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Presentation Notes
Good morning, I’m Sabrina Trask, Senior Oil & Gas Location Assessment Specialist.  Today’s training will be on the Alternative Location Analysis, which I will refer to as the “ALA” throughout this session.  This training will encompass the same basic information that I presented at the last operator meeting in December, but in greater detail. 


Agenda

1. Two Scenarios: “old school” v. “new school”

2. ALA as a planning tool
- ldentifying and selecting the “right” proposed location
3. ALA as a collaboration/consensus builder
- Pre-application consultation(s)
- Local/federal permit process
4. ALA as a regulatory requirement - how do | get it right?
- Form 2A tab: pre-application consults and ALA data
- Form 2A attachment: ALA Datasheet
- Form 2A attachment: ALA Narrative Summary (with map)

-  Tier Classification System - scale of permitting complexity

5. Final considerations & summary
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In our training today, I’ll start with a quick comparison of two scenarios – the “old school” way and the “new school” way of siting and permitting an oil & gas location.  I’ll discuss the ALA as a planning tool; where and how the ALA fits into the pre-application consultation process and the local permitting process; then we’ll get into the nuts and bolts of the ALA as a regulatory requirement – the “how do I get it right” part related to the Form 2A. We’ll wrap up with a summary and some final considerations.   If you can, please hold your questions until the end of the presentation. 


Scenario 1 - “old school”

- Proposed location selected with little or no alternative location
analysis

- Pre-application consultation may result in difficult feedback
from stakeholders; consensus not achieved; conflict between
local and COGCC permit

- Permit process iIs slow due to requests for more information,
additional formal consultations, requests for more BMPSs,
addition of COAs, etc.

Result:

 Time and money wasted

e Conflict with local permit

 Slow permitting process

 Permit approval decision Is harder
to make

o

MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM
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Let’s take a quick look at the “old school” way of permitting a proposed location. This was commonly the process operators used within the requirements of the current/outgoing rules.   

The operator would choose a proposed location, putting a focus on the time, expense, or the ease of access (think “which location will be the fastest, cheapest, and easiest to permit?”). Although some operators did conduct fairly extensive data analyses on their proposed locations, those locations didn’t always result in the best siting decisions for all the stakeholders and concerned parties involved. 

Pre-application consultations weren’t necessarily required, so local permits were sometimes approved without adequate COGCC involvement.  This could result in a Form 2A getting bogged down during OGLA technical review, as additional information might be needed to understand the proposed location.  Still more information could be requested, or the addition of BMPs or COAs, as a result of the Director’s review.  In the worst case scenarios, a permit could get flagged even during the final review or the final approval stage, not for minor details in the permit, but because of fundamental concerns about the siting of the proposed location. Prior rules didn’t require an ALA; staff could ask for a Siting Rationale, but this was more in line with defending the proposed location against other “less preferred” locations, rather than providing for an objective review of all potential surface locations. 

This old school siting and permitting method sometimes resulted in a loss of time or money; conflict between an approved local permit and a pending Form 2A; significant slowdown in the permitting process; and a more difficult decision on whether or not to approve the permit. 


Scenario 2 - “new school”

- Proposed location selected using ALA to avoid impacts to
receptors through thoughtful location siting, minimize any
Impacts through well-designed BMPs, and mitigate any impacts
that cannot be avoided or minimized

- Pre-application consultation may result in positive feedback
from stakeholders; consensus reached; agreement between
local and COGCC permit

- Permit process is straightforward since proposed location has
been “vetted” through the ALA process

Result:

 Time and money well spent

e Consensus with local permit

e Streamlined permitting

e Permit approval decision is easier to make
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In the “new school” scenario with the new rules, the operator will choose a proposed location based on a thorough analysis of all potential surface locations early in the planning process – essentially, they’ll conduct an ALA to objectively assess and select the PROPOSED LOCATION. This location will have support from the Relevant Local Government or federal land manager, CPW, COGCC staff, and other stakeholders because it will go through a pre-application consultation. The local permit will be aligned with and provide support for the proposed location.  This streamlines the OGLA review of the OGDP, because the fundamental siting of the proposed location is based on the avoidance of receptors, minimization of impacts, and proper mitigation of any impacts that can’t be minimized. 

By conducting an ALA, even an informal one, early in the planning process, the operator is using a powerful tool to select the “right” location – not the easiest, nor the fastest, nor the cheapest location, necessarily, but the location that best meets the protective requirements of the new rules.  It might mean more work is done up front, in the early planning stages, but the added initial effort may reduce time and expense later in the permitting process, and may create a stronger permit application that has an easier time being approved under the new rules.  


ALA as a planning tool
Selecting the “right” proposed location

e Seek surface locations that avoid potential receptors:
— People: Building Units, Schools, DI Communities, etc.

— Water resources: floodplains, wetlands, Public Water
System infrastructure, etc.

— Wildlife resources: High Priority Habitats

e Seek surface locations that avoid multiple
jurisdictional boundaries

e Seek surface locations that do not require complex
permitting such as variances, waivers or informed
consent, additional formal consultations
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You may have noticed in the previous slide that I referred to using the ALA to select the proposed location.  This is a little different than what’s written in the new rules.  Let me explain…

The ALA was required by Senate Bill 19-181 and is described in the new 300-series rules, specifically, Rule 304.b.(2).  It was adopted as a way to compare potential alternative locations with a proposed Oil & Gas location; nowhere in the rules does it say an operator is required to conduct an ALA to select the proposed location.  But – as a tool used early in the planning process, the ALA can help identify and assess not only alternative locations, but the proposed location itself.  This, as we’ve already seen, can help operators submit well-planned permit applications and minimize overall permitting time.  So, how do you do this?

To find the “right” proposed location, operators will want to seek and assess locations that avoid potential receptors such as people, water resources, and wildlife resources.  Locations away from jurisdictional boundaries means fewer stakeholders will be involved in the process.  Locations that avoid complex permitting requirements, like variances, waivers, informed consent, formal consultations, etc., will allow the permitting process to move faster.

This does NOT mean that a location that is near a wetland or a county line or a Residential Building Unit is a bad location; it just means that more time and effort will be needed to successfully navigate the permitting process. 

Let’s take a look at the map and see how the ALA can be used to find both a proposed location and its alternative locations. 
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Here’s a planned mineral development area of 1280 acres outlined in the green box.  At first glance it looks like there are quite a few open areas that might make for a possible proposed location, and some areas that are pretty easy to identify as areas we would probably want to avoid unless absolutely necessary.   Let’s spend a couple minutes looking for issues that might add complexity to a permit. 


ALA as a Plannin

i 2000° setback s
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Right off the bat we can see two subdivisions in the southwest portion of the map area. It’s doubtful we could find a big enough piece of land inside these subdivisions to easily permit a location here. Let’s mark a 500’ setback - we could still propose a location within 500’ of 1 or more Residential Building Units, but that would require an SUA, or signed waiver with informed consent, from every BU owner or tenant, which is a pretty big task, and with that many BUs, probably not a task we want to undertake.  So, let’s push out to the 2000’ setback described in Rule 604.b.  We could propose a location between 500-2000’ of a Building Unit, given that we could meet one of the Rule 604.b conditions: either we get informed consent from every BU owner/tenant, we have an approved CAP with preliminary approval for this site, any wells and tanks (and other equipment) will remain more than 2000’ from the BUs, or the Commission finds in a Hearing that this location is sufficiently protective.  That also sounds like a lot of work, but let’s mark this 2000’ area as “Maybe”. 


Wetland
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In the southeast corner of the map we have a reservoir.  Obviously we cannot build a pad in water, so the red polygon is an automatic NO. We can also see a pretty clear Ordinary High Water Mark and some wetland vegetation surrounding the reservoir; a location in this zone is possible, but will likely need some special considerations for permitting, construction, and engineering. Let’s mark this area as “Maybe”.  


ALA as a Plannin
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Near the northeast corner of the reservoir there is an active bald eagle nest. CPW has designated High Priority Habitat within a ¼ mile radius of the nest as an area of no surface occupancy.  We could work with CPW on this Location, but a permit here would require a Variance to Rule 1202.c.(1).G. Let’s eliminate this area from consideration, since it looks like there are other options that are easier to permit.


ALA as a Plannin
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There are multiple well-defined water resource areas, including a riparian and wetland zone to the northeast, and a mapped floodplain extending north-south through the mineral acreage. A couple of sensitive areas in the form of canals or irrigation ditches exist to the west and center of our minerals; these areas don’t meet ALA criteria, but we’ll still count them as potential receptors to impacts. A location could be permitted within any of these water resource areas, but additional BMPs will be required.  Let’s mark these as “Maybe”. 


ALA as a Planning Tool
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Outside of the subdivisions, there are 18 Residential Building Units scattered throughout the perimeter of the development area.  Just like with the subdivisions, we can propose a location within 500’ of a Residential BU if we get an SUA, or a signed waiver with informed consent, from the Building Unit owner or tenant.  Or, we can propose a location between 500-2000’ of a Residential BU if we meet any of the Rule 604.b conditions. Let’s say all these areas are “Maybe”. 
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The southern portion of our mineral development area is actually the county line.  This means any potential location within 2000’ of that jurisdictional boundary will need to include the Relevant Local Government and the Proximate Local Government as stakeholders in all notifications and pre-application consultations.  Let’s mark this zone as “Maybe”. 
So, what open ground does that leave us with for a possible proposed location? 


ALA as a Planning Tool
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In this map, the mineral area is still the green box. The hard “NO” areas are shown with red cross-hatching; these are the two subdivisions, the reservoir, and the eagle’s nest High Priority Habitat.  All the areas we designated as “Maybe” have been filled in with orange; this includes the 2000-foot buffer to all the Residential BUs and the county line, and includes all the floodplain, riparian, wetlands, and sensitive water resource areas. These areas are all eligible for permitting, but they would require additional work throughout the application process because they are near various receptors and/or meet ALA criteria.  This doesn’t mean a location in an orange area is bad; it only means there might be better options for us to investigate before we select our proposed location within the orange areas. 

The areas that remain visible in the aerial photo are those areas that don’t have any quickly identifiable receptors such as Building Units, wildlife, or sensitive areas for water resources. These are areas that could possibly be permitted without variances, exceptions, waivers, or additional BMPs, and are the areas we would want to focus our further analysis on.  Some of these areas are less suited for accessing minerals, either because they’ll have a difficult reach, or because wells would need to be drilled in both directions to capture the entirety of the mineral acreage, thus, more wells would be needed on the pad. But with only a couple minutes’ review, we’ve identified some areas that appear to have no immediate receptors and are adequately sited for wellbore reach and engineering considerations.   These would be good places to analyze further, and to start negotiating SUAs or other contracts to access our planned minerals, and a good place to start honing in on the selection of our proposed Location.  Once the proposed location has been selected, we may not even need to complete the full ALA – if our proposed location doesn’t meet any of the Rule 304.b.(2).B Criteria, the ALA is not required (unless specifically required by the Relevant Local Government or if the Director determines the ALA is necessary).  If we DO need to do an ALA, we’ve already got one started here, and it will be easier to identify the possible alternative locations required for analysis. 



ALA as a collaboration/consensus builder

e Pre-application consultation

— ALA i1s intended to minimize the risk of siting conflicts between local
or federal permits and COGCC permits

e Concurrent/sequential permitting

> At the end of it,
yov come vup with
something that
everyone thinks

is oKay. Most

people liKe it
and nobody
hates it.

~David Graeber

www.NamasteLiving.com
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Once you’ve done the legwork to identify your proposed location, and you’ve started working on your OGDP permit application, this is the time to consider initiating a pre-application consultation with the Relevant Local Government or federal land manager, particularly when there is a local permitting process that will be conducted either concurrently with your OGDP or prior to your OGDP. Per Rule 301.f.(3), this consultation may also be initiated by the local permitting agency, and will include COGCC staff, and any other stakeholders as necessary, like CPW or a Proximate Local Government.

The pre-app consult is the place to provide COGCC a “sneak peek” at your proposed development plan.  The ALA, or substantially equivalent information as required by another agency, will likely be a significant topic for discussion. This discussion is meant to do a couple things: first, to minimize the risk of siting conflicts between local/federal permits and COGCC permits, and second, to provide a method to address the timelines and informational requirements between the different permitting processes undertaken with the local permit and the OGDP.   This is your opportunity to present your proposal to a group of diverse and invested stakeholders who, ideally, will help you resolve any conflicts, fill any potential information gaps, clarify any miscommunications, and generally get everyone on the same page in support of your permit applications.  


ALA as a regulatory requirement -
“How do | get It right?”

e Form 2A tab: what is it and how do | get it right?

o Attachment: Consultation Summary (only If pre-app
consult occurred)

o Attachment: ALA Dataset (required with ALA)

e Attachment: ALA Narrative Summary (required with
ALA)

o Tier Classification System
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So, once you’ve wisely selected your proposed location, had your pre-application consultations, and worked to develop your OGDP, it’s time to submit the Form 2A. If the proposed location requires an ALA, certain data will be required to be supplied with the 2A.  The next few slides will walk through those requirements.

The Form 2A, is, as we speak, being updated by our developers, to include a brand new tab for the ALA. Since the updates aren’t quite ready for release, I’ll be showing you a powerpoint “mockup” of the new tab in the next two slides.  All the data fields are present, and the tab is in the layout that was given to the developers to adopt into the eForms version of the Form 2A.  Note that when the eForms version comes out, the formatting and layout may not look exactly like this mockup, but the content will be the same. 


DRAFT 12/19/2020

Form 2A: Alternative Location Analysis Tab - NEW TAB (1 of 2)

RELEVANT LOCAL GOVERNMENT OR FEDERAL PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION

Complete this section for any pre-application consultation related to this proposed Oil and Gas Location that occurred prior to the
submission of this Form 2A. If a pre-application Formal Consultation Process occurred, attach a Consultation Summary.

—

Did a pre-application Formal Consultation Process occur with the Relevant Local Government per Rule 301.f.(3)? |YES ~

]

Date of local government consultation: |

Did a pre-application Formal Consultation Process occur with the Federal land manager per Rule 301.f.(3)? |YES ~

]

Date of federal consultation: |

Was an ALA that satisfies Rule 304.b.(2).C (or substantially equivalent information per Rule 304.e) developed

: : o YES ~
during a federal or local government permit application process? If yes, attach the ALA to the Form 2A.

ALA APPLICABILITY AND CRITERIA

Complete this section to determine if an ALA is required for this proposed Oil and Gas Location.

Does the proposed Oil and Gas Location meet any of the criteria listed in Rule 304.b.(2)B? |YES ~

If YES, indicate by checking the box for every Rule 304.b.(2).B criterion met by this proposed Location, and
attach an ALA Narrative Summary and ALA Datasheet. See Rule 304.b.(2).B.i-x for full text of criteria.

i. WPS < 2,000 feet from RBU/HOBU || vi.aa. WPS within a surface water supply area

i. WPS < 2,000 feet from School/Child Care Center vi.bb. WPS < 2,640 feet from Type 11l or GUDI well

iii. WPS < 1,500 feet from DOAA vii. WPS within/immediately upgradient of

. L wetland/riparian corridor
iv. WPS < 2,000 feet from jurisdictional boundary and

PLG objects/requests ALA
v. WPS within a Floodplain

viii. WPS within HPH and CPW did not waive
iIX. Operator using Surface bond

X. WPS < 2,000 feet from RBU/HOBU/School within a DIC

L N R

L
L
L
L
L
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The first section provides information on any pre-application consultations that took place prior to the submission of the Form 2A:
We’ve got two basic YES/NO dropdowns indicating if a pre-app consult occurred with either the Relevant Local Government or a federal land manager, and the corresponding date boxes to provide the date of consult. 
If an ALA was developed in cooperation with a local or federal permit process it might not be called an ALA under other jurisdictions; but if it serves the same purpose as an ALA, and provides substantially equivalent information, we would like to know about it, and have it attached to the Form 2A. 

The next section is the determination of whether or not the proposed location requires an ALA.  Per Rule 304.b.(2).B, there are 10 criteria that require an ALA – these are listed in “shorthand” as checkboxes on the form. Be sure to refer to the rule for the full text for each criterion.   Criterion romanette number seven has two parts in the rule; these two parts have been separated out here, so there are actually eleven checkboxes.  


DRAFT 12/19/2020

Form 2A: Alternative Location Analysis Tab - NEW TAB (2 of 2)

Is the proposed Oil and Gas Location within the exterior boundaries of the Southern Ute Indian Reservation,

YES ~
and the Tribe objects to the Location or requests an ALA? If YES, attach an ALA to the Form 2A.

Operator requests the Director waive the ALA requirement per Rule 304.b.(2).A.i: LI

Provide an explanation for the waiver request, and
attach supporting information (if necessary).

ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS DASHBOARD

List every alternative location reviewed and included in the ALA. Provide a latitude and longitude for the approximate center of

the alternative location, all Rule 304.b.(2).B Criteria met, if a variance would be required to permit the location, and a brief
comment on the key points of the alternative location.

304.b.(2).B.i-x Criteria Met:

. . : : = . Variance
A # - i i ii ii iv Y Vi Vi viii X X .
It Loc Latitude Longitude Required?

[

Comments

Add l Remowve
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Although we’ve moved to the next slide in this presentation, this is the same eForm tab as the previous slide; you’ll just scroll further down in the tab to see these sections.  The questions shown here are a continuation of the determination of the proposed location’s requirement for an ALA. 

This section ends with an option for the Operator to request the Director waive the ALA requirement per Rule 304.b.(2).A.i  The Director may waive the requirement for the ALA during the completeness determination on the Form 2C (OGDP) if she finds that conducting an ALA is not necessary to protect and minimize adverse impacts to public health, safety, welfare, the environment, and wildlife resources.  The OGDP Certification Form 2C and the Form 2A will go through completeness determination together, so any waiver request and supporting materials from the operator will be introduced here on the Form 2A.  Keep in mind, the Director may not waive the ALA if the proposed location meets criteria i-iii; this is mandated by SB 19-181’s requirement that an ALA will occur for proposed locations near populated areas.  An example of when an operator might request the ALA be waived, is if the Form 2A is being submitted to amend an existing oil and gas location; that said, the Director has full discretion to require the ALA if she determines it is necessary. 

The last section of the ALA tab is the Alternative Locations Dashboard. This is where you’ll give us a snapshot of how many alternative locations you analyzed, where those locations are, what, if any, criteria they met, if a variance would be required to permit the location, and any brief comments.  Let’s look a little deeper here:
The format of this section is a data grid – you probably recognize the “Add/Remove” buttons underneath the table.  For each alternative location, you’ll click the Add button to create a new row.  You’ll enter the information for each alternative location within each new row.  
When you create the first row, eForms will autopopulate the number 1 under the title “Alt Loc #”. This is a read-only field; you will not enter a Location ID or other number in this box. It is only a reference number for each line added in the data grid, and therefore, it becomes the reference number for each alternative location in the analysis.  It is critical that this reference number coordinates with the locations on your ALA Datasheet and ALA Narrative Summary, which will include an ALA map (we’ll get to that in a moment). This way, all the data and information for any given alternative location will be tied together across the Form 2A, our GIS map, your ALA Datasheet, your ALA Narrative Summary and your ALA map.  If locations are mixed up in different orders, staff will have difficulty reviewing and understanding the data, which could result in the Form 2A being returned to draft or the permit denied.  
Next you’ll enter a lat/long for the alternative location. Understand this is only a general reference point that will populate on our GIS map so we can see approximately where the alternative location is. You are not meant to have an alternative location surveyed, or a Working Pad Surface with footages and measurements drafted for this.  
The middle section of the grid is a group of checkboxes that represent each of the 10 ALA criteria; you’ll check the boxes for all criteria met by the location. 
The next column is titled Variance Required. This may seem a little counterintuitive since you are not asking for a Variance for any of the alternative locations. Rather, this check box is to denote if any variance from a rule or an order would be required to obtain a permit for this alternative location. An example is if a location meets criteria viii (within a HPH) – a variance to the corresponding HPH Rule in the 1200-series would be required. 
The final column is optional, for you to enter brief comments about the alternative location. The box will be character limited, so brevity is important.  Any detailed discussion will be provided in the ALA Narrative Summary attachment. Types of comments here could include the rule reference for a variance requirement, or the number of Residential Building Units within the 2000’ criteria i radius.  


- ALA Data Template Attachment

Proposed Location Alt Loc 1 Alt Loc 2 Alt Loc 3

Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude
Reference Point
304.b.(2).C.0i —> 304.b.[3).A
Distance to nearest Cultural
Feature: Distance Direction Distance Direction Distance Direction Distance Direction
Building
Residental Building Unit
HOEU

Designated Outside Activity Area

Public Road

Above-ground Utility

Railroad

Property Line

School Facility

Child Care Center

Data requirements directly from Rule 304.b.(2).C

Boundary of DIC

RBU, HOBU, or School Facility
within a Disproportionately
Impacted Community within 2000
feet

304.b.[2).C.ii —=> 304.b.(3).B

Number of cultural features
within:

0-500 feet

501-1,000
feet

1,001-2,000
feet

0-500 feet

501-1,000
feet

1,001-2,000
feet

0-500 feet

1,001-2,000

501-1,000 feet
feet

0-500 feet

501-1,000
feet

1,001-2,000

feet

Bls

REBUs

HOBUs

School Properties

School Facilities

DOAAS

304.b.(2).C.ili.aa

304.b.{2).B Criteria Met

{include az many lines as neaded,
and provide a brief description of
each criteria met}

304.b.(2).C.ili.bb

Location within DIC or within 2000°
of DIC? YES or NO

Distance

Direction

Distance

Direction

Distance

Direction

Distance \

If YES, distance to nearest BU:

o

If YES, distance to nearest HOBU:

If YES, distance to nearest School:

If YES, describe community
outreach efforts per 304.b_{2).C.iii

If YES, the number and description
of existing Qil and Gas Locations,
Facilities, and Wells within 2000 of
any RBU, HOBU, or 5chool within
2000° of the proposed location

Number

Description

Mumber

Description

Number

Description

Number

Description

304.b.(2).C.iii.cc
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You’ve seen this slide before during the Dec operator meeting. This is a partial screenshot of the ALA Data Template. The template is designed to collect data on the proposed location and each alternative location in a way that is convenient for staff to review in a side by side comparison.  All the data fields in the top portion of the template come directly from Rule 304.b.(2).C.  You’ll download the template from our website as an excel spreadsheet, fill it out (using the same alternative location reference numbers as ordered in the data grid on the ALA tab in the Form 2A), and upload it to the Form 2A as an attachment called the ALA Datasheet. 


ALA Data Template Attachment

Data requirements not specific to Rules, but
necessary to analyze alternative locations

604 b considerations

Any variance or other relief
required

Tier Classification

The following items should be answered in § written narrative format and attached to the Form 2A as "ALA Narrative Summary” (PDF format)

Description of potential impacts to
health, safety, welfare, wildlife, and
the environment related to the
development of this location

Description of advantages and
dizadvantages associated with this
location

Permitting considerations for this
location

ALA Narrative Summary
attachment

Pg’i}

Conditions or factors that make the
location unavailable

Ko
s

Any other considerations
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Zooming in on the lower portion of the template – there is a section called “Additional Information”  – this data is not rule based.  This is information staff is requesting to assist us in comparing permitting-related issues for the proposed location and each alternative location, specifically compliance with cultural and safety setbacks and any type of variance or other relief, like exception locations or exemptions that would be required to permit the location. There is also a line called “Tier Classification” – I’ll discuss this in more detail on the next slide.

One other section to note is the list of items that require a written narrative.  Again, these items are not rule based, but are some additional descriptions of the nuances and specifics for the proposed location and each alternative location, to give both operators and staff a better understanding of the merits, difficulties, adverse or beneficial impacts that would be anticipated from each location. The line items listed here are not meant to be filled out in the template itself; these are the prompts you will answer in narrative written responses in a word document. Along with the written summaries of the locations, maps will be included in the Narrative Summary – the maps required are described in the ALA Guidance document.  Be sure to keep the alternative location reference numbers used in the Form 2A data grid consistent with the alternative locations shown on your maps.  Once you’ve created all the necessary maps and thoroughly written all the necessary narratives and summary, you’ll PDF all of it and attach it to the Form 2A as the ALA Narrative Summary.   


TIER CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM FOR QUICK ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED AND
ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS BASED ON 304.b.(2).B CRITERIA, SITING
CONSIDERATIONS, VARIANCES, AND MINERAL DEVELOPMENT

Which 304.b.(2).B criteria does the

alternative location meet?

Rules 604 (setbacks) and 1202 (HPH) considerations:

Siting-related Variances or other
Relief considerations:

Can the alternative location
fully develop the minerals
proposed by the 2A?

Tier |

Tier Il

Tier Il

(Note: If CPW waives
ALA per 304.b.(2).B.viii,
criterion viii is not met)

Tier IV

Tier V

No criteria met

One criterion met:
iii, iv, v, vi, vii, or ix

One criterion met: i* or viiit

*HOBU is not a school or child care center.

THPH is 1202.c.(1).R, S, or T, and CPW
waives the application of the rule, or HPH
is 1202.d.

Two or more criteria met:
i*, i, iv, v, vi, vii, viiit, ix, or x*

*HOBU is not a school or child care center.

THPH is 1202.c.(1).R, S, or T, and CPW
waives the application of the rule, or HPH
is 1202.d.

Criteria i**, ii, viii*, or x** met, or, any
Location that requires a variance for
siting considerations

**HOBU is a school or child care center.

* HPH is 1202.c.(1).A-T and CPW has not
waived

*  Complies with 604.a setbacks
*  604.a.(2) exception avoided

* 604.a.(4) consent avoided

*  604.b conditions avoided

*  Complies with 1200-series

*  Complies with 604.a setbacks
* 604.a.(2) exception avoided

* 604.a.(4) consent avoided

*  604.b conditions avoided

*  Complies with 1200-series

*  Complies with 604.a setbacks

e 604.a.(2) exception avoided or satisfied

e 604.a.(4) consent avoided or satisfied

e 604.b conditions avoided or satisfied

For criterion viii:

e If HPH is 1202.d: CPW-approved Wildlife Mitigation
Plan and Compensatory Mitigation required

*  Complies with 604.a setbacks

*  604.a.(2) exception avoided or satisfied

e 604.a.(4) consent avoided or satisfied

*  604.b conditions avoided or satisfied

For criterion viii:

e If HPH is 1202.d: CPW-approved Wildlife Mitigation
Plan and Compensatory Mitigation required

Varies

No variance required

No variance required

No variance required

For criterion viii:
 If HPH is 1202.c.(2).R, S, or T
Director’s exception required

No variance required

For criterion viii:
e IfHPHis 1202.c.(2).R, S, or T:
Director’s exception required

For criteria i, ii, or x:

variance required for 604.a.(3).

For criterion viii:

variance required for 1202.c.

Any Location that requires a siting-
related variance.

Yes: Tier I-A No: Tier I-B
Yes: Tier II-A No: Tier II-B
Yes: Tier llI-A No: Tier 1lI-B

Yes: Tier V-

Yes: Tier V-A

No: Tier V-B


Presenter
Presentation Notes
We walked through the Tier Classification System fairly thoroughly in the December operator meeting, so I’m not going to spend a lot of time on it today.  The Tier System is simply a way to provide an “apples to apples” assessment of the alternative locations.  It is not a “better v. worse” ranking of alternative locations, but a method to understand the complexity of the permit that would be required for each location. 

The Tier System focuses on five key permitting elements of each location: 1) which ALA criteria are met; 2) rule 604 setback considerations; 3) rule 1202 High Priority Habitat considerations; 4) any variances or other relief required to permit each location, and 5) the ability of each location to fully develop the proposed mineral area.   

I want to emphasize that the Tier System is not meant to exclude any locations from possible development; it’s simply a way to compare the alternative locations with the proposed location and with each other. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Remember our ALA map from earlier? 

Here are some potential alternative locations – the pink, turquoise, and purple stars don’t look too bad on the map, since they are in open fields and away from houses. The white and green stars look like they might have water resources to contend with. 


ALA as a Planning Tool

[\ COLORADO


Presenter
Presentation Notes
But when we add the ALA analysis layer back onto the map – we can see that the locations aren’t quite what they seem until we’ve really analyzed them:

The pink star that looked pretty good in the aerial photo would be a Tier III location because it meets one criterion, but that Criterion is #i, where the Working Pad Surface is within 2000’ of one or more Building Units. This location would require SUAs or signed informed consent from multiple Building Unit owners.  This might not be a difficult task, if the BU owners were also the surface owners of the parcel, and supported a location on their property. 
The purple star that also looked good in an open field would be a Tier V location because it meets one criterion, but that Criterion is #viii (within a HPH) so it requires a variance. 
The turquoise star would be a Tier I location because it meets no criteria. 
The green star that looked questionable near a wetland or riparian area would actually be a Tier II location because it only meets one Criterion, #vii.  Robust BMPs might be all that is needed to make this location readily permittable.
The white star would be a Tier IV location because it meets two criteria (within 2000’ of BUs and within a floodplain).  It may also have some difficulty with the reach for all the minerals, or, at least would require additional wells to be drilled in both directions to reach all the minerals. 

This oversimplified exercise certainly doesn’t capture all the necessary information that would go into an ALA, but it serves as a simple example of the power of the ALA, importance of wise siting, and the usefulness of the Tier system in understanding the permitting objectives for the proposed location and each alternative location. 


ALA Guidance Documents

o Alternative Location Analysis Guidance

e Alternative Location Analysis Tier System

o Alternative Location Analysis Data Template
E% ‘ gﬂgm;fz-qgmﬁ:atgn Home | Contact Us | Help

Department of Natural Resources |

AboutUs | Complaints | Dashboard | Data | Government | Library | Maps | Media | Permits | Regulation = SB19-181

——— —_— ™ ——_—_ .

SB 19-181 | Objective Critenia Mission Change Guidance = Public Comments | Rulemakings | Calendar

Missi Cl Guid
Ask a Question View Questions & Answers Search: |
Form or Process Guidance Document Contact(s) Contact Email(s)

2,2A,2B,&2C Rule 301 - Mission Change Permit Transition Elias Thomas elias.thomas@state.co.us

2A Alternative Location Analysis Overview \/ Sabrina Trask sabrina.trask@state.co.us

2A Alternative Location Analysis Guidance ‘// Sabrina Trask sabrina.trask@state.co.us

2A Alternative Location Analysis Tier System \/ Sabrina Trask sabrina trask@state.co.us

2A Alternative Location Analysis Data Template \/ Sabrina Trask sabrina trask@state.co.us

A COLORADO Sabrina Trask

Senior Oil & Gas Location Assessment Specialist
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Presentation Notes
To summarize the ALA submission requirements: the Form 2A will have a new tab for ALA information.  Operators will attach the ALA Datasheet (Data Template) and ALA Narrative Summary, with maps, to the Form 2A. 

The ALA guidance document, ALA Data Template, and Tier Classification System are available on our website.  Please keep in mind that the ALA process is a work in progress. The nuts and bolts are in place, but we will be updating and revising as needed, particularly once operators are using these tools and finding issues or inefficiencies in them.  


Final Considerations

e Early planning should include ALA to help you identify
your proposed location

e Early involvement and collaboration with relevant
local government, proximate local government(s),
federal land manager(s), COGCC, CPW, etc.

e Form 2A: new tab, ALA Datasheet attachment, ALA
Narrative Summary attachment

e (Guidance doc, ALA Data Template, Tier Classification
Table available on our website

A COLORADO Sabrina Trask

Senior Oil & Gas Location Assessment Specialist


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The big takeaway from this presentation is that we strongly encourage the use of the ALA as an early planning tool to help you select your proposed location.  Even though this is not required by rule, the ALA process may assist you in identifying the “right” location, such that your proposed location may not even require the completion of a full, formal ALA. 

Once you’ve selected your proposed location and are moving forward with it, we strongly encourage you to initiate a pre-application consultation with any stakeholders, whether that includes the Relevant Local Government, federal land manager, CPW, CDPHE, Public Water System administrators, and COGCC staff.  By spending time in discussion with these stakeholders before a permit application is submitted, you have an opportunity to fine-tune the application to meet any additional needs required or preferred by the stakeholders. This means the permit being sought is already at least partially vetted, and may have achieved consensus between the stakeholders, and the permitting process can continue with minimal revisions and less risk of any eleventh-hour surprises during the OGDP Hearing.  

As always, staff is available for questions about the ALA, siting, pre-application consults, and other topics. 


Thank you

Questions?

Sabrina Trask
sabrina.trask@state.co.us

@ COLORADO
. w Oil & Gas Conservation
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