the separator where feasible.
13.  Reduction or elimination of emissions from oil and gas pipeline maintenance 
activities such as pigging or blowdowns. If any maintenance activity will involve the 
intentional venting of gas from a well tank, compressor or pipeline, beyond routine 
pipeline maintenance activity and pigging, the operator will provide forty eight (48) hour 
advance written notice to the City of such proposed venting. Such notice shall identify 
the duration and nature of the venting event, a description as to why venting is 
necessary, a description of what vapors will likely be vented, what steps will be taken 
to limit the duration of venting, and what steps the operator proposes to undertake to 
minimize similar events in the future. If emergency venting is required, or if accidental 
venting occurs, the operator shall provide such notice to the City of such event as soon 
as possible, but in no event longer than 24 hours from the time of the event, with the 
information listed above and with an explanation as to the cause and how the event 
will be avoided in the future.
14. Dust suppression techniques 
15.  Consolidation of product treatment and storage facilities within a Well Site.
16.  Centralization of compression facilities within a Well Site.
17.  Telemetric control and monitoring systems, including surveillance monitors to 
detect when pilot lights on control devices are extinguished.
18.  Operator will comply with all CDPHE air permits, if any, and will comply with all 
OSHA work practice requirements with respect to benzene.
19. Flaring shall be eliminated or minimized to the maximum extent practicable.
20.     Exhaust from all engines, motors, coolers, and all other equipment must be 
vented up and away from nearest residences.
21.     Operator agrees to participate in Natural Gas STAR program or other voluntary 
programs to encourage innovation in pollution control at well sites.
22.     Use of a pressure-suitable separator and vapor recovery unit (VRU) where 
applicable. 
23. Pipeline infrastructure will be constructed prior to the Production Phase. 
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46 Emissions mitigation Reduced Emission Completions (Commonly known as Green Completions).    At Well 
Sites Operator shall employ reduced emission completions, also commonly known as 
green completions, which comply with federal and state requirements.  In addition, 
Operator shall comply with the following: 
A. Gas gathering lines, separators, and sand traps capable of supporting green 
completions as described in COGCC Rule 805 shall be installed per the provisions of 
COGCC Rule 805. 
B. Operator shall comply with 40 CFR 60.5375(a)(1), (2) for green completions.
C. Uncontrolled venting is prohibited other than where necessary for safety.
D. Temporary flowback flaring and oxidizing equipment where allowed shall include 
the following: 
1.     Adequately sized equipment to handle 1.5 times the largest flowback volume of 
gas from a vertical/directional and/or horizontally completed well respectively as 
reported to the COGCC in a ten mile radius;
2.       Valves and porting available to divert gas to flaring and oxidizing equipment; 
pursuant to the above Rules 40 CFR 60.5375 & COGCC Rule 805;
3.    Auxiliary fueled with sufficient supply and heat to combust or oxidize non-
combustible gases in order to control odors and hazardous gases.  The flowback 
combustion device shall be equipped with a reliable continuous ignition source over 
the duration of flowback, except in conditions that may result in a fire hazard or 
explosion; and 
4.      The Operator has a general duty to safely maximize resource recovery and 
minimize releases to the atmosphere during flowback and subsequent 
recovery/operation.

47 Emissions mitigation Exhaust.   The exhaust from all engines, motors, coolers and other mechanized 
equipment shall be vented up or in a direction away from the nearest occupied 
building.

48 Emissions mitigation Flares and Combustion Devices.   To the extent flares, thermal oxidizers, or 
combustion devices are utilized, all such flares shall be designed and operated as 
follows:
A. The flare must be fired with natural gas and designed to operate with a 98% of 
higher hydrocarbon destruction efficiency.
B. The flare must be designed and operated in a manner that will ensure no visible 
emissions during normal operation. Visible emissions means observations of smoke 
for any period or periods of duration greater than or equal to one (1) minute in any 
fifteen (15) minute period during normal operation, pursuant to EPA Method 22. Visible 
emissions do not include radiant energy or water vapor.
C. The flare must be operated with a flame present at all times when emissions may 
be vented to it, or other mechanism that does not allow uncontrolled emissions.
D. All combustion devices must be equipped with an operating auto-igniter.

49 Emissions mitigation Leak Detection and Repair.  Operator shall develop and maintain an acceptable leak 
detection and repair (“LDAR”) program as required by CDPHE using modern leak 
detection technologies such as infra-red cameras for equipment used on the Well 
Sites. For the five (5) year period beginning with the start of the Drilling Phase at the 
first Well Site, Operator shall conduct quarterly IR camera monitoring of all equipment 
at the Well Sites. When an IR camera is used, Operator must retain an infrared image 
or video of all leaking components before and after repair. Such records must be 
maintained for two years and must be made available to the COGCC and local 
government upon request. Except when an emergency circumstance would 
necessitate an immediate repair, Operator must repair leaks as quickly as practicable. 
If more than 48-hours repair time is needed after a leak is discovered, an explanation 
of why more time is required will be submitted to the City. Operator shall conduct 
continuous pressure monitoring to detect leaks. At least once per year, the Operator 
shall notify the City five (5) business days prior to an LDAR inspection of its facilities to 
provide the City the opportunity to observe the inspection.
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50 Emissions mitigation Ambient Air Sampling.  The Operator shall conduct a specific ambient air quality test 
that includes:
1. Pre-construction baseline air quality testing shall be completed within 500 feet of the 
Well Sites by a consultant approved by the City and paid for by the Operator. 
2. Operator has agreed to provide the City with an annual payment towards air quality 
sampling.  
3. In addition, the City may require the Operator to conduct additional air monitoring as 
needed to respond to emergency events such as spill, process upsets, or accidental 
releases. 
4. Operator shall provide access to the Well Sites to the City’s designated inspector to 
allow air sampling to occur.

An air modeling and emissions inventory based upon the proposed development and 
equipment have been completed by a third-party consultant.

51 Emissions mitigation Air Quality Action Days.   The Operator shall respond to air quality Action Day 
advisories posted by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment for 
the Front Range Area by implementing their suggested air emission reduction 
measures as feasible.  Emission reduction measures shall be implemented for the 
duration of an air quality Action Day advisory and may include measures such as:

1. Minimize vehicle and engine idling;
2. Reduce truck traffic and worker traffic;
3. Delay vehicle refueling;
4. Suspend or delay use of fossil fuel powered ancillary equipment; and
5. Postpone construction activities, if feasible.
6. Within 30 days following the conclusion of each annual Air Quality Action Day 
season, Operator must submit a report to the City that details which measures it 
implemented during any Action Day advisories.

52 Emissions mitigation Compliance.   The Operator will submit annual reports to the City certifying (a) 
compliance with these air quality requirements and documenting any periods of 
material non-compliance, including the date and duration of each such deviation and a 
compliance plan and schedule to achieve compliance, (b) that the equipment at the 
Well Sites continues to operate within its design parameters, and if not, what steps will 
be taken to modify the equipment to enable the equipment to operate within its design 
parameters.  The annual report must contain a certification as to the truth, accuracy 
and completeness of the reports, signed by a responsible corporate official.  The 
Operator may satisfy this reporting obligation in whole or in part by submitting its 
AQCC Regulations No. 7 annual reports for the prior calendar year to the City, and 
supplementing them as needed to meet these reporting requirements for covered 
facilities within the City. The Operator will also provide the City will a copy of any self-
reporting submissions that Operator provides to the CDPHE due to any incidence of 
non-compliance with any CDPHE air quality rules or regulations at the Well Sites.

53 Odor mitigation Odor.   Odor emitting from Well Sites must be controlled. Operator to prevent odors 
from oil and gas operations by proactively addressing and, to the extent possible, 
resolving complaints filed by impacted members of the community, in coordination with 
City public health staff. Operator must use a filtration system or additives to the drilling 
and fracturing fluids to minimize odors. Operator is prohibited from masking odors from 
any oil and gas facility site by using masking fragrances.

54 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Use of Pipelines.   The Operator agrees to build pipelines for the transport of oil, gas, 
and produced water from the Well Sites and to utilize such pipelines at the Well Sites 
before the Production Phase commences.  During the Completion Phase, the Operator 
will use pipelines for produced water for flowback to the maximum extent feasible.  All 
fresh water shall be transported to the Well Sites by means other than by truck. The 
Operator’s obligation to build and utilize such pipelines is subject to the City granting 
Operator all necessary right-of-way and the City issuing Operator the necessary 
Public/Private Improvement Permits. Operator shall be permitted to utilize temporary 
tanks during drilling, flowback, workover, completion, hydraulic fracturing and 
maintenance operations. If requested by the City, Operator will conduct a risk analysis 
to identify potential risks associated with pipelines and the measures implemented that 
are intended to mitigate such risks.
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55 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Closed-Loop Pitless Systems for the Containment and/or Recycling of Drilling Fluids. 
Wells shall be drilled, completed and operated using closed-loop pitless systems for 
containment and/or recycling of all drilling, completion, flowback and produced fluids. 
Operator shall recycle fluids to the maximum extent practicable, with the 
understanding that Operator is limited in its ability to recycle all fluids, as doing so 
would necessitate the use of permanent tanks, which is otherwise prohibited by the 
terms of the Agreement, and result in the potential for additional emissions. Other than 
for irrigating landscape material, Operator shall not use City water for any of its oil and 
gas operations. Operator shall not store waste onsite for periods longer than 30 days.

56 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Plugged and Decommissioned Well Testing.   Prior to and following the fracturing of 
any New Well, Operator shall assess the integrity of plugged and decommissioned 
wells or removed from use and dry, or removed from use (“Previously Abandoned 
Wells),  within one-quarter (¼) mile of the projected track of the borehole of the 
proposed New Well. 
This shall include:
1. Based upon examination of COGCC and other publicly available records, 
identification of all Previously Abandoned Wells located within one-quarter (¼) mile of 
the projected track of the borehole of a proposed well.
2. Risk assessment of leaking gas or water to the ground surface or into subsurface 
water resources, taking into account plugging and cementing procedures described in 
any recompletion or plugged and abandoned report filed with the COGCC.
3. Notification of the City and COGCC of the results of the assessment of the plugging 
and cementing procedures.
4. Permission from each surface owner with a Previously Abandoned Well on their 
property to access the property to test the soil within a 10’ radius of the Previously 
Abandoned Well. If a surface owner has not provided permission to access and test 
after thirty (30) days from receiving notice, the Operator shall not be required to test 
the Previously Abandoned Well.  Notice to the surface owner will be sent by Certified 
US Mail, return receipt requested, to assure that the surface owner receives proper 
notice.
5. For each Previously Abandoned Well for which access and permission to test is 
granted, a soil gas survey to test the soil within a 10’ radius of the Previously 
Abandoned Well shall be completed prior to production from the proposed New Well 
and again one (1) year after production has commenced on the New Well.
6. Notification of the results of the soil gas survey to the City and the COGCC within 
three (3) months of conducting the survey or advise the City that access to the 
Previously Abandoned Wells could not be obtained from the surface owner.

57 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Water Supply.   The Operator agrees to comply with applicable State of Colorado, 
Department of Natural Resources and other applicable State regulations concerning 
the source(s) of water used in the Drilling Phase and Completions Phase. The 
Operator shall notify the City, upon its request, of the source(s) of water to be used at 
Well Sites during the Drilling Phase and Completion Phase and will provide the City 
with an estimate of the volumes of water to be utilized, with such estimates subject to 
change. All water volumes actually used by Operator shall be reported by the Operator 
to the State of Colorado in accordance with its regulations.

58 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Well Integrity.    Operator must equip the bradenhead access to the annulus between 
the production and the surface casing, as well as any intermediate casing, with a fitting 
to allow safe and convenient determinations of pressure and fluid flow. Valves used for 
annular pressure monitoring shall remain exposed and not buried to allow for visual 
inspection. The Operator shall take bradenhead pressure readings as required by the 
COGCC.

59 Drilling/Completion 
Operations

Bradenhead Monitoring.  Operator will conduct bradenhead monitoring on the New 
Wells in accordance with COGCC Rules.

60 Final Reclamation Reclamation.  Operator must submit an oil and gas site reclamation plan and reclaim a 
Well Site not later than six (6) months after plugging and abandoning the last New Well 
at such Well Site, weather and planting season permitting.

Total: 60 comment(s)
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User Group Comment Comment Date

Agency Comment submitted by Tami Yellico, Broomfield LGD 

Extraction shall implement the following actions to its Emergency Plan for all 
Broomfield wellsites:

a. Develop enhanced hotwork planning and setback procedures

b. Expand training and enforcement of hotwork permit implementation and 
management, re-issued STEPS alert to employees and vendors for hazard 
recognition and proper PPE.

c. Add additional field management levels for specific flowback activities

d. Implement stationary LEL monitoring grid with alarms on all flowback operations

e. Evaluate and retrofitting sound wall placements or technologies to enhance 
ventilation

f. Develop and implementing automated tank gauging on flowback operations

g. Revise prestart-up safety review (PSSR) of Green Completion flowback setups, 
including, but not limited to:

i. Site layout

ii. Grounding requirements

iii. Vessel depressurizing procedures

h. Hold meetings with vendors regarding all corrective actions listed above and have 
scheduled ongoing meetings to continually discuss the process.

i.Extraction shall provide a third party report of any incident as requested by 
Broomfield

03/01/2018

General Comments

Attachment Check List
Att Doc Num Name

401477000 FORM 2A SUBMITTED

401484079 ACCESS ROAD MAP

401484081 HYDROLOGY MAP

401484082 LOCATION DRAWING

401484083 LOCATION PICTURES

401484084 MULTI-WELL PLAN

401484085 OTHER

401484086 REFERENCE AREA MAP

401484087 REFERENCE AREA PICTURES

401484088 OTHER

401484191 WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

401484234 NRCS MAP UNIT DESC

401484235 NRCS MAP UNIT DESC

401484236 NRCS MAP UNIT DESC

401484237 NRCS MAP UNIT DESC

401525632 FACILITY LAYOUT DRAWING
Total Attach: 16 Files
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Agency By way of an update to the COGCC, on October 24, 2017, Extraction and 
Broomfield entered into an Amended and Restated Operator Agreement 
(Agreement). Section 9 of the Agreement provides that Extraction must submit a 
“Comprehensive Drilling Plan and Application” to Broomfield for such new wells or 
well sites (Plan). Per the Agreement, that Plan is subject to the review and approval 
by the City. 

Broomfield has not approved the Plan as required by the Agreement. Broomfield 
has been working diligently with Extraction on the Plan, through weekly meetings 
and timely and reasonable communications with Extraction. The COGCC spacing 
orders for these spacing units, dated as of October 31, 2017, indicate that any 
Permits for the wells within these spacing units must “comport with” the Agreement. 

As stated above, Section 9 of the Agreement provides that Extraction must submit a 
Comprehensive Drilling Plan for all of the well sites that is subject to Broomfield’s 
approval. On December 15, 2017, Extraction submitted a draft Plan for the 
Livingston and Interchange B well pads. On January 22, 2018, Broomfield submitted 
220 comments on that draft Plan, which included the comment that the Agreement 
requires the Plan to be for all of the well sites (Comments). On January 26, 2018, 
Extraction submitted a draft Plan for the Northwest A B, United, and Interchange A 
B Pads. On February 15, 2018, Extraction responded to Broomfield’s comments, 
which relate to the Livingston and Interchange B portion of the Plan. Broomfield is in 
the process of reviewing Extraction’s February 15th comments and providing 
comments on the second Plan submitted by Extraction on January 26, 2018. 

In both citizens’ and staff comments we have identified areas where Broomfield is 
requesting additional information and where we believe the Plan is not complete. 
Broomfield believes that Extraction has an obligation to correct or update any 
deficient statements in the Plan. The issues that remain outstanding in the Plan 
include the following:

At meetings with Extraction on February 7, 2018, and February 14, 2018, 
Broomfield identified engineering issues that need to be resolved before permitting 
of the pipeline for all the well sites could go forward. 

At a meeting on February 16, 2018, Broomfield outlined deficiencies in Extraction’s 
proposed Traffic Plan that need to be corrected. 

As of the date of these comments, Broomfield is still working with Extraction on 
required updates to its Emergency Response Plan and Risk Analysis Plan before 
those can be approved. Extraction has only provided a broad Risk Analysis Plan 
despite the requirement that risks and responses be identified.

Extraction has not identified each type of hazard for each location and specific 
responses by phases, including referencing Broomfield’s Emergency Response 
Plan and the COGCC Emergency Response Plan. 

It is Broomfield’s understanding that Extraction has yet to talk with all Broomfield 
and Adams County residents to determine their desired mitigation measures for the 
well sites and truck roads to the north, even though Extraction committed to such 
individual communications. 

Extraction has not committed in writing to any necessary specific mitigation 
measures between residents and well sites to the north and east of residents in 
Adams County and Broomfield.

Extraction has not yet committed in writing to necessary road improvements, 
stemming from increased truck traffic related to the Extraction operations.

Extraction has yet to identify all traffic signage or committed to install such signage 
on its traffic plans.

Extraction has yet to agree in the Plan that all class 7 and above vehicles are not 
allowed to operate on Public Roadways during the peak hours of 7-9 a.m. and 3-6 
p.m. for Extraction activities

03/01/2018
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Extraction has not submitted a final pavement design report for approval by the City 
and County Engineer.

Extraction has yet to agree in the Plan to ensure the safety of emergency response 
teams, construction workers and the general public. Extraction has yet to agree in 
the Plan that Buffers shall be created as required on site to shield dust, noise, and 
light from residents

Extraction has yet to provide a complete stormwater management plan.

Extraction has failed to provide a more detailed GANTT chart on timing for all well 
sites.

Extraction has not provided a long term reclamation plan.

Extraction has not included practices it will use to address weeds at the sites.

Extraction has not provided a complete explanation of its noise modeling approach.

Extraction has not detailed the noise reduction levels it can achieve.

Extraction has not provided written detail on the process of “Conduct Recovery 
Operations” including involvement of Broomfield’s Public Health Division.

Despite the fact that many Broomfield and Adams County residents to the south of 
the well sites are on well water, Extraction has not included 12 additional requested 
requirements in its Water Quality Plan.

Extraction has not complied with 2 requirements for the Wetlands Plan.

Extraction has given only general responses to specific environmental site review 
requests.

Extraction has not provided details of planning and installation of electrical 
infrastructure at the well sites as required for the Electrification Plan and Extraction 
has indicated that they will be updating the plan.

Extraction has not provided a detailed visual mitigation plan for the well sites, 
service road, or pig launcher station.

Broomfield is requesting that the phrase “The meteorological data that was used are 
regional and could be applied to a range of sites in the area. If the proposed 
development is similar and has the same or fewer wells, then the results could be 
extended to further characterizations” be added to the Plan concerning air modeling.

Broomfield is requesting that the tank be removed from Figure 3 of the Plan since 
this tank will NOT be present. The diagram should correctly reflect what will be on 
site.

Extraction has not provided a list of the hazardous materials that will be used on-
site.

Other Comments concerning Form 2 and 2A include:

Livingston Form 2A Comments and Questions

The FACILITIES section indicates there are 2 gas compressors planned for the 
location. Extraction should provide information associated with the purpose of the 
compressors and how will they be fueled.

The CONSTRUCTION section indicates that the size of the location after interim 
reclamation will be the same as the disturbed area during construction. Why will the 
location size remain the same after interim reclamation?
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In the BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES section, Item 46 - Emissions mitigation 
20. D. #4, #5 and #6 are not included

The waste management plan only addresses EP Waste. It does not discuss 
secondary containment and stormwater measures as required by Item 41 in the 
Best Management Practices of the Operator Agreement.

Livingston Form 2 Comments

Broomfield requests that the COGCC take a close look at the offset well evaluations 
provided by Extraction Oil and Gas to verify the estimates of offset distances of 
existing wells (including plugged and abandoned wells) from the new proposed 
horizontal wells. Broomfield was unable to confirm many of the distances indicated 
in the OPERATOR COMMENTS AND SUBMITTAL section of the Form 2s based on 
the OFFSET WELL EVALUATIONS spreadsheet or from the ANTI-COLLISION 
reports provided. 

According to the OFFSET WELL EVALUATIONS spreadsheet provided in the Form 
2s, there are many plugged and abandoned wells and several producing wells that 
have horizontal offsets of less than 150 feet from the proposed new horizontal wells 
and it is indicated that No Remediation Is Required for these wells. Broomfield is 
very concerned about the short offset distance for some of these wells, for example 
new well Livingston S19-25-4N has an offset distance of only 19 feet from plugged 
and abandoned well McClintock MA 19-3J (API# 05-014-09137). Therefore, 
Broomfield requests that the COGCC take a close look to verify the proposed 
mitigation measures indicated by Extraction Oil and Gas are appropriate as defined 
by the DJ Basin Horizontal Offset Policy.

For the Livingston S19-25-10N Form 2: In the SPACING AND UNIT INFORMATION 
section, the Distance from Completed Portion of Wellbore to Nearest Unit Boundary 
is blank.

Interchange Form 2 A Comments

The FACILITIES section indicates there are 2 gas compressors planned for the 
location. Extraction should provide information associated with the purpose of the 
compressors and how will they be fueled.

Do CDOT and the Northwest Parkway Authority need to be notified since portions of 
I-25 and the Northwest Parkway are within the notification zone?

The waste management plan only addresses EP Waste. It does not discuss 
secondary containment and stormwater measures as required by Item 41 in the 
Best Management Practices of the Operator Agreement.

Interchange Form 2 Comments

Broomfield requests that COGCC take a close look at the offset well evaluations 
provided by Extraction Oil and Gas to verify the estimates of offset distances of 
existing wells (including plugged and abandoned wells) from the new proposed 
horizontal wells. Broomfield was unable to confirm many of the distances indicated 
in the OPERATOR COMMENTS AND SUBMITTAL section of the Form 2s based on 
the OFFSET WELL EVALUATIONS spreadsheet or from the ANTI-COLLISION 
reports provided. 

According to the OFFSET WELL EVALUATIONS spreadsheet provided in the Form 
2s, there are many plugged and abandoned wells and several producing wells that 
have horizontal offsets of less than 150 feet from the proposed new horizontal wells 
and it is indicated that No Remediation Is Required for these wells. Broomfield is 
very concerned about the short offset distance for some of these wells; therefore, 
Broomfield requests that COGCC take a close look to verify the proposed mitigation 
measures indicated by Extraction Oil and Gas are appropriate as defined by the DJ 
Basin Horizontal Offset Policy.

Broomfield asks that COGCC leave the comment period on the Permits open until 
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all issues are resolved regarding the Plan. Broomfield will continue to work diligently 
with Extraction on the Plan.

OGLA OGLA review: no production piping or storage for oil, gas, or produced water, 
rangeland pictures not during growing season, confirm cultural distances to high 
occupancy building unit and above ground utilities, 3 NRCS map units listed and 4 
attached – request clarification, depth to water does not appear to be accurate 
based on other water wells in the area.

02/27/2018

OGLA In accordance with Rule 305.d.(3), the Director has extended the comment period 
by five days; therefore, the new deadline for public comment on this Oil and Gas 
Location Assessment Permit is THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 11:00am.

02/23/2018

LGD 1)The COGCC mandated during the October 30, 2017 hearing that it reviews each 
of the Form 2A locations that impact Adams County residents in a public 
hearing.Adams County respectfully requests the following Form 2A’s be heard 
before the COGCC in public hearings;

a)Interchange A Pad (Doc. No. 401477000)

b)Interchange B Pad (Doc. No. 401477000)

c) United Pad (TBD)

d)Northwest A Pad (TBD)

e)Northwest B Pad (TBD)

2)In order for Extraction to comply with the Broomfield Comprehensive Plan’s 
recommended setbacks from residences, the well pads were split into multiple pads 
with smaller numbers of wells. Extraction has now proposed combining four of these 
well pads into two Form 2A Oil and Gas Location Assessments to be filed with the 
Colorado Oil Gas Conservation Commission (COGCC). This would be extremely 
deceptive to the public and contrary to the intent of the Broomfield Comprehensive 
Plan recommendations. The COGCC mandated during the October 30, 2017 
hearing that it reviews each of the Form 2A locations that impact Adams County 
residents in a public hearing. This consolidation of two well pads into one 
opportunity to comment would deny Adams County residents their chance to 
provide testimony on each location. We are concerned that this approach to 
consider these single locations within the COGCC process and two well pads within 
the Broomfield process has been selected to circumvent one or more elements of 
the public process.

a)Interchange A pad (Doc. No. 401477000)

b)Interchange B pad (Doc. No. 401477000)

c) Northwest A Pad (TBD)

d)Northwest B Pad (TBD)

3)Understanding that selecting an appropriate location for an oil and gas facility is 
the crux of compatibility, the proposed locations will impact the maximum number of 
residents by the proposed development. Four locations were initially proposed to 
access the identified minerals, and only 44 homes were within 1,500 feet of those 
locations. Today, six locations are proposed to access those same minerals, and 
approximately 94 homes are within 1,500 feet of those locations, more than 
doubling the number of people impacted by this proposed development. Those 
additional impacted residences are located within Adams County, yet as the elected 
representatives for this neighborhood, the Adams County Board of Commissioners 
did not have authority in the approval of these sites. 

Adams County remains deeply concerned about the locations of the well pads and 
the cumulative impacts they will have on our residents. The Comprehensive Drilling 
Plan (CDP) that was shared with Adams County does not fully capture the entire 
proposed development and the cumulative impacts that will be felt by neighbors. 

02/22/2018
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Many Adams County residents will be impacted by four or more of the well pads at 
one time. 

4)The Broomfield Comprehensive Plan setbacks necessitated Extraction break up 
the well pads so that each contains fewer wells. The result of fewer wells on each 
pad is the distribution of impacts over a larger area, ultimately shifting the burden to 
a larger number of residents. Adams County has seen increased development of oil 
and gas facilities, and the current industry standard is the consolidation of wells and 
their impacts on a single pad, rather than spreading those impacts over a larger 
area. The proposed Interchange A and B well pads total 33 wells and are proposed 
to consume over 21 acres of land and shrink to 9 acres during interim reclamation. 
In Adams County, by contrast, 30+ well pads disturb only about 11 acres of land 
and are shrunk to about 5.5 acres during interim reclamation. COGCC 1000 Series 
rules discuss proper reclamation of the land, including the minimization of surface 
area disturbance to reduce cumulative impacts, as well as facility consolidation to 
reduce the fragmentation of wildlife habitat. Extraction’s proposal does the opposite 
of industry standard and COGCC rules. 

5)While minimizing the surface disturbance, the consolidation of many wells on a 
single pad reduces the need for haul roads. Haul roads are planned to be 
constructed to connect Sheridan Parkway to Huron Street, less than 400 feet from 
Adams County yards. These haul roads will see significant construction traffic, 
creating noise, dust, and safety concerns. Berms or walls have been proposed by 
the operator, and the mitigation of these significant impacts remains to be 
addressed in the plans.

6)Many residents have provided public testimony or written comments with 
concerns about potential impacts to public health, safety, welfare and the 
environment that this project may cause. There are also many residents who 
desired to provide testimony and were not awarded the opportunity when 
representatives of the COGCC were in Broomfield on October 12, 2017. 

As allowed by COGCC Rule 216 Comprehensive Drilling Plans, Adams County 
respectfully recommends the Director of the COGCC request a Comprehensive 
Drilling Plan from Extraction Oil and Gas for the well pads identified in comment one 
(1). 

a)Residents of the City and County of Broomfield as well as Adams County were 
under the impression that a Comprehensive Drilling Plan process was going to be 
part of Broomfield’s Administrative Review by Memorandum of Understanding as 
outlined in section 9 of City and County of Broomfield Resolution No. 2017-186. 

i.City and County of Broomfield Oil and Gas Land Use Regulations Chapter 17-54-
020 Definitions does not provide a definition for Comprehensive Drilling Plan which 
infers the definition provided by the COGCC Rule 216.

b)The inclusion of agencies such as Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Local Government Designees as well as 
surface owners could aid in easing concerns expressed by many residents which 
will be impacted by this development. In addition, a CDP would ensure that 
appropriate parties are provided a fair and equitable opportunity to weigh in on 
concerns.

Permit Per Rule 305.d.(1)A. , the comment period has been extended from 20 days to 30 
days at the request of the Broomfield County LGD; the comment period will end 
February 24, 2018.

01/26/2018

Permit Passed Completeness. 01/25/2018

Permit Returned to draft for:
- attachment "FACILITY LAYOUT DRAWING" is damaged/corrupted and unable to 
be opened

01/25/2018

OGLA THIS FORM 2A WILL REQUIRE A HEARING BEFORE THE COMMISSION FOR 
FINAL APPROVAL.

01/17/2018

Total: 9 comment(s)
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Public Comments

No. Comment Comment Date

1 Keep your citizens safe! Please do not issue permits to Extraction until they can submit an approved 
comprehensive drilling plan? What's the hurry? Safety is more important than speed. Please 
represent the interest of the people you serve.

02/18/2018

2 The City of Broomfield has concluded that Extraction should be prohibited from submitting its Form 2 
and 2A (drilling) permits to the State (COGCC), until Extraction submits to the City a complete 
Comprehensive Drilling Plan for all of the proposed wells in compliance with the Operator Agreement. 
The CDP submitted to the city is not approved by the city.

02/19/2018

3 Over the Martin Luther King holiday weekend, I was one of the numerous Broomfield residents who 
reviewed thoroughly the 700-page "Comprehensive Drilling Plan" submitted by EXTRACTION 
Oil&Gas (XOG). We found the document to be non-compliant with the requirements as agreed to by 
XOG and the city of Broomfield. Furthermore, there are numerous unresolved issues that have been 
ignored by XOG. I know the city has its list of unresolved issues that will be forwarded to COGCC. I 
also know that other residents have given you the list of non-compliant details and unresolved issues. 

On this President's Day weekend, it will be appropriate for the COGCC to let the Oil & Gas Industry 
know that if it insists on drilling in highly populated residential areas, then the old way of doing things 
will not be accepted. With homes, schools and churches in close proximity, the cost is simply too high 
to be shoddy. If the Industry can't even take the time to submit proper documentation, it is also a 
harbinger of the kind of field work they will embark on. The COGCC cannot overlook this. It is time for 
the COGCC to take a tough stand. 

02/19/2018

4 The published opinion in the recent Court of Appeals decision of Martinez v. COGCC states that “The 
plain meaning of the statutory language [of section 34-60-102(1)(a)(I)] indicates that fostering 
balanced, nonwasteful development is in the public interest when that development is completed 
subject to the protection of public health, safety, and welfare.” This is contrary to the COGCC’s stated 
interpretation, whereby oil and gas development would be “balanced” against public health, safety, 
welfare, and the environment. Per Rule 35e of the Colorado Appellate Rules (CAR), the published 
opinion MUST be upheld. The COGCC must NOT approve Extraction’s drilling permits as they are 
NOT protective of public health, safety, and welfare based on the proximity, scale, and intensity of 
these proposed operations. The current setback of 500 feet was NOT based on health and safety 
data, as the COGCC has noted.

The Interchange A & B Pads and wellbores are near the water wells of residents in Unincorporated

Adams County. These residents rely on their water wells for personal use as well as watering 
livestock.

The plan for monitoring the water wells for contamination is inadequate.

02/20/2018

5 Fracking is not safe. COGCC is not making it safe. Fracking and oil/gas production have no place in 
urban environments like this. It is your duty to abide by Broomfield's 301 and the Martinez decision. 
You are ignoring these just so that oil/gas companies can make a quick buck. This is shameful and 
wrong and you know it. 

http://kdvr.com/2018/02/19/oil-and-gas-spills-happen-nearly-12-times-a-week-in-colorado/

02/20/2018

6 This site is very close to homes and also sits next to a main artery into Denver, and to the Airport from 
Boulder/Lafayette/ etc. It makes no sense to put this in such a densely populated area, or to rush this 
process. Please allow the appropriate people to review and analyze this proposal. And above all, 
please put the health of people before the profits of a few.

02/20/2018

7 Please put people's safety first! No permits should be issued without a comprehensive drilling plan 
and even then they just shouldn't be in urban, populated areas!!

02/20/2018

8 I live in Wildgrass/Broomfield and I can't way for you to APPROVE these permits. 02/21/2018

The following comments were provided by members of the public and were 
considered during the technical review of this application.
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Fracking IS SAFE and it saddens me to read some of the comments below. Please do what is right 
and approve these permits.

9 The COGCC's job is to ensure public health and safety are upheld over oil and gas drilling permit 
approval. This application for the Livingston and Interchange A&B pads submitted by Extraction are 
wholly deficient in ensuring safety when drilling. Extraction has had catastrophic industrial accidents 
associated with other well pads, most recently the explosion in Windsor. The public and COGCC has 
NOT RECEIVED the results of the investigation into that accident, which in turn, does not allow 
extraction to address those deficiencies on the Livingston or Interchange A&B pads proposed in 
Broomfield. If the COGCC approves these permits, Extraction drills those wells, and an accident 
occurs, the COGCC will be directly liable to the citizens of Colorado for approving these permits to 
drill. Do Not approve these permits until the COGCC can ensure the public is safe from industrial 
accidents, that Extraction has the proper and necessary equipment and insurance to sufficiently 
address all these health and safety issues that plague this company, and that you can ensure the 
citizens of Broomfield that there will be absolutely NO accidents/incidents or otherwise, negative 
impact to our health and safety-You owe this to the citizens of Colorado.

02/23/2018

10 These permits can't be approved as they are do not meet the conditions of the Martinez ruling which 
states health and safety must be a condition met prior to permitting. These applications do not even 
meet the conditions of the original interpretation of the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Act. The 
CDPHE advised the state legislature in the 2016-2017 address that there is limited evidence that 
negative health effects are occurring to people living near oil and gas drilling. The recommended 
further study. Until this is proven or disproven, the COGCC should not be issuing any new permits as 
the precautionary measure to protect people until more studies are completed. Add onto this, the risk 
of explosions, spills, leaks, etc. Until these risk are mitigated, they do not belong near homes. We 
know our rights, and if these permits are approved, our rights are being violated. It is irresponsible to 
approve these permits putting hundreds, if not thousands of people at risk. We expect the state to 
deny these permits.

02/23/2018

11 Please deny the permits for this site until the following have been completed.

1. Until the investigation of the Windsor explosion has been completed and the necessary steps have 
been taken by Extraction to keep this from happening again. My house would have been in the 
evacuation zone along with countless neighbors homes. How many people would have been hurt or 
killed had this happened at this site? There is no report as to why this happened and what steps are 
being taken to prevent this from happening again. 

2.I'm not sure how a permit can be given when the ownership of the minerals is in question. You cant 
give a permit to a company who does not own the minerals.

3.Extraction Oil and Gas drilling plan has not been approved by Bloomfield. As per its MOU with the 
city this needs to be in place before drilling can begin. 

Please do your job and protect the citizens of Colorado. Its the law.

02/23/2018

12 Extraction’s Operator Agreement with the City and County of Broomfield, as referenced in the 
Spacing Applications approved by COGCC, requires Extraction to complete a Comprehensive Drilling 
Plan at least 30 days prior to submitting the 2 and 2A permit applications. This Drilling Plan is to 
include several items including a Risk Management section. Overall Extraction’s Drilling Plan is 
woefully inadequate. A Risk Management Plan that barely addresses safety at all is completely 
unacceptable. This is in clear conflict with COGCC’s mandate to regulate oil and gas development in 
a manner that is balanced and consistent with protection of Health, Safety, Welfare and the 
Environment.

Extraction’s plan should not be considered a serious or complete Comprehensive Drilling Plan. Since 
submittal of the 2 and 2A permit applications can only be done after the Drilling Plan process with the 
City, all of Extraction’s current applications should be rejected.

This comment refers to the “Risk Management” section in their drilling plan and the references are to 
the Drilling Plan sections.

Proper Risk Management starts with company management instilling a culture of safety throughout 
their organization. The fact that Health and Safety are not mentioned at all in Extraction's Executive 
Summary, Risk Identification (2.1), Risk Response (2.4) or Risk Mitigation (2.5) Sections concerns us 
that there is no effort by Extraction management to develop such a culture of safety. 

Extraction is well aware of the risks inherent in their operations as they detail in their required SEC 

02/23/2018
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filings: “Our exploration and production activities are subject to all of the operating risks associated 
with drilling for and producing oil and natural gas, including the risk of fire, explosions, blowouts, 
surface cratering, uncontrollable flows of natural gas, oil and formation water, pipe or pipeline failures, 
abnormally pressured formations, casing collapses and environmental hazards such as oil spills, 
natural gas leaks, ruptures or discharges of toxic gases.” Our concern is that Extraction doesn't list or 
address any of the above risks in their Risk Management Plan. The plan is stated in general policy 
terms, not specifics for neighborhood drilling. While potential shareholders are warned of the risks in 
exploration and drilling, residents are not. 

In Section 2.1 Extraction states- "Some (risks) may be obvious and will be identified prior to project 
kickoff." Where have these risks been identified? What about risks that are not obvious? The 
residents must be informed of the possible risks; they have the right to make informed decisions 
based on the identified risks. 

For residents who live near the proposed projects, the risk responses "transference", "acceptance" 
and "deferred" have absolutely no positive effect on their safety and comfort level living close to a 
large scale industrial project. Only "avoidance" and "mitigation" can protect our residents' health and 
safety. Moving these projects farther away from homes is the best solution. 

The Risk Management Plan is inadequate; it does not properly address Health, Safety, and Welfare 
and potential Environment impacts in Broomfield. This section needs to be redone in a way that 
thoughtfully addresses any risks associated with this project. How do multiple wells on a pad 
compound risk? How are risks managed over the lifetime of wells? Extraction must provide a 
thorough Qualitative Risk Analysis before the Permits can be approved.

Again, since submittal of Extraction's 2 and 2A permit applications can only be done after the Drilling 
Plan process with the City, all of Extraction’s current applications should be rejected.

13 We are concerned about the health and safety of the residents here in Broomfield, especially the 
children. We do not believe that the COGCC has rules in place which address large scale residential 
oil and gas development. Residential drilling should not occur until it is proven safe. It is too large and 
too close to our homes. Not only has the city not approved the permits, the citizens of Broomfield 
have voted for issue 301 to protect the health and safety of their community. We do so much as 
parents to protect our children. It is not right that these industrial sites could be forced upon us without 
us having a say. Please consider our requests and deny the permits.

02/23/2018

14 I live on the Adam county side of this debate, and my children go to school on the Broomfield side. 
This is my community that will poisoned and I feel powerless and angry. These wells are to close to 
the urban core of Denver / Boulder and densely populated areas along the front range. I think the 
Martinez agreement is to lenient but urge you to at very least up hold it. I think the pollution in Denver 
recently from oil and gas is out of hand. I never seen it so bad in my 20 yrs of being a resident here. 
Its a big fog you enter when you come down from the mountains and you can see landing in a plane. I 
can smell it on bad days from Erie. I don't not want this closer to my home. I don't want the drills 
shaking free radon and other gases below my feet in my home. Our communities cry for your 
assistance for regulation but yet nothing is done. Our children's blood will be on your hands in the 
form of premature / and low-birth rates, cancer clusters, asthma and more that scientist have proven 
come directly from these type of developments near homes and school. Shame on you for not 
standing up for the people you say you protect.

02/23/2018

15 Extraction intentionally broke up this pad to try to meet our task force setback/density matrix 
recommendations. It speaks to how they worked with us--trying to get their way no matter what the 
concerns of citizens were, including the concerns of Adams County citizens. While trying to look good, 
they would grumble and threaten law suits in the background and called oil and gas task force 
members liars and extremists when these members were telling the truth of matters. We don't trust 
that they really have our interests in mind.

02/23/2018

16 The city of Broomfield, and its citizens, haven't approved of Extraction's CDP because it is not 
compliant with our laws. It will be woefully unlawful to proceed.

02/23/2018

17 I. Request to disapprove Extraction Forms 2 and 2A

Presently, there are unresolved issues, problems with the Extraction's 

plan to drill for oil and gas - detailed in their latest "Comprehensive 

02/23/2018
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Drilling Plan", dated January 26, 2018 within densely-populated neighborhoods

in Broomfield, Colorado. This latest document does not address the 

concerns, questions, problems identified by Broomfield citizens, 

city/county staffs per the "Broomfield City and County Manager" letter, 

dated January 22, 2018 to Mr. Chandler Newhall of Extraction Oil and Gas.

Additionally, there have been several serious accidents including that 

of the Windsor explosion in December 2017. We urge you, the COGCC to delay 

the approval of Extraction's Forms 2 and 2A for all well sites in Broomfield 

until these issues are resolved.

II. High Isoprene levels measured by CDPHE

The report from the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment (CDPHE), dated May 26, 2017 titled “Health Risk Evaluations of 

VOCs in Ambient Air was in response to Health Concerns at Triple Creek 

Oil and Gas Site”. The report was done in response to numerous and continuous 

odor complaints of citizens living near the wells. The report measurements 

and the current setback requirements at both the State and local Broomfield 

levels are cause for concern and are inadequate to protect the health and 

safety of the citizens. 

The Triple Creek Oil and Gas VOC data from the above report were measured 

at 4900 feet from the well site. The measured level of isoprene exceeds many 

times the ambient air. Isoprene is an isotropic gas and extremely flammable. 

It is suspected to cause generic defects and cancer. It does have long lasting 

negative effects. 

The annual average of isoprene in ambient air along the Front Range is 0.1ppb. 

The reported air concentration of isoprene at the Triple Creek Oil and Gas 

well site was 2.8ppb or equal to 28 times the annual average. 

a. At 1320’, the distance ratio is (4900/1320) = 3.71. The exposure 

(to humans) at 1320’ is = (3.71)(3.71) * 28 = 385.6 times the annual 

average exposure.

2. At 500’, the distance ratio is (4900/500) = 9.8. The exposure 
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(to humans) at 500’ is = (9.8)(9.8) * 28 = 2,689.1 times the annual 

average exposure.

III. Review of Extraction "Comprehensive Drilling Plan"

1.0Summary: 

The “Comprehensive Drilling Plan" for the Broomfield Project” (CDP) submitted to the 

City and County of Broomfield, dated January 26, 2018 is 942 pages long and is 

nearly identical to that of the December 15, 2017, 734 pages. It has the addition 

of the Forms 2 and 2A pages by Extraction Oil & Gas company. 

2.0 Review comments of the original Dec 15, 2017 CDP.

a. Uneven detailed data reporting for different sections: 

The Traffic reports are from page 151 to page 394 (243 pages) and contain many 

superfluous data spreadsheets. The report fails to recommend a traffic control light 

or stop sign at the corner of 160th and Sheridan. 

b. The Noise reports have data sheets of the sound power meter used to measure 

ambient noise level but do not have explanations regarding the mathematical modeling 

of drilling engine noises (pp 96-98 of CDP). 

c. The important air monitoring section is from page 398 to 410 (only 12 pages).

d. Incorrect or missing data: A number of data values in the Extraction CDP 

do not dove-tail with requirements set out in the Broomfield Resolution 2017-186. 

e. Page 15 of the CDP asserts that “…Extraction’s operations shall remain under 

the COGCC Rule 802 ... which is 55dBA from 7:00am to 7:00pm, and 50dBA from 7:00pm to 

7:00am.” Data shown by Extraction in section “Background Ambient Survey Mitigated 

Sound Impact Report”, page 99 of the CDP exceed these limits.

f. CDP refers to “EPA Natural Gas Star Program”, page 400. Page 409 has a 

typo “… Start Program” instead of “… Star Program.”

g. CDP page 401, 2.1.3 Completions: “Extraction will provide safety data sheets 

for all chemicals that are brought on site…” It is necessary to require the disclosure 

the quantity of these chemicals brought in and out of the site on each date.

h. CDP page 401, 2.1.3 Completions: “All gas encountered will be … combusted 

with 98% destruction efficiency.” CDP page 497 refers to >99%. 
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i. CDP page 402, 2.1.4 Production: “Oil not meeting pipeline specifications, may 

be stored on site in pressure vessels…” How long will they be stored there?

j. CDP page 403, 3.2 Air Pollution Emission Notices: “Extraction predicts 

fugitive emissions to be below permitting thresholds…” How will Extraction know that?

k. CDP page 405, 4.4.2 LDAR Program: “In addition to the quarterly FLIR inspection … 

leaks will be monitored using equipment automation…” What is the accuracy and 

responsiveness of the detection system? Is the FLIR an “Infrared open-path gas 

detectors” used in petrochemical industries? Could a small but continuous leak 

escape detection?

l. CDP page 441, Table 3-1: The entire Livingston data is missing. 

m. CDP pages 488-538, Emissions Inventory and Impact Analysis: The mathematical model 

was for the original two well pads, Sheridan and Lowell. The results of the Livingston 

well pad with 19 wells ought to be different. A new analysis is necessary. 

n. The air quality section (pp 398-410) does not have information regarding 

the following:

. What are the VOCs monitored? It should be noted that the CDPHE report 

“Screening Level Health Risk Evaluation from Inhalation of VOCs in Ambient Air…”, 

dated May 26, 2017 lists 60 different VOCs being monitored. The isoprene level, 

a carcinogenic VOC exceeded EPA safe level. In addition, will the Hydrogen 

Sulfide (H2S) emission be monitored continuously?

. How the VOCs are monitored?

. What instruments and/or sensors are used? See CDP page 405. 

. Are the VOCs monitored continuously or sampled? How often?

. What are the quantities of hazardous materials to be brought on site 

and removed?

. How are instruments and/or sensors calibrated? How often?

. Page 402. 2.1.4 Production: Last paragraph states the “… well pad monitoring 

will be conducted continuously… to monitor pressures, temperature, flow, and production 

information.” Does it not monitor leaks? Why is this monitoring system not available 

during the other 2 phases (Drilling and Completions) of the energy development? 

18 February 23, 2018

Colorado Oil and Gas Commission:

02/23/2018

Page 33 of 53Date Run: 3/2/2018 Doc [#401477000]



RE: Extraction Oil and Gas, Inc. and the City and County of Broomfield in Violation of the federal 

 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA)

We are residents of unincorporated Adams County and are currently being impacted by decisions 
made by the City and County of Broomfield which suddenly decided to approve over 65 fracking wells 
to abut the periphery of our established rural residential community. Due to political boundary 
reasons, Broomfield was not required to obtain any voice from my community during the over two 
years that the Broomfield community reviewed various site proposals by Extraction Oil and Gas, Inc. 
My community was only apprised of the situation less than two months before Broomfield set a vote 
to approve the new well locations. Additionally, had we not been contacted by Adams County 
Communities for Drilling Accountability Now (ACCDAN), a local watchdog group, we would STILL not 
be apprised of this situation. 

Broomfield willfully and deliberately altered the original pad placement recommended by Extraction 
Oil and Gas Inc., and realigned the wells directly next to my community to reduce a potentially 
deleterious action within their local community by shifting it directly into our community knowing that 
we had no voice to alter these decisions. As non-residents we have been disenfranchised from the 
process and in some cases denied a voice to speak at Broomfield meetings. Broomfield has clearly 
taken advantage of a state loophole that only requires that the local community of whose political 
jurisdiction is bound is involved in land use planning for fracking site designations rather than 
involving the “community-at-large” that would be most impacted regardless of political boundary. 

At this point our only resolve appears to have an understanding of emergency preparedness. Our 
local fire department is the North Metro Fire District, this is a district that we fund as taxpayers 
through property taxes; they are also the district that serves Broomfield. 

To date, neither I nor my community, the community most impacted by Broomfield’s decisions, have 
been contacted about Emergency Preparedness Plans and this appears to be direct violation of 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA), a federal act designed to 
protect communities against environmental chemical hazards. 

Some required elements include:

•Identification of facilities and transportation routes of extremely hazardous substances

•Description of emergency response procedures, on and off site

•Designation of a community coordinator and facility emergency coordinator(s) to implement the plan

•Outline of emergency notification procedures

•Description of how to determine the probable affected area and population by releases

•Description of local emergency equipment and facilities and the persons responsible for them

•Outline of evacuation plans

•A training program for emergency responders (including schedules)

•Methods and schedules for exercising emergency response plans

The Act also requires:

Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs) that must develop an emergency response plan, 
review the plan at least annually, and provide information about chemicals in the community to 
citizens. The LEPC membership must include (at a minimum):

•Elected state and local officials

•Police, fire, civil defense, and public health professionals

•Environment, transportation, and hospital officials
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•Facility representatives

•Representatives from community groups and the media

We have a right to know:

1.How to become directly engaged and be heard about how our community, the community most 
directly impacted, will be addressed in the event of an environmental disaster.

2.How an evacuation will be conducted, particularly in an area where many people have livestock, 
where will they be housed, how will this evacuation work?

3.What community would receive priority for evacuation? Our community that is not represented by 
Broomfield, or the Broomfield community?

4.Information that would be useful for us such as having or own emergency response kits.

5.How will information be disseminated to us?

6.Will we be able to attend or will there be held any mock trials for emergency preparedness?

7.Liability insurance coverage for our community not Broomfield. How can Broomfield negotiate 
adequate liability insurance coverage without our community’s involvement? Is our community even 
covered?

Disasters do not know political boundaries and it is quite a shame that this is what has happened in 
the particular situation where one community can legally place another community in harm’s way 
without representation. At no point has the City and County of Broomfield or Extraction Oil and Gas, 
Inc. contacted my community and discussed Emergency Preparedness Plans, a direct violation of 
EPCRA. 

We urge you to abstain any further developments of this operation until all regulatory matters have 
been addressed. That includes Emergency Preparedness under the EPCRA.

Pam Wanek

2251 W. 154th Place

Broomfield, CO 80023 

Unincorporated Adams County

C: Adams County Commissioners

 Governor Hickenlooper

 State House Representative Faith Winter

 State Senate Representative Beth Martinez Humenik

19 My name is Sandra Arnold, and I and my husband reside at 15363 Quivas St, Broomfield, Co, 
Unincorporated Adams County.

 I am a victim of a buried 30 inch gas pipe explosion in San Bruno California on September 9th 2010. 
The pipe had been scheduled to be replaced after many reports of gas smells and failing pilot lights. It 
was buried in 1957 and through a series of false starts and pressure increases and "other projects 
taking priority" the pipe never was replaced and finally blew in my Mothers back yard, which killed my 
Mother and 7 others families and Children, destroyed 37 homes and injured many others.

 I myself was in St Francis Burn Unit in San Francisco for 6 and 1/2 months with burns over 70% of 
my body and more skin grafts than I can count. My Lungs were scraped and washed 7 times and I 
had to spend 4 months in Kaiser, Vallejo, Ca. Rehab learning to walk again. I would gladly return 
every dime that was paid to me by Pacific Gas and Electric, If they could just give me back the 
wonderful life I had before it was taken from me in the name of corporate profit. 

02/23/2018

Page 35 of 53Date Run: 3/2/2018 Doc [#401477000]



Please reconsider the danger you are placing on the safety of individuals, and the environment before 
you proceed with the moving of these oil fracking locations to these new sites and approval of the 
permits. I will happily testify before your committees and show the hundreds of documents regarding 
the damages I have endured. I beg of you to look in to the long term effects of what you are about to 
do. PLEASE Think this through thoroughly before any action is taken.

Thank you for any and all considerations you may take under advisement before any actions take 
place,

Sandra Arnold

20 I live in Unincorporated Adams County, in close proximity to the proposed Interchange and Northwest 
Pads.

I am representing myself and several of my neighbors.

The original proposed locations of 3 of these well pads was north of the North West Parkway, further 
from residential communities. However, 2 locations were moved adjacent to the Adams County 
border & our neighborhood with no input from Adams County residents. As stated in the Operator 
Agreement signed in October 2017 between Extraction and the City and County of Broomfield, one of 
the benefits of moving these pads into Broomfield open space up against the Adams County border 
was “Further from future development”.

So the health and safety of my neighborhood, which has been here for decades, is being sacrificed 
for the prosperity of a developer’s future development.

I have a neighbor, Sandra Arnold, who was the victim of corporate greed taking precedence over 
health and safety when a gas pipeline exploded in California in 2010. Eight people died, many more 
were severely injured. Defective welds in the pipeline, improper installation, lack of safety measures. 
In 2012, an independent audit from the State of California issued a report stating that PG&E had 
illegally diverted over $100 million from a fund used for safety operations, and instead used it for 
executive compensation and bonuses. 

We have similar concerns with O&G operations in Colorado where profit takes precedence over 
safety as noted in the Operator Agreement where siting of the pads is to benefit future development 
dollars.

Extraction has touted their safety record and stated that these “new” facilities (just like the one in 
Windsor that exploded Dec 22) are extremely safe with all of their redundant safety measures, 
backups & controls. 

We do not yet even have a definitive answer as to what happened in Windsor or a plan for how to 
ensure such a critical safety breach will never happen again.

Mineral rights should not take precedence over the health and safety of surface owners. These 
industrial scale oil & gas projects should not be allowed near homes, schools, playgrounds, parks or 
open space purchased with tax payer dollars. The recent explosion in Quinton, OK where 5 workers 
died is another devastating consequence of the industry’s inability to ensure safety.

Bottom line is there were alternative sites FURTHER from EXISTING neighborhoods and these were 
changed with no input from the people most impacted in order to ensure the future prosperity of a 
developer. That is wrong.

Thank you for your consideration.

Barbara Binder

Broomfield, CO (unincorporated Adams County)

02/23/2018

21 Concerning document 401514976, I respectfully request the COGCC deny the request of Extraction 
Oil & Gas, Inc (Extraction) for an exception to COGCC rules 318A.a and 318A.c. Their stated reason 

02/23/2018
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for the exception is "This is the best location for the wells since the wells are outside of the buffer 
zone". The buffer zone, the setback proposed, is 1000 feet.

The proposed system is Extraction's new closed-loop system. An identical system was installed in 
Windsor, CO. On 22 December, 2017, the Windsor facility exploded and burned out of control for 16 
hours. 2,500 feet away, over twice the proposed setback, Colorado 392 had to be closed.

Here is video footage of this explosion from 3,500 feet away (three times the setback):

http://www.coloradoan.com/videos/news/2017/12/23/footage-explosion-near-windsor/108867614/

Video and photos of the disaster and emergency response:

https://www.denverpost.com/2017/12/22/weld-county-oil-site-fire/

http://www.ibtimes.com/weld-county-oil-explosion-fire-shown-pictures-videos-2632482

Extraction has demonstrated that, even employing best practices, there exists failure modes for this 
equipment that will result in an explosion and uncontrolled fire. 

They have not determined the cause of the explosion. They have not determined if the nature of the 
failure is systemic to such closed-loop systems. They have not submitted their conclusions for 
independent review. Without independent review, we cannot conclude that the alleged cause 
demonstrates proper fail-safe or is merely a band-aid over an inherent and repeatable problem.

Equipment fails. This equipment in particular has been demonstrated to fail, catastrophically so. 

There is an existing, fifty year old community exactly 1001 feet from the edge of this development. 
Considering the demonstrated danger of catastrophic failure of this equipment, no development of 
this nature should be permitted so close to residential neighborhoods. 

If COGCC is committed to a goal of sustainable oil and gas development while respecting the health 
and safety of citizens, it cannot allow this development to proceed. In particular, it should not grant an 
exception to Extraction that would permit it to put known faulty equipment so close to human lives.

22 The proposed facility by Extraction is unsafe. We know this. An identical facility, operated by 
Extraction, allegedly following Extraction's best practices, exploded on 22 December 2017 and 
burned out of control for 16 hours. 

We do not know why it exploded.

We do not know how the fallout affected the nearby residents.

We do not know what the long term impact of such a disaster is.

We know that "best practices" are not sufficient to prevent a catastrophic explosion.

We know that this facility design can fail and cause a catastrophic explosion.

We know that such an explosion will affect people far, far beyond the one thousand foot buffer.

Given this, it is unconscionable to allow another such facility to be installed a mere thousand feet from 
another longstanding community. We must know what failed and why. And we must have 
independent, third party verification of the asserted reasons. It is insufficient to trust Extraction to 
provide a justification. They have amply demonstrated that their "best practices" are insufficient to 

02/23/2018
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prevent an explosion and fire. They no longer have credibility on this issue.

Until such time as a third party can verify that the proposed design will not again explode, burn out of 
control and shower the nearby neighborhoods with benzine, petrochemicals and carcinogens, this 
permit should be denied. Anything less is a violation of the COGCC's mandate of "protecting public 
health, safety, and welfare"

23 I love my oil and gas just as much as the next American but the Extraction wells are too close for 
health and safety. There was a series of explosions at the Extraction Windsor facility in December 
2017. The explosions (not just fires) occurred because Extraction personal were either not trained, 
insufficiently trained, or because training is perceived as optional by Extraction personnel. Most likely 
the explosions could have been prevented had there been adequate training in place.

THE EXPLOSIONS:

1. Extraction personnel were working on a very cold December day.

2. Personnel reported smelling odors which was the first warning sign. No personnel bothered to 
contact anyone at Extraction such as an Environmental Supervisor to initiate air monitoring at the site 
or anyone else in the company to report the odors since there should not be any odors. Personnel 
continued to work. 

3. Operations should have been stopped or at least paused when odors were first detected. The 
human nose typically smells benzene (methane is odorless) in the ppm range or one part in a million.

4. Volatile flammable chemicals have to reach their LEL or lower explosive limit in order to explode or 
support combustion. This is typically in the percent range and for benzene at STP (standard 
temperature and pressure) the LEL is 1.3 or 1.4% depending on the reference. This is 1300 ppm 
which means people were smelling it very very much. And yet Extraction personnel are not trained to 
pause or stop operations in order to evaluate safety and air emissions for the residents that live close 
by.

5. Extraction clearly demonstrated a serious lack of training during the Windsor incident. It would 
appear that even the most basic safety training which is odor detection and the possibility of 
explosions as the chemical concentration increased to the LEL had not been instilled via training in 
the Extraction personnel. 

6. Large industrial scale oil and gas operations in residential neighborhoods require a new and a 
significantly enhanced look at personnel

training and qualification to recognize and appropriately respond to production problems that can 
result in emergencies and/or evacuations. Personnel training needs to evolve from a highly 
questionable operator-provided to a formal written training program with a formal written and oral 
examination for operator qualification. New permits must NOT be issued until trained and qualified 
operators are available to work on drilling and fracking sites. Our homes are just too close. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE TO THE EXPLOSIONS AND FIRES:

7. When the call came in from the Windsor site it was reported as a fire rather than a series of 
explosions. Explosions are far more energetic than fires but the Extraction personnel lacked the 
training to know what they were reporting which has the potential to put emergency response 
personnel in peril. 

8. The emergency response personnel were not able to take immediate action because they were not 
able to get close to the explosions and fires and there was no water.

9. The residents were not evacuated and yet they were in harms way. An air emission monitor in 
Boulder (90 miles away) detected the chemicals/benzene that were released by the explosions and 
fires. Has anything been done for the residents that were a lot closer than Boulder? Extraction should 
be performing blood and urine testing on the residents because they did have some significant acute 
exposure to the unhealthy chemicals of oil and gas (BTEX and methane). I am pretty sure there is a 
least one fetus in the population who mother should be tested. Extraction should have completed this 
is December immediately after the exposure and as a cost of doing business (Extraction pays for the 
tests for the residents).

02/23/2018
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10. There is nothing in the Extraction CDP for evacuation of I-25 and/or the Northwest Parkway. This 
needs to be addressed because the operations are very close. The is nothing in the Extraction CDP 
for explosions and this needs to be added before the permits are issued.

11. Was the fire-fighting foam handling correctly as a waste? Please be aware that Colorado Springs 
is currently having a significant problem due to contaminated water and soil with toxic perfluorinated 
chemicals at levels more than 1,000 times higher than a national health advisory limit from Peterson 
Air Force Base.

COMPROMISED HEALTH:

12. All Extraction and other oil and gas drilling, wells, tanks, fracking needs to be continuously 
monitored for leaks. If continuous monitoring is not in place months may elapse where residents are 
exposed to BTEX and methane. The CDP states that Extraction monitors it's operation for pressure, 
temperature, and other parameters that are important to production. Extraction can add leak detection 
and monitor for leaks. Extraction also states in the CDP that operations can be stopped remotely. Had 
there been a continuous leak detector at the Windsor site the explosions and subsequent fires could 
have been avoided. I understand this is expensive but the Extraction operations are far too close to 
our homes. I am still curious what happened to the cattle in the recent Oklahoma explosion that took 
the lives of five personnel. It would appear the cattle were overcome with toxic vapors.

12. Continuous air emissions need to be added to the Extraction sites and the cost needs to be 
passed on to Extraction. Extraction provided Broomfield with $20,000 per year but this is an order on 
magnitude too small.

13. The COGCC must put a pause on issuing any new permits to Extraction until a formal, state-wide 
training and qualification by examination (ie performance based) is established. No untrained/poorly 
trained or unqualified personnel should ever be allowed to work on the oil and gas operation.

Sincerely, 

Kathy Swan-Bogard 

24 Over the past year or so, we have watched human error result in explosions, leaking of carcinogens in 
to the air next to a school, innocent family homes going up in fireballs, to name a few. All of these 
human errors related to the development of oil and gas resources. If you're paying attention, you have 
figured out that human error in oil and gas development is the biggest risk, and it can have 
catastrophic consequences. As a resident of Broomfield, I find it insane to ask the residents of this 
community to shoulder the risk of this industry and welcome this industrial operation into our 
residential areas. There WILL be an accident (will be be poisoned, will our groundwater be 
contaminated, or will we just all explode in another human-error fueled fireball? It's anyone's guess.), 
and these proposed well pads will be closer to homes than ever. I recently purchased a home in 
Anthem-- my family's dream home. I should be excited about my daughter's upcoming Kindergarten 
graduation or my son's acceptance into the national honor society, but instead I spend my days 
imagining how the oil and gas industry will commit another human error, now only mere feet from my 
new home. Broomfield has spoken loudly by passing proposition 301, and the COGCC should heed 
that as a warning. These wells are not welcome, and the COGCC should take that into consideration 
as you deliberate on the risk you expect us to take. Where is the reward? In the pocket of the Oil and 
gas developers who ask residents to shoulder the risk of industrial developments where they DO NOT 
BELONG. Keep these dangerous operations out of neighborhoods. They are not welcome.

02/23/2018

25 Extraction has agreed to enter into an MOU to drill in BROOMFIELD and which the city has numerous 
issues amounting to pages and pages of concerns Extraction has been unwilling to address. They are 
not acting in good faith as it relates to the MOU. You are the only organization that can hold this 
producer in check as it relates to its obligations to the community. Please postpone the issuance of 
drilling until MOU issues are resolved.

02/23/2018

26 Broomfield residents have mandated our elected officials and staff to require oil and gas development 
to only occur in a manner that does not adversely impact the health, safety and welfare of 
Broomfield's residents and to safeguard the environment and wildlife resources. This requirement 
resembles the recent Court of Appeals decision of Martinez v. COGCC that states “The plain meaning 
of the statutory language [of section 34-60-102(1)(a)(I)] indicates that fostering balanced, non-
wasteful development is in the public interest when that development is completed subject to the 
protection of public health, safety, and welfare.” The people of Broomfield and the people of Colorado 
have indicated in the past and now, that we have rights to a safe and healthy community. Numerous 
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studies indicate the risk of Oil and Gas Development, especially unconventional oil and gas 
development in close proximity to homes, workplaces, parks, schools, not to mention to risks to the 
environment. The current setback of 500 feet is not based on health and safety data, as Director 
Lepore stated at a February 2017 community event at the 1st Bank Center in Broomfield. COGCC 
and the operators bare the burden of proof for a safe operation and no adverse impact on the health, 
safety, and welfare of residents and to safeguard the environment and wildlife resources. The people 
of Broomfield and even Colorado are demanding this of OUR elected officials and the staff that 
reports to those elected officials. The residents won’t accept anything less. 

There are many specific reasons for denial of Extraction Oil and Gas’ permit. The investigation and 
understanding of the well pad explosion and fire on the Stromberger Pad in Windsor has not been 
completed. This relatively new site was developed using best management practices. There were 
reports of increased toxic air pollutants following this incident recorded as far as Boulder Reservoir. 
With an unresolved incident and lacking information on the resulting effects to health of residents and 
effects on the environment, the permit should not be approved. Broomfield completed a chapter on 
Oil and Gas Development to our 2016 Comprehensive Plan. The committee representing 
environmentalist, health care workers, oil and gas industry, and participation by Extraction Oil and 
Gas representatives, agreed to compromised positions that under a perfectly executed development 
process, would allow for the development of minerals in Broomfield. Because the Oil and Gas 
Industry in Colorado and around the nation have proven time and time again there is not such thing 
as a perfectly executed development process, and because these positions were agreed to as 
consensus/compromise without the regard to ensuring no adverse impact of health, safety, and 
welfare of residents and to safeguard the environment and wildlife resources, the standards set in this 
Oil and Gas Chapter should be seen as minimum standards needing further study. Given this 
information, the standards set forth by Broomfield residents far surpass the standards by COGCC. 
Lastly, Extraction Oil and Gas has acted unethically toward the residents and leaders of Broomfield 
from the very beginning of this process for at least 2 years. Extraction representatives were not 
forthcoming with well numbers when a contract was signed in January 2017, even though they stated 
during a study session with the City Council the number of wells to be drilled would be 26, not the 
later stated count of 141. Most recently, a letter sent from Chandler Newhall to the City of Broomfield 
thanked the staff of Broomfield for approving their Drilling Plan, when the City did not approve a 
drilling plan that was found to be incomplete and inaccurate containing nearly 220 commented errors 
and needed correction.

If these specific examples aren’t enough, numerous scientists in various studies caution the 
development of new wells seeking more fossil fuels as to not exacerbate the threats of climate 
change. The residents of Broomfield cannot risk a less than perfect execution of the extraction of oil 
and gas. The environment cannot be subjected to the future burning of these extracted fuel sources. 
The people of Broomfield will not allow an operator to cause adverse effects on the health, safety, 
and welfare of Broomfield residents and to not safeguard the environment and wildlife resources. The 
burden of proof is on COGCC and the operator.

27 We need protection. Since our city officials have given up their rights or more accurately our rights, 
we need protection from our state. Please protect our home values, our health, and the safety of this 
community.

02/23/2018

28 Prioritize the safety of Colorado citizens over corporate profits. 02/23/2018

29 Regarding the drilling permits, form 2A, for the Interchange A & B Pad in Broomfield, I urge you to not 
approve them. The City of Broomfield negotiated an MOU with Extraction in October 2017. Part of 
that MOU is that the city must approve Extraction’s drilling plan prior to them submitting permit 
applications to the COGCC. The city has not approved the drilling plan due to many errors and 
omissions in the plan. Extraction submitted their permit applications anyway, in violation of the MOU. 
The COGCC spacing orders for this spacing unit indicated that any wells permitted for this spacing 
unit must comply with the MOU. Since Extraction is not complying with the MOU the COGCC must 
not approve any related drilling permits if you are following the direction of your own spacing orders. 

In addition, the COGCC will have no money in their budget very soon. How can a regulator with no 
funds to pay their costs effectively do their job? If you have no funding regulate current oil and gas 
developments, then you certainly should not be approving any new permits for drilling until you have 
the funding. 

02/23/2018

30 Regarding the drilling permits, form 2 and 2A, for the Interchange A & B Pad in Broomfield, I urge you 02/23/2018
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to not approve them. The City of Broomfield negotiated an MOU with Extraction in October 2017. Part 
of that MOU is that the city must approve Extraction’s drilling plan prior to them submitting permit 
applications to the COGCC. The city has not approved the drilling plan due to many errors and 
omissions in the plan. Extraction submitted their permit applications anyway, in violation of the MOU. 
The COGCC spacing orders for this spacing unit indicated that any wells permitted for this spacing 
unit must comply with the MOU. Since Extraction is not complying with the MOU the COGCC must 
not approve any related drilling permits if you are following the direction of your own spacing orders. 

In addition, the COGCC is currently operating outside of the law based on the Martinez court 
decision. That decision states you must ensure health and safety first, before approving permits for 
drilling. Since you have taken no actions to determine if these drilling activities are safe in close 
proximity to homes, then no permits should be approved until they are proven safe. 

31 Regarding the drilling permits, form 2A, for the Interchange A & B Pad in Broomfield, I urge you to not 
approve them. The City of Broomfield negotiated an MOU with Extraction in October 2017. Part of 
that MOU is that the city must approve Extraction’s drilling plan prior to them submitting permit 
applications to the COGCC. The city has not approved the drilling plan due to many errors and 
omissions in the plan. Extraction submitted their permit applications anyway, in violation of the MOU. 
The COGCC spacing orders for this spacing unit indicated that any wells permitted for this spacing 
unit must comply with the MOU. Since Extraction is not complying with the MOU the COGCC must 
not approve any related drilling permits if you are following the direction of your own spacing orders.

In addition, the COGCC is currently operating outside of the law based on the Martinez court 
decision. That decision states you must ensure health and safety first, before approving permits for 
drilling. Since you have taken no actions to determine if these drilling activities are safe in close 
proximity to homes, then no permits should be approved until they are proven safe. 

02/23/2018

32 Regarding the drilling permits, form 2A, for the Interchange A & B Pad in Broomfield, I urge you to not 
approve them. The City of Broomfield negotiated an MOU with Extraction in October 2017. Part of 
that MOU is that the city must approve Extraction’s drilling plan prior to them submitting permit 
applications to the COGCC. The city has not approved the drilling plan due to many errors and 
omissions in the plan. Extraction submitted their permit applications anyway, in violation of the MOU. 
The COGCC spacing orders for this spacing unit indicated that any wells permitted for this spacing 
unit must comply with the MOU. Since Extraction is not complying with the MOU the COGCC must 
not approve any related drilling permits if you are following the direction of your own spacing orders. 

In addition, the COGCC is currently operating outside of the law based on the Martinez court 
decision. That decision states you must ensure health and safety first, before approving permits for 
drilling. Since you have taken no actions to determine if these drilling activities are safe in close 
proximity to homes, then no permits should be approved until they are proven safe. 

02/23/2018

33 I live in Broomfield, Colorado. I am requesting that permits for all wells being drilled at the Livingston 
Pad (and all of Broomfield for that matter) not be heard until the COGCC meeting in April, at the 
earliest. Broomfield residents deserve a formal hearing for Extraction’s drilling permits.

In addition, Extraction has not fully complied with the agreement it signed with the City of Broomfield 
in October 2017. The COGCC spacing orders for these spacing units indicate that any permits for the 
wells within these spacing units must comply with the agreement. Specifically, while Extraction has 
submitted a drilling plan to the City, the plan has a lot of errors and gaps. Moreover, the City of 
Broomfield has not approved it, which is a requirement of the October 2017 agreement between 
Extraction and the City of Broomfield. These issues should be addressed before the COGCC 
approves permits in Broomfield.

02/23/2018

34 Extraction needs to abide by the agreement it signed with the City of Broomfield. The COGCC should 
not approve drilling permits in Broomfield until the City approves the drilling plan Extraction has 
submitted. As it stands now, the drilling plan contains a lot of errors and gaps. Extraction needs to fix 
these items. Please hold Extraction accountable. The City of Broomfield and its residents worked for 
months to get an agreement in place with Extraction. Extraction should not be allowed to just ignore it. 
Do not approve these permits until Extraction abides by the agreement. Further, hold a public hearing 
on the Broomfield permits.

02/23/2018

35 The Comprehensive Drilling Plan(CDP)for the permits submitted by Extraction on Dec 15, 2017 is not 02/23/2018
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approved by the City of Broomfield, as required by the Oct. 24 MOU (Operator Agreement) between 
Extraction and the City. The City and citizen groups submitted 140 pages of deficiencies to Extraction. 
On January 22, the City requested that Extraction voluntarily withdraw their 2 and 2A permit 
applications until the City approved the Extraction plan. Extraction responded with a letter that ignored 
the City’s request, and Extraction subsequently submitted to the City a second 900 page drilling plan 
on Jan 26 that contained no corrections of the original errors that the City pointed out. On February 
15, Extraction finally submitted a document that it claims addresses the Dec. 15 CDP deficiencies. 
Both the City and citizens need more than 14 days until the March 1 comment deadline to review the 
Feb. 15 Extraction document to see if it corrects the Dec. 15 CDP deficiencies.

As part of a citizen team that reviewed the Dec. 15 CDP, I reviewed Section P on Water Quality. This 
is of particular concern to residents of Adams County who have water wells and are near the 
Interchange A & B Pads. I am listing the deficiencies which the City of Broomfield sent to Extraction 
regarding Section P:

SECTION P - Water Quality Plan

156.Please add a subsection (possibly Section 2.2.2) for notification to the City and County of 
Broomfield. This subsection should indicate that the City will be notified in advance of all sampling 
dates to allow the City personnel to attend the sampling events, and if desired, collect split samples 
from the locations for separate laboratory analysis.

157.In Subsection 3.5, it states that additional water quality sampling and monitoring may be 
undertaken if issues or concerns are identified through landowner complaint or inquiry, or at the 
request of the COGCC. Please add that additional sampling and monitoring may also be undertaken 
at the request of the City.

158.In Subsection 6.2, please add that GPS shapefiles will be made available to the City upon 
request.

159.In Subsection 7.0, please add that the City will be notified in advance of the use of any analytical 
methods other than those specified in the Appendices.

160.In Subsection 8.1, please add that all field quality control sample results will be made available to 
the City upon request.

161.In Subsection 9.0, please add that all data quality reviews will be made available to the City upon 
request.

0.Please provide the City as a point of contact for the Water Quality Monitoring 

Program.

162.Attachments 6 & 7 are the COGCC parameters that Extraction is required to test and also there 
are Appendices of Local Sampling and Analysis Requirements. Please address the following 
comments in those sections:

163.1-Attachment 6 Groundwater Quality Analytical Parameters

Pages 589--591 list the parameters to be tested. This list does not include the polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons as parameters tested in groundwater. Please include the polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons as parameters tested in groundwater.

163.2 -Attachment 7 Surface Water Quality Analytical Parameters

Pages 593-594 list the parameters to be tested in surface water. Please include the polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons.

163.3 Please test for aromatic hydrocarbons in surface water and in groundwater. These aromatic 
hydrocarbons are volatile and if they are present those would be in the groundwater with maybe only 
traces in surface water. Most would volatilize when they hit the atmosphere.

163.4 -Appendices of Local Sampling and Analysis Requirements

17
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Pages 600-602 list the additional parameter please add the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, 
Acrylamide and Naphthalene to groundwater testing in Attachment 6 for the reasons discussed 
above.

163.5 What analytical method will be used to sample for Hydrogen Sulfide? 

36 I do not support the approval of the current plan of the interchange a and b Pad in Broomfield . Any 
approval for this plan to move forward does not abide by current law of The Martinez Ruling. Health 
and safety is not considered in this plan. I hereby publicly state that I object to the sacrifice of the 
citizens health and safety and the violation of current Colorado law.

02/24/2018

37 The history of quality and safety from Extraction is first off very poor. They recently had an explosion 
at a nearby well. Wouldn’t it make sense to thoroughly investigate this before going any further in the 
permit process? These wells endanger the health and safety of our Broomfield residents including 
thousands of children. Additionally these wells endanger the ability to provide safe drinking water to 
our residents. If these permits are granted it’s only a matter of time before Extraction causes another 
accident which threatens the lives of our residents including thousands of children. Please do not 
allow these permits to be accepted and do the right thing to protect our citizens of Broomfield. Do not 
accept the permit applications for Extraction for the interchange a& b wells. 

Thanks

02/24/2018

38 Please do not approve this permit. There is no place for this in a densely populated area. It is obvious 
that the health and safety of the community is not being considered, but rather the dollars. My vote 
(and everyone else who I can inform) will follow the politicians who protect their constituents, not the 
ones who look out for their dollar.

02/25/2018

39 Please act responsibly in consideration of the health, safety, and welfare of your constituents and 
fellow citizens. Do not allow these permits to proceed without an approved comprehensive drilling 
plan.

02/26/2018

40 Please act responsibly in consideration of the health, safety, and welfare of your constituents and 
fellow citizens. Do not allow these permits to proceed without an approved comprehensive drilling 
plan.

02/26/2018

41 Please do not move forward on Interchange A & B pad. Please consider the health of people. This is 
very close to homes.

02/26/2018

42 I am glad that you are having a public hearing on this pad near Adams County and hope that you 
slow Extraction down substantially by doing a thorough review of their plan and its impact on the area 
in terms of traffic, proximity to residences, new health research, and water supplies. As our state 
regulatory agency along with CDPHE, it would be great if you took more care and oversight of these 
very complex and potentially dangerous operations. Unfortunately, you are limited by financial 
strictures--the oil and gas industry needs to bear more of the cost rather than tax payers. Also, we 
must keep in mind the bigger picture of limited water resources in Colorado, ozone non-compliance 
along the front range, and climate change.

02/26/2018

43 Please deny the Interchange A & B Pad Location permit (Form 2A) in Broomfield County, Colorado. 
Residential developments should not be targeted for oil and gas development. Since the Firestone oil 
and gas explosion in April took two lives, there have been more than a dozen additional fires and 
explosions at oil and gas locations throughout Colorado. Colorado should require greater setbacks 
than 500 feet – especially when there are multiple wells – especially when the wells are proposed 
near a neighborhood.

Public health and safety should not be sacrificed for the oil and gas industry.

02/26/2018

44 I look at the proposed drilling maps and their proximity to houses and developments. I look at the 
document files and do not see a viable Environmental impact statement. After 40 years of conducting 
impact assessments, I cannot support actions that allow drilling and fracking on the specified areas.

02/27/2018

45 We have children growing up in these communities, schools in the area, homes in close proximity. 
People do not want this! Please do the right thing and deny these permits for the Interchange A & B 
Pads. There is no place for oil and gas in communities where people are trying to live. It is dangerous, 
toxic, and just plain ugly. Profits before people must end now! Extraction has a horrible track record 
when it comes to industrial accidents. There is no way you can allow this and think it will be safe. Put 
yourself in the position of the families living in this area. Imagine if it were you who has been trying to 
raise children, work your day job, and fight the oil and gas wells that threaten your neighborhood 

02/28/2018
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(since 2012). It is no way to live. This is not our job!

46 1.The CDP does not address the risk or mitigation of private water wells if they test positive for the oil 
and gas chemicals after a clean baseline test. Extraction does not have any documentation in the 
CDP to indicate what would happen. To make matters worse the COGCC does not have any policy 
statements that address this. This leads me to believe that Extraction will point the finger of blame at 
another contractor or make the statement that contamination of aquifers in Colorado exists today and 
that they (Extraction) did not cause the problem. The CDP has to be appended to add exactly what 
Extraction will do if water wells test positive over the next five, ten, thirty, etc years. Better yet, the 
COGCC needs to publish a legally enforceable policy for well/aquifer contamination.

In fairness to Extraction, they may be 100% accurate that another contractor contaminated the aquifer 
because aquifers are now showing methane including thermogenic methane. Contaminate transport 
in the aquifers will continue to occur over years if not lifetimes until there is no concentration gradient 
of high to low for methane, benzene, hydrogen sulfide, and all the other chemical associated with oil 
and gas and the minerals than are mined. Please be aware that on January 29, 2018 Gary Ohlson 
testified before the COGCC on complaint number 200444693 because the private well(s) on his 
property are now showing up with benzene contamination. Gary uses his well water for his family, 
produce, and livestock.

 2. The CDP does not state that Extraction will purchase bottled water for residents with contaminated 
water wells from a contaminated aquifer. However, it should be stated that the health effects from oil 
and gas chemical inhalation and absorption are worse than ingestion. The resident's morning shower 
provides an excellent entry path for both inhalation and absorption. Therefore residents would need 
more than just bottled water. This needs to be added to the CDP and frankly, I am surprised that the 
COGCC does not have a policy statement on their website. Now we know that the COGCC does not 
get enough money through the contractor bonding process nor do they have enough money to pay for 
all the abandoned or orphaned wells left behind by Tulex. What will the COGCC and/or Broomfield do 
for all of us if Extraction goes bankrupt or closes their doors? The current price of a barrel of oil in the 
USA is three times less than the baseline cost to produce a barrel of oil so this scenario is plausible.

3. Extraction will pierce the aquifer that the private wells pull water from over 60 times. The 
performance of the cement that encases the pipe is critical over a long period of time (lifetimes of 
time). I do not see anything in the CDP that states Extraction will document and procure to a formal 
cement procurement specification and that Extraction will only procure cement from USA companies. 
The cement is the layer that will prevent additional aquifer contamination and it is a 

critical component. I am concerned that Extraction will inadvertently procure poor quality or even 
counterfeit cement. Even under the best of circumstances everyone knows cement cracks. This is a 
valid risk and needs to be added to the CDP.

4. The CDP does not state that thermogenic methane will be analyzed during baseline testing of the 
private wells. Thermogenic methane is the isotope of methane from oil and gas operations formed at 
higher temperature and pressure.

I love my oil and gas just as much as the next American but our aquifers that used for drinking water, 
crops, and livestock and need to be protected. 

Thank you in advance,

Kathy Swan-Bogard

02/28/2018

47 At least 2 options exist for the surface location of these wells, as a means to extract the minerals in 
the approved spacing unit. One of these options was presented to the public – by Extraction – as the 
preferred site a year ago because it was furthest from homes and neighborhoods. Without ever 
providing an explanation or an alternative site analysis, Extraction abandoned the original location 
plan in favor of the Interchange Pads shortly before submitting their 2A application to the COGCC. 
Not only are the Interchange pads closer to homes, but the homeowners most impacted were never 

02/28/2018
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given the opportunity for input or dialogue with Extraction or Broomfield City/County. This appears to 
be a case of elevating future development interests above all other concerns. Maximizing profits for 
the operator or land developer should never be the sole determinant for choosing drilling locations in 
urban areas. The Interchange wellpads in this 2A application should not be approved until a very 
thorough alternative site analysis has been completed and presented to the public – all of the public - 
for review and input.

Several irregularities exist with the wellpad design that indicate this is not the best location. The 
wellpads have been distributed across an unusually large area, rather than consolidated onto one 
pad. Presumably this is what led Extraction to turn an access road into something akin to a frontage 
road along the property lines of the nearby homeowners. Rather than provide a single point of access 
to the pad, Extraction has proposed a ‘frontage road’ that runs parallel to the south and west sides of 
the pad – the 2 sides flanked by homes - with 4 separate access points from the road on to the pad. 
This also results in 4 very large openings in the sound wall making it less like a wall and more like a 
fence. Extraction’s proposal puts 1000s of heavy diesel trucks right up next homes, with the same 
homes bearing the ingress and egress truck traffic problems of 24/7 diesel fumes, noise, lights, dust, 
spill potential and rollover potential. The access road should be located on the north and east sides of 
the pad, away from homes and next to the E-470/I-25 highway interchange.

Of course, if Extraction were to run their trucks between the highways and the wellpad (the safer and 
less disruptive location), the wellpad would probably need to move closer to homes triggering a buffer 
zone and possibly a LUMA designation. Currently the nearest home is a mere two feet outside the 
buffer zone, marking one edge of a large neighborhood. The original location Extraction presented to 
the public, the Huron Pad (exact location of production equipment was not presented), had none of 
these designations as the few nearby homes were over 1500 feet away from the center of the 
proposed pad, and the edge of the nearest neighborhood was about half a mile away. Clearly there 
appear to be better locations for the extraction of these minerals. Require Extraction to complete a 
thorough alternative site analysis, complete with public input, before considering this 2A application.

48 Extraction Oil & Gas is currently unable to explain the cause of the recent explosion at another of their 
fracking operations in Weld County. https://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/explosion-
reported-on-highway-392-in-windsor

This means they are unable to guarantee it cannot happen again at any of their other sites.

Additionally, they are under expanding investigation for leaking VOCs at multiple sites.

http://www.timescall.com/business/ci_31358502/extraction-oil-and-gas-under-investigation-by-state

Additionally, I don't need to highlight to the COGCC the multiple other leak and spill incidents that 
have occurred under Extraction's operations within the state, that are documented in the COGCC's 
own oversight. To date, these have had minimal impact because they have been located far and 
away from population centers. This will not be the case with the Interchange A&B pad.

The proposed pad is extremely close to high density and single family housing and commercial 
zones. If any of the above mistakes should occur at the Interchange A&B pad, the public health 
effects and damages will be catastrophic.

The COGCC is charged with responsible exploitation of minerals. The Livingston pad is irresponsible, 
reckless endangerment of human life and environment. It is absurd to even consider the placement of 
heavy industrial activity in dense suburban residential and commercial zones, as evidenced by the 
overwhelming and unanimous public comments against it. The COGCC needs a sensible policy 
update that prioritizes public health before extraction. The reserves being targeted can be largely 
exploited outside of population centers; there is no need to allow these activities in the heart of them.

02/28/2018
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Please deny this application.

49 Regarding Extraction's Explosion and Fire on the Stromberger 22-E Site near Windsor: Extraction has 
submitted their Form 22 Accident Report - Subsequent Notice of Accident. As noted in the report, "At 
the time of this report, the gas and ignition source are still being investigated." As they cause is still 
unknownn, the report then lists some possible causes including: 

a. Potential Fuel Sources at the temporary tanks

i. Vessels temporarily depressurized to open top tanks (knockout)

ii. Green completion tank strapping (manual gauging)

iii. Open line or valve, or leak on flash gas management system

b. Potential Ignition Sources (spark potential)

i. Mobile equipment

ii. Static Electricity

iii. Unknown worker activities

4. Other Potential Contributing Factors

i. Hazard recognition (hotwork permit failure)

ii. Temporary equipment spacing

iii. Sound wall (ventilation)

iv. Cold inversion, trapping gasses on location

v. Short Service Employees

That is an impressive list of possible causes - each of which must be eliminated from the proposal to 
drill on these new sites. Also, they still need to determine the actual cause so that they can eliminate 
that source as well.

Whether Extraction has realized it or not, they have proposed to drill wells next to our communities in 
close proximity to our homes - no longer out in the country. With that comes incredible responsibility. 
This explosion and fire that occurred would have a much more drastic affect when done in the midst 
of a community.

On December 22, 2017, the night of this explosion and fire on the Stromberger 22-E site, two 
chemicals (ethane and propane) were measured as record highs at a research facility that is set up at 
the Boulder Reservoir. Apparently, these two chemicals were traced back to this site. If 
measurements were that high 40 miles away, what was the level of these chemicals in Windsor? 
Unfortunately, the public does not have this information. Perhaps Extraction has already provided 
chemical measurements from the Stromberger 22-E site and surrounding areas just prior to the 
explosion.

Regardless, until Extraction has proven their technology and has established a track record proving 
that they can safely drill and complete wells which pose no adverse impacts to the health, safety, and 
welfare of the residents of Broomfield, this permit applation must be denied.

03/01/2018

50 The published opinion in the recent Court of Appeals decision of Martinez v. COGCC states that “The 
plain meaning of the statutory language [of section 34-60-102(1)(a)(I)] indicates that fostering 
balanced, nonwasteful development is in the public interest when that development is completed 
subject to the protection of public health, safety, and welfare.” This is contrary to the COGCC’s 

03/01/2018
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previously stated interpretation, whereby oil and gas development would be “balanced” against public 
health, safety, welfare, and the environment. Per Rule 35e of the Colorado Appellate Rules (CAR), 
the published opinion MUST be upheld. The COGCC must NOT approve Extraction’s drilling permits 
as they are NOT protective of public health, safety, and welfare based on the proximity, scale, and 
intensity of these proposed operations. The current setback distances are NOT based on health and 
safety data, as the COGCC has noted.

The 2015 Governor’s Blue-Ribbon Task Force Minority Report left the door open for future 
rulemakings to address the scale, proximity, and intensity of operations. However, these rulemakings 
have not yet happened and communities are now facing the very situation of which these reports 
were referring to with large-scale operations encroaching on established neighborhoods as the 
technology has advanced. It is unfortunate that the oil and gas operators who had planned to access 
the shale deposits at a later date failed to acquire adequate surface lands such that they could 
provide a sufficient protective border around their proposed operations. This lack of foresight does not 
provide that thousands of people living in these established communities should therefore be subject 
to health, safety, and welfare risks to allow for such a corporation to financially benefit at their 
expense. (Broomfield does not need the financial benefits of oil and gas - they actually gave up all of 
their royalties to Extraction to reduce well count thereby placing the financial burden of monitoring and 
enforcement upon the tax payers of Broomfield.)

Furthermore, the Broomfield Charter Language requires no adverse impacts. The residents of 
Broomfield have been actively engaged at the local and state level requesting their health, safety, and 
welfare be protected. As such, the residents of Broomfield successfully amended the Charter of the 
City and County of Broomfield to include language stating that oil and gas development shall “only 
occur in a manner that does not adversely impact the health, safety, and welfare of Broomfield’s 
residents in their workplaces, their homes, their schools, and public parks in order to protect the 
public’s health, safety, and welfare and to safeguard the environment and wildlife resources”.

Despite the clear language of the Broomfield Charter, the City of Broomfield is apparently unable to 
uphold 301 because the COGCC Regulations are less stringent.

The City and County of Broomfield repeatedly told the concerned residents of Broomfield that they 
wish they had more “tools” in their “toolbox”, but the City claimed that they lacked local control and 
they had to defer protection of health, safety, and welfare to the State. Our City made numerous 
concessions to the detriment of the protection of the health, safety, and welfare of the community 
stating that those decisions were up to the state and for the residents of Broomfield to take it to the 
state. Since the COGCC has not allowed our local governments to protect the communities, the 
COGCC must protect our health and safety and deny Extraction’s permits.

The City and County of Broomfield signed an operator agreement with Extraction to provide the best 
possible protections for the community given the constratints by the state. This agreement falls short 
of upholding the current state law which states "subject to the protection of public health, safety, and 
welfare."

Therefore, this permit application must be denied.

51 I am an Adams County resident and live 1001 feet from the proposed Interchange pads. I am in favor 
of responsible development of Colorado’s gas and oil resources. However, this application is lacking 
in 3 significant ways. 1) Oil and gas facilities must be located as far from homes as possible to insure 
the public is safe from the known hazards of these industrial facilities; 2) Extraction must be required 
to specify evacuation routes for nearby residents, include Adams County in its emergency notification 
protocols, and have robust back up plans for potential failures in the remote shut-off systems; and 3) 
the COGCC must first require an alternative site analysis that includes the heavy truck traffic impacts 
and specifically addresses the local well water concerns. 

Rule 604c (1) (E) Multi-well pads states “Where technologically feasible and economically practicable, 
operators shall consolidate wells to create multi-well pads, including shared locations with other 
operators. Multi-well production facilities shall be located as far as possible from Building Units.” The 
current proposed plan does not accomplish this. Under a previously proposed plan, there were only 
four well pads proposed which was more consolidated than the current plan and the pads were more 
than 1000 feet away from residential buildings, on the opposite side of the Northwest Parkway from 

03/01/2018
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neighborhoods and out of the open space north of my home. According to Extraction’s website, these 
pads were between 1,300 and 1,800 feet from the nearest neighbor. However, under the current plan, 
the proposed well pads have been split and moved closer to an existing Adams County 
neighborhood. The previous plan had all pads on the opposite side of the Northwest Parkway where 
there was much less impact to existing homes, but where a Broomfield developer is planning future 
development. The change in plan with movement of pads away from Broomfield and closer to Adams 
county and to residences was done with minimal notice to Adams County and its residents prior to 
signing the MOU between Broomfield and Extraction (only one month). Although Adams County will 
be more highly impacted, we have been afforded minimal voice in this process. The current plans 
resulted from a two-party negotiation between Broomfield and Extraction. The alternative site analysis 
did not include Adams County and, to date, no formal public comment hearing has been set for 
Adams County residents for the Interchange 2 and 2A permits.

Extraction’s report on the recent fire on the Stromberger 22-E Well Pad in the Weld County Windsor 
area on, December 22, 2017, is concerning as it states “the gas and ignition source are still being 
investigated”. Although, per its report, Extraction has taken some corrective actions, the fact they still 
do not know what caused the accident should give one approving a similar project pause to 
reconsider. From what I understand, the same BMPs and technologies (closed loop & automatic 
safety protective systems and surface safety valves) were in place that will be on the proposed 
operation in Broomfield. In addition, according to news reports, a road ½ mile from the site had to be 
closed due to the fire. There are numerous homes within ½ mile of the proposed Interchange Pads. 
How can residents feel safe with this project moving forward without the reassurance that what 
happened in Windsor is well understood and could be prevented in Broomfield? I understand that the 
incident in Weld County was not desired by Extraction and they would not want anything like this to 
happen in Broomfield. I don’t believe Extraction would want anyone in the nearby residences to come 
to any harm if a similar incident were to occur in Broomfield. The best way to increase safety and 
mitigate risk is to increase distance from residences. 

One specific concern regarding the position of my home in relation to the Interchange pad is my 
evacuation route. The only way off my property by vehicle is toward the pad. If there is a large event, 
my family would have to either drive toward danger to get out of our property or flee on foot over 
fences bordering our property and get transport assistance from a neighbor. I understand this is an 
unlikely scenario, but still a concerning possibility.

Extraction states they have remote shut-off systems they plan to use, however, how will these 
systems work in case of power failure or internet failure?

There are multiple references in the application about notifying the City of Broomfield about various 
events (accidental venting, explosions, fires and spills), but how will Adams County residents be 
notified of events? We are closer to the operations, but I do not see a notification system in place for 
Adams County. 

Also, in reviewing the COGCC rules and the permit application, there is no mention of recourse if our 
drinking water wells are negatively impacted or if our property values decline due to these operations.

After reading the entire EPA Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and 
Gas on Drinking Water Resources; Executive Summary June 2015, I have the following comments 
and questions pertaining to this application:

1)While the EPA report states likelihood of decreased water quantity from fracking-related water 
withdrawal are low, there are case reports of this occurring. What plan is in place if our water well 
productivies are impacted? Should we be testing flow of our wells in addition to having water quality 
testing done?

2)The EPA estimates the frequency of spills of hydraulic fracturing fluids, chemicals (typically stored 
and mixed on-site), and produced water is 1 spill per every 100 wells in Colorado. This is based on 
data and literature review the EPA performed and is from their 2015 report. 

3)Extraction has stated they plan to have all the water piped in and out with “flat lines?”. Where will 
these lines run and what is the quality of their integrity to prevent spills of produced water near our 
homes? Are the chemicals being brought in on the access road that runs near our homes? What 
protections are there if a spill occurs during transit? It would be preferable for a more robust pipeline 
rather than flat lines be used to transport produced water to mitigate risk.

Our only source of water on our property is our well, so you can see why there is significant concern 
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over water contamination. When does Extraction plan to collect water samples from nearby wells? 
How do they plan to collect the water? To insure accuracy, water should be collected from the well, 
not at the tap. Is this planned? It is concerning samples are only to be taken prior to start of the 
project and then not again until 1 year after production begins. This means if contamination occurs 
during drilling or flow back or a spill occurs that contaminates the ground water, the contamination 
may not be known and families could be bathing in and consuming dangerous contaminants. 
Additionally, there is only mention of re-testing and notification of contamination, but nothing in the 
application or in rule that discusses mitigation for those whose wells are contaminated. Will water be 
hauled in for drinking and bathing? Would those homes be hooked up to municipal water supply at the 
cost of the operator? If hauling were to occur, how long would they do this? Until the well tests return 
as safe? Would multiple tests be done to insure safety?

Traffic will be a major impact of this large-scale project. The potential health and safety impacts are 
heavily debated, but the disturbances to our neighborhood caused by traffic are an undeniable 
impact. According to the CDP, there will be an access road placed 300-350 feet through the entire 
length of the open space that lies on the northern border of my neighborhood. There is currently a dirt 
access road for two existing wells in the open space that is used for light truck traffic and occasional 
small tankers. This road currently sees less than one trip daily. In reviewing the numbers provided in 
the CDP, which I assume are low estimates, there will be over 50,000 total trips passing through what 
is now quiet designated open space over the life of this project. This open space was established as a 
buffer between this neighborhood and the NW Parkway when the NW Parkway was built. Extraction’s 
CDP submitted to Broomfield lists this project starting in Q1 2018 and lasting through Q3 2020, if the 
project runs on schedule. Because there is nothing in the CDP that establishes a hard deadline when 
all wells must be in production, my neighborhood may have to endure many more than 3 years of 
daily interruption of heavy truck traffic through what we now enjoy as quiet open space. The 
completion phase, which includes hydraulic fracturing, has the highest traffic volumes. Per charts in 
Extraction’s CDP, at the height of hydraulic fracturing, there will be three separate pads in this phase 
simultaneously. Per numbers in the CDP, this means at least 370 truck trips per day traveling within 
300 - 350 feet of the homes on the north side of my neighborhood through open space. The CDP 
does not mention how much traffic is expected during the construction of the pipeline and access 
road. Instead of relying primarily on the existing road, 160th, north of the Northwest Parkway which 
does not pass through a residential area, the majority of the traffic is planned to go through the open 
space, leading to a significant increase in noise, dust and vehicle exhaust pollution for my 
neighborhood. I would ask that traffic routing be reconsidered and the majority of the traffic be routed 
to existing roads away from neigborhoods. 

The roads in this area, particularly this section of Huron and 160th, are narrow and already in poor 
condition. The added heavy truck traffic will certainly result in a decline in condition of these roads. 
What are the plans for improvements to insure the roads are passable and safe during and after the 
project?

Of broader concern are the recent reports of COGCC’s budget shortfalls and their admitted inability to 
pay staff to regulate the oil and gas industry if these are not corrected in the legislature. Will COGCC 
have the ability to provide the regulatory oversite for a large-scale project such as the one proposed 
here? Also, Tudex recently left Colorado with multiple orphaned wells the COGCC cannot afford to 
clean-up. What happens if Extraction also fails and goes bankrupt? If another operator did not take 
over the project, how long would our neighborhood and open space be forced to endure the orphaned 
wells?

Please reconsider the approval of the siting of the Interchange well pads and review with Extraction 
their original proposed sites for this project. The original sites would be more in line with the charge of 
the COGCC listed on your website, “fostering the responsible development of Colorado's oil and gas 
natural resources in a manner consistent with the protection of public health, safety, and welfare, 
including the environment and wildlife resources.”

52 The residents of Broomfield have submitted a petition to the City of Broomfield regarding Extraction 
not having an approved CDP with Broomfield 30 days prior to submitting their forms 2/2A 
applications, the need to understand the root cause analysis of Extraction's Stromberger 
Explosion/Fire such that an incident will not occur in Broomfield as these pads are located next to 
high density neighborhoods and future public water source, that we are not "third parties" but rather 
we are the residents of Broomfield, and also requests to our City asking them to contact the COGCC 
regarding a request to deny issuing permits including the Livingston and Interchange A&B Pads 
based on these concersn. As such, this petition is relevant to this docket.

03/01/2018
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This document also includes hundreds of individual resident comments regarding the above 
concerns.

As there is not an option to attach the PDF document with this comment, I have sent a PDF version to 
Mark Morton, the Local Government Liaison. This PDF document is the same as the plain text version 
I tried to submit online on Feb 25th for which it appears the formatting did transfer properly. Thank 
you!!!

53 Please reconsider locations for these well sites. They are too close to our homes. We are all 
concerned about the safety of our families and neighbors.

03/01/2018

54 Comments submitted on behalf of Adams County Communities for Drilling Accountability Now 
(ACCDAN)

1)

Having an industrial haul road for the construction of 49 wells (Interchange Pads, Northwest Pads) 
located between the Northwest Parkway and the backyards of homes constitutes an unreasonable 
and egregious impact on health, safety, environment, quality of life and property values. 

This is not a “short” access road to the well pad but rather the creation of a completely new 
transportation infrastructure that spans over 2 miles and its specific and sole use is for the oil and gas 
operations taking place at these pads. This road is situated between the well pads and the homes. 
The road could have been placed between the pads and the highway to minimize the significant 
health hazards of thousands of diesel truck trips. However, due to the movement of these pads from 
north of the Northwest Parkway to south of the Parkway to accommodate future development, the 
reasonable approach of putting the road further away from the residents would have resulted in the 
inability to squeeze these pads into the new location since they would not have met the 
recommended Buffer Matrix setbacks as negotiated between Broomfield and Extraction where 9-17 
wells per pad requires a buffer zone of 1000 feet.

Based on the COGCC’s definition COGCC 100-7 – “OIL AND GAS LOCATION shall mean a 
definable area where an operator has disturbed or intends to disturb the land surface in order to 
locate an oil and gas facility” , it is apparent that this industrial haul road should be considered part of 
the disturbed area as it will have a significant footprint in this area. The diesel fumes, dust, light and 
noise alone along this new transportation infrastructure, backing up to people’s homes, is not 
acceptable.

We would urge you to carefully examine the regulations, include the industrial haul road in the 
disturbed area and reassess the buffer zone and LUMA designations based on an accurate 
representation of the disturbed zone.

2)

The original Extraction proposal shared at the February 2017 meeting at the Broomfield First Bank 
Center included the Huron pad located between Huron Street and I-25 and between 160th Ave and 
the Northwest Parkway. That proposal was eliminated and eventually resulted in the location of 16 
and 17 wells respectively on the Interchange A and B pads.

This flies in the face of COGCC guidance which encourages fewer consolidated pads located as far 
from neighborhoods as possible. The relocation of pads was driven by the influence of large 
developer McWhinney and Broomfield’s desire to protect future development in Broomfield over the 
rights of current residential communities in unincorporated Adams County. This is even called out in 
the Operator Agreement where it states that one of the benefits of these new locations is “Pads will 
not be next to future development”.

3)

The agreement entered into by Broomfield and Extraction has profound impacts on Adams County 
Residents. These well pads were pushed to the border of Adams County without regard for the 
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impacts on the closest neighborhoods in Adams County and no understanding of the unique 
characteristics of these neighborhoods, including the fact that many residents in closest proximity are 
on water wells. Adams County residents have had no voice in this matter and continue to be excluded 
from critical updates, including emergency response and preparedness information. Agreements 
entered into by one local government should not be allowed to negatively impact a neighboring 
jurisdiction without representation from that jurisdiction early on in the process.

4) With the recent release of Form 22 Accident Report for the Stromberger facility (22-E Pad), it is 
clear that Extraction is not capable of safely operating a facility with this technology. They are unable 
at this time to provide a definitive root cause and their list of potential contributing factors and the 
corrective actions implemented show that they are not well prepared. The items listed in their 
corrective actions should have been part of their BMPs originally. There is no excuse for lack of safety 
controls and obvious gaps in their understanding of the potential risks that need to be addressed.

In summary, large scale oil and gas development should not be placed close to existing 
neighborhoods, especially when there are other, alternative, undeveloped areas that are suitable.

Respectfully,

Jennifer Gamble 

President 

Adams County Communities for Drilling Accountability Now 

Barbara Binder 

Board Member 

Adams County Communities for Drilling Accountability Now

55 I am asking the COGCC, in its capacity as a regulatory and oversight agency, to deny Extraction's 
location application at Interchange A & B due to insufficient corrective action at Extraction's 
Stormberger pad and Extraction's failure to provide a compelling response to existing alternate site 
analysis. Approving the application at this time is a choice by the COGCC to unnecessarily put the 
health and safety of the public at risk. As you should know, Broomfield's Oil & Gas task force 
conducted a detailed alternate site analysis that identified more desirable pad locations that are 
further from the families and children living in unincorporated Adams County near Interchange A & B. 
(It should be noted that the COGCC and Extraction have both abdicated their responsibilities to local 
citizens to perform the most basic due diligence on siting these large-scale and high-risk operations, 
which is shameful.) Further, both the COGCC and Extraction have ignored the availability of workable 
alternate sites in order to maximize profits at the expense of the health and safety of the public. These 
applications must be denied because the COGCC must follow the Martinez decision to prioritize 
health and safety over profits, and Extraction must be held to account for the December explosion at 
its Stormberger pad before it can claim that it can conduct these operations safely.

03/01/2018
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57 I am requesting the COGCC to pause the approval or pause the initiation of the Extraction 
Interchange A and B wells in order to review the thousand plus research articles that conclude living 
within a half mile (Scientific American refers to the 0.5 mile radius as the threat radius in 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/health-effects-of-oil-and-gas-emissions-investigated-in-
texas/) are unhealthy.

The USA is not the only county that has oil and gas operations and fracking and fracking is not new. 
There are over a thousand articles on the internet from around the world that conclude living close to 
oil and gas is unhealthy (typically with 0.5 mile). The chemicals that are used to frack as well as the 
chemicals in the mined minerals are unhealthy and can cause cancer as well as non-cancerous 
deleterious health effects.

Large industrial scale residential fracking within 0.5 mile of my home and the home of my neighbors is 
unhealthy for our families and has acute and chronic effects. Therefore, all oil and gas needs to be 
moved farther away from homes and schools in order to meet the 0.5 mile threat radius.

Some of the research includes:

1.The Pennsylvania study of 1.1 million births from 2004 to 2013 that was released in December 2017
 and concluded there were negative health effects related to living close to oil and gas wells. This 
study is entitled “Hydraulic Fracking and Infant Health: New Evidence from Pennsylvania.” Dan Haley, 
President and CEO, COGA, stated that “This study makes bold claims while conducting no emission 
measurements …” YES YES YES, please require that oil and gas companies have continuous leak 
detection and air emission. This is something we really want and our health requires as many of us 
live in the threat radius. Oil and gas could also wire the electronic signal from the leak detectors and 
air emission monitoring equipment into their software systems and remotely stop all activities if there 
were leaks or large air emissions. The Extraction CDP stated that pressure, temperature, and other 
production parameters important to profit are monitored and that Extraction can remotely cease 
operations. It is unclear why this was not done prior to the explosions at the Windsor plant. Air 
emission monitoring and leak detection needs to be continuous (24/7) and this will be expensive and 
oil and gas does not want to take on this expense. All of us that live within the threat radius have a 
right to life and good health. This is a cost of doing business and should be passed on to the operator 
not the tax payers of Broomfield.

2.Dr Lisa McKenzie’s health studies which conclude that living within 0.5 mile of oil and gas has 
negative effects on health.

3.The CSU air canisters studies that demonstrate elevated levels of methane, BTEX, and other 
health-harming chemicals in the air emissions around oil and gas operations. 

4.700 + New York Consortium health effects studies.

5.Other studies from the UK, Scotland, and around the globe.

Some of my health and safety concerns include:

6.Dr John Hughes testing results of residents of Erie that found ethylbenzene in their blood when the 
norm is no detectable ethylbenzene. Dr Hughes’ control group did not have ethylbenzene.

7.Aquifer contamination where 4.5 % of the water wells have thermogenic methane which is the 
isotope associated with methane formed at high temperature and high pressure (ie oil and gas 
methane). Joe Ryan, UC at Boulder: 44 wells have methane contamination; there are two new cases 
of well contamination per year; 4.5 % of the contaminated wells have thermogenic methane from oil 
and gas rather than biogenic methane. I am concerned I am purchasing local produce and local 
products of livestock and being exposed to even more health-harming chemicals than through air 
emissions. It has also been brought to my attention that the COGCC lacks the financial resources to 
deal with aquifer contamination due to current or past contractors and/or injection wells.

8.Windsor CO December 2017 explosions. Did Extraction do anything to test the residents of Windsor 
after the explosions? It would seem highly likely that there was at least one fetus and many young 
children. Did Extraction do any kind of testing of the sensitive population? 

It does not appear there was any kind of leak detectors or air emission monitoring at the Windsor site 
and yet residents were exposed too much higher levels than the normal chronic level of methane, 
BTEX, hydrogen sulfide, etc. The COGCC needs to require continuous leak detection and air 
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emissions for all residential fracking paid for by the operator. Everyone knows the residents were 
exposed to unhealthy, cancer-causing chemicals and yet Extraction monitored nothing, therefore they 
cannot report what chemicals the residents were exposed to and at what concentrations. Continuous 
monitoring needs to become state law for residential fracking.

9. What exactly is the COGCC and CDPHE looking for from the thousand plus research papers 
around the globe that demonstrate there are acute and chronic negative health effects including 
cancer associated with living close to oil and gas? Tell me exactly what you are looking for. 

10. My undergraduate degree is in chemistry from CU and I have two M.S. from the Colorado School 
of Mines in Environmental Engineering and Metallurgical Engineering. I graduated each time Magna 
Cum Laude. The COGCC is under pressure and in a hurry to permit but there is a serious health 
problem here that is constantly dismissed without technical justification. The CPDHE needs to publish 
a white paper with it's position and back it up with facts and discuss why the COGCC and the CDPHE 
are dismissive of recent research findings with technical justification and other research citations. The 
COGCC and CDPHE are fostering an atmosphere of fear. If in doubt shouldn't all decisions be on the 
side of caution since the chemicals used for fracking are mined by fracking are known to cause 
serious acute and chronic health effects which include cancer?

Sincerely,

Kathy Swan-Bogard 

58 The COGCC needs to do its job and protect the health and safety of the residents of Colorado. 
Therefore, these permits should be denied. There have been over a dozen explosions and fires at oil 
and gas facilitates in the past year and there are multiple leaks in Colorado each week. This heavy 
industry is way too dangerous to be in residential areas.

03/01/2018
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