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Study Session
September 1, 2020
The members of the Board of County Commissioners may attend study sessions virtually or in person, but due to
social distancing requirements, presenters and the public may only attend virtually. The public may attend the
study sessions (listening only) by calling 1-855-436-3656. The Board of County Commissioners may go into
executive session during or at the conclusion of the study session as necessary to receive legal advice or discuss
other confidential matters.
The Arapahoe County Board of County Commissioners typically holds weekly Study Sessions on Monday and Tuesday.
Study Sessions (except for Executive Sessions) are open to the public and items for discussion are included on this
agenda. Agendas (except for Executive Sessions agendas) are available through the Commissioners’ Office or through the
County’s web site at www.arapahoegov.com. Please note that the Board may discuss any topic relevant to County
business, whether or not the topic has been specifically noticed on this agenda. In particular, the Board typically
schedules time each Monday under “Committee Updates” to discuss a wide range of topics. In addition, the Board may
alter the times of the meetings throughout the day, or cancel or reschedule noticed meetings. Questions about this
agenda? Contact the Commissioners’ Office at 303-795-4630 or by e-mail at commissioners@arapahoegov.com

Study Session Topics
10:00 A.M. *Update On Proposed Revisions To The Land Development Code To Include New Oil And Gas
Rules
Update on the recently drafted and internally reviewed oil and gas rules, as well as the rules process schedule.
This board summary report (BSR) applies to both the August 31 and September 1 study sessions - topics not
discussed during the August 31 study session will be covered on September 1
Request: Information/Direction
Diane Kocis, Energy Specialist, Public Works and Development
Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager, Public Works and Development
Bryan Weimer, Director, Public Works and Development
Todd Weaver, Director, Finance
Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney
Documents:
BSR 08 31-2020 AND 09-01-20 STUDY SESSIONS OIL GAS.PDF
QUALITY OF LIFE RULES TABLE 8-24-20.PDF
PROCESS IMPROVEMENT RULES TABLE 8-24-20.PDF
HS RULES TABLE 8-24-20.PDF
OPERATIONAL RULES TABLE 8-22-20.PDF
DIRECTION RECEIVED SO FAR 8-23-20.PDF
WORKING DRAFT OG RULES REVISED 8-25-20 CLEAN NO COMMENTS.PDF
11:00 A.M. *Oil And Gas Transportation Impact Fee
Discussion of a request from Public Works and Development staff regarding additional information on the
components of the proposed Oil and Gas impact fee and for the Board of County Commissioners to authorize staff
to advance a resolution to adopt the proposed Oil and Gas transportation impact fee to a public meeting for a
hearing on adopting the fee
Request: Information/Direction
Chuck Haskins, PE, Division Manager, Engineering Services Division, Public Works and Development

Discussion of a request from Public Works and Development staff regarding additional information on the
components of the proposed Oil and Gas impact fee and for the Board of County Commissioners to authorize staff
to advance a resolution to adopt the proposed Oil and Gas transportation impact fee to a public meeting for a
hearing on adopting the fee
Request: Information/Direction
Chuck Haskins, PE, Division Manager, Engineering Services Division, Public Works and Development
Bryan Weimer, Director, Public Works and Development
Todd Weaver, Director, Finance
Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney
Documents:
OIL AND GAS IMPACT FEE SS 9-1-20 FINAL.PDF
PPT_OIL_AND_GAS_TRANSPORTATION_IMPACT_FEE_STUDY_SESSION_20200901.PDF
2020.7.21_COGA_ARAPAHOE COUNTY TIF COMMENTS.PDF
API ARAPAHOE TIF FINAL.PDF
CRESTONE - ARAPAHOE TIF 20200730.PDF
DOC_OIL_AND_GAS_TRANSPORTATION_IMPACT_FEE_STUDY_DRAFT_STUDY_SESSION_20200901.PDF
Break
1:00 P.M. *Executive Session
Executive Study Session and County Attorney Administrative Meeting [Section 24-6-402(4)(b)C.R.S.](As required
by law, specific agenda topics will be announced in open meeting prior to the commencement of the closed and
confidential portion of this session) (WHR)
Ron Carl, County Attorney
Break
3:00 P.M. Administrative Meeting - Ethics Policy Discussion
Board of County Commissioners
*To Be Recorded As Required By Law

Arapahoe County is committed to making its public meetings accessible to persons with disabilities.
Assisted listening devices are available. Ask any staff member and we will provide one for you.
If you need special accommodations, contact the Commissioners ’ Office at 303-795 -4630 or Relay Colorado 711.
Please contact our office at least 3 days in advance to make arrangements.

BoCC Study Session Items, August 31 and September 1, 2020

BOARD SUMMARY REPORT
Date:

August 20, 2020

To:

Board of County Commissioners

Through:

Bryan Weimer, Director of Public Works and Development

From:

Diane Kocis, Energy Specialist

Subject:

Review of the Key Elements of the draft Oil & Gas Rules

Request for Direction and Staff Recommendation
The purposes of this Board Summary Report (BSR) and two scheduled Study Sessions are
to provide a review and update on the recently drafted and internally reviewed oil and gas
rules, as well as to provide an update to the rules process schedule. This BSR applies to
both the August 31st and September 1st study sessions. Topics not discussed during the
August 31st study session will be covered in the September 1st study session.
The draft Oil & Gas regulations that will be reviewed were developed based on a review of
regulations drafted and adopted in other Front Range jurisdictions, feedback received from the
BOCC at a series of study sessions, and input from a number of agencies including the Office of
Emergency Management, Bennett-Watkins Fire Recue, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Colorado
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission and the County’s Engineering Services Division.
Key elements to be reviewed in these two study sessions include:


Draft Health and Safety Rules, developed with input from Office of Emergency
Management (OEM), Bennett-Watkins Fire Rescue (BWFR) and Colorado Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission (COGCC).



Draft Quality of Life Rules, with input received from Engineering Services Division and
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW).



Draft Process Improvement Rules with input from the County Attorney’s Office.



Draft Operational Requirements, based partly on regulations in other jurisdictions.

Staff recommends that the BOCC provide direction to proceed with stakeholder review
(including citizen review) of the draft O&G regulations, as proposed, or to provide
feedback on elements to revise prior to initiating outreach efforts.
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If direction to move forward is received, next steps will be to get early feedback from
stakeholders on the proposed regulations and to evaluate that feedback for changes that
may be appropriate to integrate into a final draft for public hearings.
Links to Align Arapahoe
This matter links to the Align Arapahoe goal for Quality of Life for Arapahoe County citizens
who will be impacted by neighboring oil and gas facilities and to the goal of Fiscal
Responsibility for a balanced approach that will allow the industry to operate safely and
successfully.
Background
Under the new local government authority for the siting of oil and gas operations, granted under
SB19-181, staff is working on a draft of proposed amendments to the Land Development Code
to govern the siting and operation of oil and gas facilities within unincorporated Arapahoe
County. The proposed amendments will preserve the administrative USR process approval
process in the existing Code. The new regulations are intended to replace and expand the
provisions of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that is required to be signed by each
operator and are intended to function without the need for an MOU. The draft oil and gas
regulations consider the interests of operators, developers, mineral rights holders and citizens,
while working to achieve a balanced approach, as directed by the Board of County
Commissioners.
The direction received to date from the BOCC is summarized in the attached Regulatory
Summary Matrix; that direction will be reviewed.
Arapahoe County Public Works and Development will continue to engage in stakeholder
outreach, beginning in September, for stakeholder input on the draft rules. The stakeholder
groups will include concerned citizens, mineral rights holders, industry, developers, state
agencies and other County departments, including the Office of Emergency Management
(OEM), the Sheriff’s Office, the Engineering Services Division, the County Attorney’s Office
and Open Spaces.
The working draft of the proposed amendments to the Land Development Code is attached to
this BSR along with the summary tables also attached.
Discussion
Front Range Jurisdictions: Staff has continued to review and evaluate regulations drafted and
adopted in other Front Range jurisdictions. Many of those rules from other jurisdictions, as well
as conversations with other local governments’ staff and COGCC staff, have provided a basis for
our Health and Safety, Quality of Life and Process Improvement rules. Please refer to the
attached tables for a list of the rules topics.
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Evaluation Criteria: As presented at prior study sessions, staff used our established evaluation
criteria for our draft rules:






Impact on the Public
Alignment with State Rules
Best Management Practices
Industry Impact
Impact to County Resources

Tiered Approach for Small and Large Well Sites: Staff also continued a tiered process where
pads proposed on land remote from residential development and pads with fewer than 4 wells
proposed would not be subject to all of the requirements of a multi-well pad near residential
development.
Summary Table for Draft Regulations: The attached tables summarize the proposed regulations
drafted for Health and Safety, Quality of Life and Process Improvements and provide a short
recap of the reasons behind the proposed rules.
Energy Facilities Regulations/Consistency: Staff would also like to note that the consistency with
the administrative solar application process was not achievable in the draft Energy rules due to
numerous details that are unique to administrative oil and gas applications. The administrative
solar rules will be updated immediately following BOCC approval of the oil and gas rules.
Schedule and Next Steps
Staff drafted new regulations for Health and Safety, Quality of Life, and Process Improvements
in May, June and July. The newly drafted regulations were reviewed by our emergency
responders, our Engineering Services Division, CPW and the County Attorney’s Office in June,
July and early August. Input was also received from COGCC on a portion of the Health and
Safety draft rules. After internal review, the draft rules were revised in August.
Stakeholder input from industry, citizens, mineral rights holders, other local governments, State
agencies such as COGCC/CPW/CDPHE (Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment)/DWR (Division of Water Resources)/SLB (State Land Board), utilities, pipeline
operators, developers and home builders, and economic development agencies will be gathered
in September via email and a new oil & gas rules survey, as we do not have the opportunity to
meet with the stakeholders in person due to the COVID-19 social distancing guidelines.
Following the stakeholder input, staff will conduct a study session with the Planning
Commission.
Once the outreach process is complete and draft rules are finalized, they will be presented at a
formal public hearing before the Planning Commission in October. Operators and the public will
have an additional opportunity to comment at the Planning Commission hearing. The Planning
Commission will provide a recommendation to the BOCC for approval as proposed, approval
with changes, or denial of the updated regulations.
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Finally, in December, the rules will be presented at a public hearing before the BoCC for a final
decision on whether to adopt the regulations. Citizens and other stakeholders will have an
opportunity to provide additional comment at the time of the hearing.
Alternatives:
The attached tables summarize the elements included in the draft regulations The BOCC may:
1. Provide direction to staff to move forward with stakeholder and public outreach and
review of the draft regulations, as written; or
2. Provide direction to staff to revise specific sections of the draft regulations in accordance
with feedback received during today’s study session and then proceed to stakeholder and
public outreach; or
3. Determine that the draft regulations should not be taken out to stakeholder and public
review and provide new direction on an approach to pursue.
In addition:
4. Staff requests that the BOCC indicate whether staff should schedule a drop-in or study
session to review stakeholder and public feedback with the Board prior to preparing a
final draft to accompany noticing for public hearings.
Fiscal Impact
Depending on the specific changes adopted, it is likely some level of financial impact will occur
for the County due to additional plan review or variance requests that would be required from
approved or pending land development for new oil and gas facility applications. Ability to
enforce any new regulations and impacts to staffing for ongoing implementation and
enforcement of regulations have been taken into consideration by staff in making
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners; however, some modifications to fees
may need to be considered in the future; none related to plan review are proposed at this time.
Concurrence
PWD Staff is in support of continuing this process to draft and adopt oil and gas rules to replace
our existing MOU administrative process, with continued stakeholder outreach, toward the goal
of presenting the proposed rules to both the Planning Commission and the Board by the end of
2020. The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed this BSR.
Six Attachments
Regulatory Summary Matrix (direction received in prior study sessions)
Summary Table of Draft Health and Safety Rules
Summary Table of Draft Quality of Life Rules
Summary Table of Process Improvement Rules
Summary Table of Operational Rules
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Working draft of the Oil & Gas regulations
Oil & Gas Rules Timeline
Reviewed by
Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager
Jason Reynolds, Current Planning Program Manager
Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney
Bryan Weimer, Director of Public Works and Development
Todd Weaver, Director of Finance Department
Copied
Chuck Haskins, Engineering Services Division Manager
Shannon Carter, Open Spaces and Intergovernmental Relations Director
Nate Fogg, Office of Emergency Management Manager
James Katzer, Transportation Division Manager
John Christofferson, Deputy County Attorney
Ron Carl, County Attorney
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Quality of Life-Related Rules

Draft Rule/Requirement
Noise
Noise limit of 65 db measured 25 ft from nearest
occupied structure

Why
Noise is the most frequent complaint from neighbors. 65 db will be
achievable with sound walls.

Ambient Noise Survey for well pads and compressor
stations

May relieve requirements for noise mitigation in noisy areas. Could
waive requirement for remote areas.

Noise Modelling and Noise Mitigation Plan

Lays out the level of noise predicted and how it will be addressed if
above limit

Address low-frequency noise

Very disruptive to those impacted

Sound walls if A- and C-scale noise predicted to
exceed 65 db at the property line of a residence

Standard procedure for one of our operators

Use best available technology to reduce noise during
drilling and completion
Electric drilling or production equipment where
equipment and power are available

Allows operators flexibility

Mufflers, covers or insulation on diesel equipment;
Insulate a compressor building

Most effective methods to reduce equipment noise during drilling,
fracking and gas compression

Far less noisy

1

Other Jurisdictions/Agency
Broomfield: 45 db night
(proposed rules)
Boulder: 50 db night (proposed
rules)
Larimer: 50 db night (current
rules)
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Commerce City (current rules)
Adams (current rules)
Broomfield (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Commerce City (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Broomfield (Operator
Agreement), (current rules),
(proposed rules)
Aurora (proposed rules) - Use
Quiet Technology
Boulder (proposed rules)
Commerce City (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)

Draft Rule/Requirement
Vents and blowdown silencers within ½ mil of a home

Why

No unloading of tubular goods at night

Sound similar to a jet
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gR-Csmuhauo
One of the noisiest well pad noises that carries offsite

Minimize engine idling

Reduces offsite noise (and odor) migration

Heavy trucks and deliveries prohibited at night except
where unavoidable (delivery of a drilling rig)
24-hr phone number posted for noise complaints

Reduces nighttime noise at neighboring properties along the roads

Noise limit more lenient where high ambient noise
levels exist
Odor Reduction/Prevention
Odor prevention (through use of low-odor mud)

Nighttime noise can be more disruptive; Operators should receive
complaints in real time
Noise mitigations may be waived where ambient noise levels are high

Odor is a frequent complaint. This is a standard procedure for one of
our operators

Operator shall use closed-loop systems instead of
open pits

Reduces odors

Operator shall not plow hydrocarbon-bearing drill
cuttings into the surface soil unless approved by
landowner
Operator shall proactively respond to and address
odor complaints
Mud on Roads
Prevention and removal of mud on roads

Reduces odors and soil contamination – although eventually the soil
recovers

Other Jurisdictions/Agency
Aurora (proposed rules)
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Broomfield (current + proposed)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Several jurisdictions have general
rules for reducing truck traffic.
Unique to AC
Unique to AC

Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (current and proposed)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Weld (current rules – CDPHE
odor standards)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)

Ensures quick resolution of odor issues

Adams (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)

Less frequent complaint, although upsets citizens

Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (current rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Larimer (current rules)
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Draft Rule/Requirement

Why

Site Lighting
Lighting directed downward and inward

Existing COGCC rule and in MOU

Lights mounted on the inside of sound walls

Lighting is one of the most common complaints

IESNA – full cutoff or shielded

Lighting is one of the most common complaints

Visual Mitigation
If within ¼ mi of an occupied structure, platted lot or
parcel of 40 acres or smaller, pad must be designed
with some form of visual mitigation.

Operator can choose the form(s) of visual mitigation. No visual
mitigation required for pads >1/4 mi; Offers relief for future
development; Mitigates view from roads

Visual mitigation installed within 3 months of well
completion
No weeds, rubbish or debris

No storage of equipment not related to that pad

Privacy fencing colors and height

Use of existing contours and existing vegetation to
conceal the site, whenever possible

Other Jurisdictions/Agency
Thornton (current rules)
Weld (current rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Unique to AC - but one operator
already does this
Broomfield (Operator
Agreement)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)

Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Broomfield (Op agreement)
Limits the time of visual disruption to neighbors; Allows for homes to be Unique to AC
listed w/in 3 months of completion with mitigation of pads
Sets a reasonable standard; Decreases chance of brush fires.
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (current rules)
Broomfield (Operator
Agreement)
Boulder (current & proposed
rules)
Weld (current rules)
Sets a reasonable standard; Outdoor storage of equipment is an
Aurora (proposed rules)
industrial use.
Broomfield (Operator
Agreement)
Hides pad to a large extent
Aurora (proposed rules)
Adams (current rules)
Boulder (current & proposed
rules)
Broomfield (Operator
Agreement)
Weld (current rules)
Conceals site to some extent
Thornton similar (current rules)
3

Draft Rule/Requirement
Minimize the size and number of tanks, wherever
possible
Site Security
Site secured when Operator is not on site; fencing at
least 8’ high.

Why
Helps to minimize the visual impact

Other Jurisdictions/Agency
Boulder (current rules)
Broomfield (current rules)
Thornton similar (current rules)

Reduces the chance of trespassing, vandalism and unauthorized person
injury

Aurora similar (proposed rule)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Broomfield similar (current rule)
Thornton (current rules)
Fire district recommendation

Emergency access hardware required
Traffic Mitigation
Restrict traffic during commuting and school bus
hours

Aids emergency responders

Use pipelines wherever available

Takes a portion of heavy truck traffic off roads

Use temporary water lines for drilling + completion

Takes a portion of heavy truck traffic off roads

Wildlife, Wetlands, Riparian Areas and Streams
Must implement the recommendations of CPW
unless waived in part by the PWD Director
Determine wetlands boundaries using Professional
Wetlands Scientist and indicate on plan set
No construction within 300’ of wetlands boundaries
Bore under defined bed and bank
No pads in riparian areas
Bore under riparian areas for flowlines and pipelines
Use culverts for crossing of riparian areas by access
roads.

Minimizes traffic congestion during peak hours and helps to avoid
potential accidents with school buses and children

Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)
Commerce City (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (current rules)
Broomfield (current rules)
Commerce City (current rules)
Larimer (current rules)
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Larimer (current rules)

Protects wildlife and wildlife habitat

Unique to AC

Helps to preserve wetlands which are part of critical habitat

Boulder (current rules)

Helps to preserve wetlands which are part of critical habitat

Aurora (proposed rules)
Requested by CPW
Requested by CPW
Boulder (current rules)
Requested by CPW

Preserves vegetation and habitat of tributaries and streams
Helps to protect riparian areas which are critical habitat
Helps to protect vegetation growing on the borders of riparian areas,
such as cottonwood trees
Helps to preserve riparian areas which are critical habitat and to
maintain wildlife movement corridors
4

Requested by CPW

Draft Rule/Requirement
Fencing that bisects streams is prohibited
Floodplains
Storage of hazardous or floatable materials is
prohibited in floodplains
Aboveground oil & gas facilities must be located
outside of floodplains unless no other sites can be
reasonably used

Why
Wildlife use streams for migration

Other Jurisdictions/Agency
Requested by CPW

Helps to avoid spills in floodplains

Boulder (proposed rules)

Preserves floodplains

Boulder (proposed rules)
Weld (current rules)
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Administrative Process Improvements Related Rules
Draft Rule/Requirement
Neighborhood Meeting required

Why
Gives neighbors an early opportunity to learn about development and
gives Operator an opportunity to respond to concerns

Written notification of application for all landowners of
record and HOAs within one mile

Expands the notification radius from adjacent property owners to one
mile because O&G development can affect neighbors within 1 or more
miles.
Serves as part of public notice; Clarifies and expands current
requirement in LDC
Allows a new process for waivers. Waiver examples: setbacks,
neighborhood meetings, annual meeting between operator and
County, termination date of approval, visual, noise and lighting
mitigations
Operators update County on their development plans, ERP and TRP,
any health and safety issues and potential implementation of new
technology.
Could apply to safety innovations, leak prevention or health and safety

Sign posting
Waiver requests

Regular meetings, at least annually, to discuss pertinent
issues
New technologies required if new technologies for
surface operations are technologically sound,
economically practical and reasonably available to the
operator
Revocation of Approval
Recordation of Approval with C&R Office by PWD
PWD Director's Discretion to Refer to the Board
Expiration of approval in 3 years, unless the facility is
substantially commenced. Operator can apply for a
waiver.

Other Jurisdictions
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Boulder (proposed rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Adams (current rules)
Thornton (current rules)

Aurora (draft rules)

Aurora (draft rules)

Provides County a way to regulate failure to comply with requirements
Provides notice of potential O&G development to potential buyers
In our existing LDC

Broomfield (proposed rules)
Unique to AC
Thornton (current rules)

The current expiration is 5 years. More than 3 years after approval the
surrounding land uses and density of homes can change significantly.

Aurora (proposed rules)
Thornton (current rules)

1
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Health and Safety Related Rules
Draft Rule
Will Serve Letter from fire district with
authority or a contract for emergency services
Emergency Action Plan before construction;
includes current 24/7 contact info.

Why
This requirement is part of our existing MOU and LDC

Other Jurisdictions
Elbert (MOU)

Allows upfront coordination with emergency responders
Consistency with other Front Range jurisdictions. Encouraged by COGCC.

Tactical Response Plan before construction
Establish Emergency Evacuation Routes
Hazardous Materials Inventory

Recommended by COGCC for consistency with other Front Range jurisdictions.
Pre-emergency planning to improve emergency response
Provides emergency responders with critical information for an onsite
response
Provides emergency responders with critical information for an onsite
response

Greeley (current rules),
Thornton (current rules),
Boulder (proposed rules),
Broomfield (proposed rules),
Aurora (OP/Agreement &
proposed rules )
Larimer (current rules).
Greeley (current rules)
Greeley (current rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)

List of onsite chemicals

Inspections by fire district and County staff

Allows fire districts, OEM and County staff access to facilities for compliance
evaluations

Signs at all well pads
Repair damage to infrastructure caused by
Operator’s emergencies
Coordinated training with fire district and
OEM
Certificates of Completion of FEMA NIMS
training
Follow fire codes and standards of local fire
district (fire district enforcement)

Allows Emergency responder verification they arrived at the correct facility
Relieves County of potential expenses
Each agency will be familiarized with the facility; Will make a potential
response more efficient
Assures fire districts and OEM that operator’s staff and consultants have the
proper training to respond to well site emergencies
Removes ambiguity regarding the appropriate codes and standards

1

Aurora (OP/Agreement &
proposed rules);
Larimer (current rules)
Adams (current rules;
inspectors only);
Broomfield:
(OP/Agreement, inspectors
only)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Broomfield OP/Agreement
Broomfield OP/Agreement
Adams Co. (similar current
rules)
Unique to AC

Draft Rule
Store water and/or foam near pads

Why
To aid in firefighting

No open burning

To prevent fires onsite and offsite

Incident reporting upon discovery for spills,
releases, fires, explosions, lightning strikes,
accidents, fatalities, injuries, chemical
exposures and any events requiring medical
attention
Spill reporting

Provides emergency responders and County additional site-specific
information. Provides information for annual meeting discussions

Other Jurisdictions
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Adams (current rules);
Broomfield:(OP/Agreement);
Aurora (OP/Agreement).
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (draft rules)
Broomfield:(OP/Agreement);

Required by COGCC but also gives emergency responders notice; Provides
information for annual meeting discussions.
Provides emergency responders advance notice if they have to respond to that
location. Provides information for annual meeting discussions.
To mitigate small to medium-sized spills (5-50 gallons) before they migrate.

Boulder (proposed rules)

To protect against spills and vandalism

Aurora (draft rules)

Automatic Safety Systems on all new facilities

Allow remote detection of upset conditions; Allows remote facility shut in.

Lightning Protection for all sites with tanks
Setback of 1,000’ from edge of pad to nearest
occupied structure or nearest boundary of a
platted lot and a minimum of 250’ from the
property line
Reverse or Reciprocal Setbacks of 250’ from a
property line – Staff will reexamine
Operator shall maintain a 350’ setback from
buried infrastructure
Operator shall provide maps of all off-pad
flowlines

Reduces extent of lightning damage
Allows room for emergency responders to address emergencies; Reduces
potential offsite impacts.

Adams (current rules);
Broomfield: (OP/Agreement);
Aurora: (OP/Agreement &
proposed rules).
Unique to AC
Adams (current rules);
Larimer (current rules);
Thornton (current rules); and
Broomfield (proposed rules).
Adams (current rules)
COGCC opinion
Aurora (proposed rules)

All flammable liquid spills of 5 or > gals
Spill response kits at each pad or carried by
field staff
Discharge valves secured

Allows a portion of the room needed for emergency responders; Protects
nearby structures.
May aid in prevention of damage to water or sewage lines, buried electrical
lines or fiber optic lines
For prevention of explosions caused by excavation work

2

Aurora (draft rules)
Unique to AC

Aurora (proposed rules)
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Operational Related Rules
Draft Rule/Requirement
Requirement to operate and maintain all equipment
per manufacturer specifications and reasonable and
customary maintenance practices.
Steel berms and synthetic liners for secondary
containment for large onsite storage tanks, instead of
earthen berms, for all new facilities
Existing earthen berms must be maintained to have the
minimum sufficient holding capacity (1.5 times the
volume of the largest tank)
Secondary containment for all aboveground tanks.
including temporary tanks, separators and small tanks
holding liquid substances such as ethylene glycol or
lubricants
Secondary containment inspected weekly and within 48
hours of a precipitation event

Why
Sets a reasonable standard and ensures proper equipment operation
and maintenance; Could potentially decrease air contamination from
some equipment
Earthen berms can have holes bored by animals. They also deteriorate
over time and lose height due to precipitation, thereby losing their
capacity to sufficiently contain liquids
This allows earthen berms for existing facilities. Earthen berms wear
down over time due to precipitation, thereby reducing their capacity to
capture releases from tanks
Containers leak. Secondary containment for smaller containers can be
large trays or small plastic child’s swimming pool.

Other Jurisdictions
Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)

Already in our existing MOU. Assures that leaks or capacity problems
are detected early.

New technologies required if new technologies for
surface operations are technologically sound,
economically practical and reasonably available to the
operator
Untreated produced water will not be used for dust
suppression

Could apply to safety innovations, leak prevention or health and safety

Larimer (current rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Adams is similar
Aurora (proposed rules)
Broomfield (proposed rules)

Produced water contains hydrocarbons and high dissolved solids, which
can contaminate soil adjacent to roads; Vegetation cannot grow in high
TDS-contaminated soil.

1

Larimer (current rules)
Thornton (current rules)
Unique to AC

Aurora (proposed rules)
Common industry practice

Adams (current rules)
Aurora (proposed rules)
Thornton (current rules)

BOCC DIRECTION FOR NEW OIL & GAS REGULATIONS RECEIVED SO FAR
Topic

Details

Direction
to Proceed

Direction
Not to
Proceed

Quality of Life
Noise

Recommended decibel levels to be developed

√

Light

Mount light on inside of sound walls where sound walls are used
Lights not concealed by sound walls must be full cutoff or shielded

√
√

Visual Mitigation

Fencing for visual and security
Prompt Removal of Debris
Paint equipment to match surroundings or slightly darker
Landscaping/Screening for Views from Public ROW w/in 6 months of completion
Minimize equipment size for sites w/in ½ mi
Photographic Simulation
Use natural contours/existing vegetation to conceal site

√
√
√
√
√
√
√

Traffic

Continue to require Traffic Impact Study
Restrict heavy truck traffic 9 PM to 7 AM except for deliveries not feasible to schedule
Require temporary water lines or MLVTs
Restrict heavy truck traffic 9 PM to 7 AM
Recommend use of pipelines

√
√
√
√
√

Setbacks

1,000’ from edge of pad to property line of nearest occupied building

√

(CDPHE will be updating their Air Quality regulations and County does not have an air quality expert)
Provide preliminary ERPs at initial application; Upgrade ERPs when GIS data is available
Require used of lightning mitigation technology
Water (volume) and foam (type) approved by fire district

√
√
√

Prior to drilling and thereafter at regular intervals TBD

√

to promote worker and responder safety

√

Health & Safety
Air Quality
Emergency Response Plans
Lightning Mitigation
Firefighting supplies
on/near site
Coordinated training w/
operators + emergency
responders
Report all chemicals
used/stored on site

√

Topic

Details

Report all facility incidents
to emergency responders
Setbacks

Including spills, releases, fires, explosions, lightning strikes, accidents, chemical exposures, etc.

√

1,000’ from edge of pad to property line of nearest occupied building; Will allow for evacuation area;
Same setback for high-occupancy structures
250’ from existing wells to new occupied structures; Will allow for 200’ fire hoses. Staff is currently
reexamining

√

Reverse Setbacks

Direction
to Proceed

√
Proceed

Process Improvements
Neighborhood meetings
Notice of application sent to residents within within ½ mile
Notification of commencement of each phase (construction, drilling, fracking, production and
abandonment)
Recordation of approvals
Expiration of approvals after 3 years
Incentivizing pipelines with an administrative process
Alternative Site Analysis

Direction
Not to
Proceed

Don’t
Proceed

√
√
√
√
√
√
√
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5-3.5. Use by Special Review – Oil and Gas Facilities
A. INTENT AND APPLICABILITY
1. The intent of this Section 5-3.5 is to describe the Use by Special Review process and approval
criteria for Oil and Gas Facilities. Notwithstanding any other language in the Land Development
Code to the contrary, an Oil and Gas Facility or related site preparation or development,
including any such Facility that requires a Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
(“COGCC”) permit, may not commence without first obtaining Use by Special Review approval,
regardless of the zone district or category in which the operation will be located. Oil and Gas
Facilities are specifically allowed in all zone districts, including Planned Unit Developments,
subject to Use by Special Review approval and subject to obtaining other required permits and
approvals, unless and to the extent otherwise stated in these regulations.
2. The administrative Use by Special Review process available as provided under this Section of the
Land Development Code shall apply only to an Oil and Gas Facility or Facilities as defined in
Chapter 7-2 of this Land Development Code.
3. Nothing in this Section of the Land Development Code is intended to waive or modify any
applicable provision of the Arapahoe County Regulations Governing Areas and Activities of State
Interest (1041 Regulations).
B. RELATIONSHIP TO SECTION 5-3.4
This Section provides an Administrative Use by Special Review process for Oil and Gas Facilities
where an applicant meets administrative approval criteria, as set forth in further detail below. In the
event that an applicant has met the requirements below for an administrative approval and obtains
approval for an Administrative Use by Special Review for a particular Oil and Gas Facility, compliance
with the procedures and criteria in Section 5-3.4.B (Use by Special Review) is not required.
In other situations, in order to obtain Use by Special Review approval, the applicant must comply
with the provisions of Section 5-3.4 (Use by Special Review), except to the extent modified in 53.5.D.7 of this Section or waived by the Public Works and Development Department (“PWD”)
Director or the Board of County Commissioners (“Board”) in accordance with the authority provided
in this Land Development Code.
These regulations shall govern all applications for a permit to locate an oil and gas facility, including
wells, well pads, compressor stations, access roads and other related infrastructure, within the
unincorporated territory of Arapahoe County, under the administrative process. These regulations
do not apply to pipelines, also known as gathering systems. Gathering systems are governed by the
Use by Special Review process outlined in 5-3.4 and by the Arapahoe County 1041 Regulations.
An application for a new oil and gas facility shall meet all standards identified in Section 5-3.5.C.
C. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA
In order to obtain Administrative Use by Special Review approval, an Oil and Gas Facility shall first
satisfy the following criteria, except to the extent waived by the PWD Director or by the Board:
1. Satisfy Submittal Requirements
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The application and exhibits for the Administrative Use by Special Review must satisfy all
applicable submittal requirements in this Section 5-3.5 and in the Development Application
Manual.
2. Compliance with Land Development Code Requirements
The Oil and Gas Facility as proposed complies with all siting and design requirements and
standards specified in this Section 5-3.5.
3. Environmental/Public Health and Safety Impacts
The Oil and Gas Facility as proposed for approval shall not involve any site-specific conditions
that present significant and material impacts to public health, safety or welfare, or the
environment, that cannot be adequately mitigated through conditions imposed upon the
Administrative Use by Special Review approval.
4. Emergency Service Providers
The Oil and Gas Facility applicant must provide a commitment to serve (“will serve”) letter from
the authority having jurisdiction for providing emergency services (fire protection and
emergency medical services) for that facility, or if no authority has jurisdiction, provide proof of
a contract for emergency services from an emergency services provider with the ability to
provide such emergency services.
5. Facilities on Arapahoe County Owned Property
For facilities proposed on Arapahoe County owned property including open spaces, Operator
shall provide an Alternative Location Analysis (ALA) meeting the requirements of COGCC’s rule
304.b.(2) B.
D. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS
1. Application Process
a. Applications for an Administrative Use by Special Review for eligible Oil and Gas Facilities will
follow the application process outlined in Section 5-2.1.B, Common Procedures for an
Application.
b. County staff will refer the complete application for a fourteen (14) working day review by the
various divisions of the PWD and the County Attorney's Office, as deemed appropriate. An
application may require review by outside agencies such as Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW),
any life-safety providers, adjacent jurisdictions, local public health department, the U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers, and others as may be deemed appropriate.
c. The applicant shall provide a written response to all staff and referral agency comments.
d. Upon acceptance of the final copy of the application and exhibits by the PWD, the application
materials will be forwarded for final review and approval by the PWD Director.
2. Neighborhood Meeting
Prior to submitting an application to Arapahoe County, Operator shall conduct a neighborhood
meeting. Operator shall send notification of the meeting to the Planning Division, property
2
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owners, and homeowners’ associations within one mile of the proposed facility. Notice of the
meeting must be sent no less than 15 days prior to the scheduled meeting date. Operator will
provide information concerning the development plans for the specific facility, including the
timing and phasing of construction, drilling and completion, the planned access route and
summarize the mitigations planned to address noise, light, traffic and visual impacts. Operator
shall provide a summary of the neighborhood meeting and a list of attendees from the sign-in
sheet as part of the land development application.
3. Application Notice Requirements
a. The applicant shall provide written notification by U.S. Mail to all landowners of record
and all homeowners’ associations within one mile of the Oil and Gas Facility that an
application for an Administrative Use by Special Review for an Oil and Gas Facility will be filed
with the County. The Notice of Application shall meet the format prescribed by the County
and shall be mailed no more than 30 days before the time of filing the application with the
County. The property owners of record, as identified in the County Assessor’s property
records, shall provide the basis for notifications. The Planning Division will provide the
applicant with the names and addresses of the homeowners associations.
b. The applicant shall also provide a sign listing: the case number and type of case (Oil and
Gas Facility), the phone number of the Planning Division and the distance from the sign to
the facility, that shall meet the format prescribed by the County. The sign shall be posted for
a period of at least fourteen (14) days, off the shoulder and adjacent to a County road,
outside of a right-of-way, near the intersection of the County road and the proposed facility’s
access road, at or before the time of filing the application for the Oil and Gas Facility with the
County. The applicant shall post the sign within five (5) days of submitting a complete
application with Arapahoe County.
4. Application Submittal Requirements Found in Development Application Manual (DAM)
Applications for an administrative Use by Special Review or for a Use by Special Review for an
Oil and Gas Facility shall comply with the submittal requirements set forth in the Development
Application Manual.
5. Waiver Requests
Operator can apply for a waiver for certain permit requirements, including setbacks,
neighborhood meetings, regular meetings, termination date of approval, visual mitigations,
noise mitigations and lighting mitigations. Waivers will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, and
must be justified by specific conditions of the location. Operator may appeal a waiver decision
by Director of Public Works and Development to the Board of County Commissioners at a public
meeting (see section 8, below).
6. Standards Required for Oil and Gas Facilities
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a. Regular Meetings
The operator shall meet with the County, at least annually, to monitor and discuss pertinent
issues associated with Operator’s planned or existing facilities, within the County. Operator
and County will discuss, at a minimum, Operator’s updated development plans, required
reporting and recordkeeping, updates to the field-wide Emergency Response Plan (ERP), the
facility-specific Emergency Action Plans (EAP) and Tactical Response Plans (TRP), any health
and safety issues and potential implementation of new technology. An annual meeting may
be conducted as a field visit to Operator’s facilities.
b. Setbacks
All pad boundaries shall be at least 1,000 feet from any occupied structure or nearest
boundary of a platted lot, whichever is the greatest distance.
See table 4-1.1 and 4-1.3 for reciprocal/reverse setback requirements.
c. Health and Safety Requirements
1. Operator must have approval of the initial facility-specific Emergency Action Plan (EAP)
and Tactical Response Plan (TRP) before commencing construction. After the pad and
access road have been constructed and ArcGIS Shape files are available for the well pad
and access road, Operator shall provide a detailed EAP and TRP for review and approval
by OEM and the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility, before drilling commences.
The EAP and TRP must be reviewed and approved by the Office of Emergency
Management and the fire district having jurisdiction over the facility. The EAP and TRP
shall follow the templates provided by the Arapahoe County Office of Emergency
Management.
2. The EAP and TRP shall be updated on a regular basis, when any conditions change, to
include but are not limited to, the addition or subtraction of chemicals used or stored on
site.
3. Operator shall coordinate with the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility in
establishing evacuation routes in the event of an emergency at the facility. Evacuation
route considerations will include any occupied structures, platted lots, critical
infrastructure, public facilities, or schools that are within proximity to the oil and gas
facility, based on guidance from the fire district and the Office of Emergency
Management.
4. Operator shall provide current 24-hour contact information for contractors and
subcontractors.
5. Operator shall maintain a Hazardous Materials Inventory Statement for all hazardous
materials on site at the facility and shall provide the Statement to the fire district having
jurisdiction at the facility and the County’s Office of Emergency Management on an
annual basis.
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6. Operator shall provide the Office of Emergency Management (OEM) and the fire district
having jurisdiction at the facility with a list of all chemicals used or stored on each site.
The list of chemicals will be updated when new chemicals are added or removed and
provided to the Office of Emergency Management at least bi-annually.
7. Operator shall provide access to fire district and County staff for inspections of facilities
to determine compliance with applicable provisions of all fire codes and standards
adopted by the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility.
8. Operator shall mark all wells and all well pads with signage in a conspicuous place, from
the time of initial drilling until final abandonment. Operator shall maintain signs in a
legible condition and shall replace damaged or vandalized signs within fourteen (14)
days. Such signs shall be at locations sufficient to advise emergency crews where drilling
or recompletion is taking place.
9. Operator shall repair any damages to County infrastructure or property caused by
emergencies.
d. Training
1. Operator shall conduct coordinated training exercises with OEM and the fire district
having jurisdiction at the facility for each well pad, after the well pad is constructed and
before drilling commences and annually thereafter.
2. Operator and its contractors shall provide certificates of completion of appropriate
National Incident Management System (NIMS) training at least one month prior to the
start of drilling. All of Operator’s staff and field consultants are required to complete
the NIMS IS-100.C and the NIMS IS-700.B training. Operator’s supervisors and
managers are also required to provide certificates of completion for IS-200 and IS-800
training. Any additional specific training requirements will be determined by OEM.
e. Fire Prevention and Procedures
1. Operator shall follow fire codes and standards adopted by the fire district having
jurisdiction for each facility.
2. Operator shall store a quantity of water on or near the site in the amount deemed
necessary by the fire district. Operator shall store a firefighting foam, approved by the
fire district, and equipment for application at a location approved by the fire district.

3. No open burning shall occur on the site of any oil and gas operation except flaring.
f.
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Incident Reporting
1. All emergencies shall be reported to 911 immediately upon discovery, as well as to the
Office of Emergency Management, the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility, and
the County Local Government Designee. Formal incident reports are required for the
following incidents but are not limited to spills, releases, fires, explosions, lightning
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strikes, accidents, fatalities, injuries, chemical exposures and any events requiring
medical attention on any of the Operator’s facilities, including pipelines. Formal written
incident reports shall be submitted to the Office of Emergency Management, the fire
district having jurisdiction at the facility, and the County LGD within three (3) calendar
days of the incident. When in doubt as to whether the incident is reportable, the
Operator will contact the County LGD.
2. Operator shall provide copies of any initial and final spill report filed with the COGCC to
the County LGD, OEM, and the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility, as well as
any remediation reports within three calendar (3) days of filing with the COGCC. Those
copies should be filed electronically, if electronic filing is available.
g. Spill and Release Reporting
1. Operator shall provide a copy of the Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures
(SPCC) Plan for each facility to the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility, and the
Office of Emergency Management prior to the start of production, as well as a listing of
hazardous chemicals used on site if required by CERCLA Community Right-to-Know
rules.
2. Operator shall make available at each well pad, or require to be carried by field staff or
contractors, spill response kits capable of mitigating small to mid-size spills (5 to 50
gallons). All flammable liquid spills equal to or greater than 5 gallons shall be reported
to the fire district having jurisdiction at the facility immediately. Spill containment and
treatment does not relieve Operator of spill reporting for any spilled material.
3. Open-ended discharge valves on all storage tanks, pipelines and other containers within
any well pad shall be secured and shall not be accessible to the public. Open-ended
discharge valves within any well pad shall be placed within the interior of the secondary
containment area.
4.

Operator will install automated safety systems on all new facilities. Each system shall
include a Surface Safety Valve (“SSV”) or wellhead master control valve installed before
the commencement of the production phase connected to the production tubing at the
surface. The SSV or wellhead master control valve shall be capable of remotely shutting
the well in should certain upset conditions be detected. The SSV will have documented,
quarterly testing to ensure functionality per manufacturer’s specifications. The
quarterly results records shall be stored onsite and made available upon request by the
County.

h. Lightning Protection
1. Operator shall provide lightning protection at the time of construction for every well
pad with storage tanks installed after adoption of these rules.
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2. If new occupied structures are constructed within 2,640 feet of a pad, after a well pad
has been in operation, the addition of new wells or tanks to that pad will require the
installation of additional lightning protection.
3. All equipment shall be designed and operated in a manner to prevent accumulation of
static charge in accordance with API RP 545, “Recommended Practice for Lightning
Protection of Aboveground Storage Tanks for Flammable or Combustible Liquids”, first
edition.
4. If damage is sustained due to a lightning strike, the facility shall be shut in immediately
and inspected by the operator.
5. As new technology becomes available for lightning mitigation, operator is required to
update their existing lightning protection for all of operator’s pads, within two (2) years
of the introduction of new technology. This requirement may be modified or waived by
the Director of Public Works and Development in accordance with Section 5 above.
i. Operational Requirements

1. Operator shall operate and maintain all equipment pursuant to manufacturer
specifications consistent with technological limitations and reasonable and
customary maintenance practices.
2. Noise emitted from the facility pad shall not exceed 65 db, measured at 25 feet from
the nearest occupied structure. This noise limit also applies to the noise associated
with surges during 15-minute intervals.
3. Operator shall prevent odors migrating offsite during drilling through the use of lowodor drilling muds or neutralizers.
4. The surface of a pad shall be paved with either crushed granite or gravel, in a
sufficient amount to reduce the amount of mud-tracking offsite.
5. Operator shall remove any mud tracked onto County roads immediately upon
notification by the County.
j. Noise Mitigation
1. Operator shall conduct an ambient noise survey for each proposed well pad or
compressor station no later than 60 days prior to application as provided in the
Development Application Manual to establish baseline noise levels for the site and
Operator shall also conduct noise modeling for the well pad or compressor station to
simulate noise during drilling and completion or from operation of compressors. The
noise survey and noise modeling shall be used to create a Noise Mitigation Plan for the
site. Operator shall update the Noise Mitigation Plan as provided in the Development
7
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Application Manual for changes to the Oil and Gas Facility or if the Facility is not
constructed within two (2) years of its approval by the County.
2. If a noise model predicts that noise levels for either or both A-Scale and C-Scale noise
for drilling and completion or for operation of a compressor station will exceed County
noise levels, as specified in i.2. above, at the property line of any occupied structure
within 2,000 feet of the pad, noise mitigation measures will be required.
3. If noise modelling indicates that County noise levels, as specified in i.2. above, will be
exceeded in either the drilling or completion phases on a well pad, sound walls shall be
constructed for both drilling and completion.
4. The Noise Mitigation Plan shall address noise/vibration through berming, capable sound
walls and other practices. If sound walls will be required for mitigation of noise during
completion, they shall be erected prior to drilling.
5. Additional mitigations must be described and used by the Operator if C-scale noise
levels are increased to the larger of either (i) 5db over ambient or (ii) 65db at 25 feet
from the nearest occupied building. The County may require larger setbacks and/or
berms on a case-by-case basis for mitigation of C scale noise, based on data from the
noise model.
6. Operator shall follow the most recent and most appropriate BMPs or best-available
technology adopted in the State to reduce noise related to drilling and completion.
7. Operator is encouraged to use electric drilling equipment when electric equipment is
available and where electric power is accessible, in place of equipment fueled by diesel
or natural gas for both noise mitigation and protection of wildlife migration routes.
8. Operator shall install mufflers, covers or insulation on diesel engines or equipment. If
noise modelling indicates that a compressor or a combination of compressors at a
compressor station will exceed County noise limits, an insulated building shall be
constructed around the compressor(s).
9. Vent and blowdown silencers will be used for all pads within 1,320 feet of an occupied
structure or platted lot.
10. Tubular goods may not be unloaded from 8 PM to 7 AM.
11. Engine idling shall be minimized.
12. Heavy trucks driving to and from the pad are prohibited between the hours of 9 PM and
7 AM. Deliveries to the pad shall be prohibited during the hours of 9 PM and 7 AM,
except when unavoidable, such as for delivery of a rig.
8
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k. 24-Hour Contact Number for Noise Complaints
Operator shall provide a 24-hour contact number for noise complaints on the facility sign
required in section c.8.
l.

Noise Mitigation Requirements in High Ambient Background Noise Areas
If the ambient background noise exceeds County noise limits, the Director of Public Works
and Development may modify noise mitigation requirements to no more than the level of
existing ambient noise.

m. Site Lighting
All site lighting shall be downward and inward. Wherever possible, lights will be mounted on
the inside of sound wall. Any lights not concealed by a sound wall must be IESNA
(Illuminating Engineering Society of North America) full cutoff or shielded in some manner
to reduce the amount of light leaving the pad.
n. Light Complaints
After consultation with the Planning Division, Operator may be required to address lighting
complaints with additional measures.
o. Visual Mitigation
1. Well pads or compressor stations within 1,320 feet of a property line of an occupied
structure, a platted lot, or a parcel of 40 acres or smaller, shall be designed with some
form of visual mitigation, to include but not be limited to opaque fencing, berming,
landscaping and/or low-profile production equipment. Landscaping or fencing (either
opaque or security) around the perimeter of the pad shall be installed within 3 months
of the first well’s completion or the installation of equipment at a compressor station to
minimize visual impacts from adjacent properties and the nearest streets.
2. Production pads and compressor stations shall be maintained free of vegetation,
rubbish and debris.
3. Storage of equipment not associated with a specific pad or compressor station will not
be allowed on that pad.
4. Operator shall follow COGCC’s rules for equipment paint colors. Privacy fencing shall be
at least 8 feet high and painted or stained with natural wood colors.
5. Whenever possible, Operator shall use existing natural contours and existing vegetation
to conceal the site from view.
6. Whenever possible, such as through installation of pipelines, Operator shall minimize
the size or number of equipment installed or maintained on a production pad.
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p. Security Fencing
1. Perimeter fencing shall be secured when Operator’s personnel or contractors are not
present on the well pad or compressor station.
2. Operator shall provide approved emergency access hardware for any location gates or
access points.
3. Where privacy fencing is not also serving as security fencing, security fencing shall be
least at 8 feet high, maintained in the original metal color or painted to blend with the
ground surface.
q. Traffic Mitigation and Reduction Measures
1. Operator shall restrict its traffic during peak commuting hours and during school bus
hours.
2. Operator shall use pipelines for the transport of produced water and crude oil from the
well pad, wherever available.
3. To reduce traffic associated with Operator’s drilling and completion activities, Operator
shall use temporary surface water lines or Modular Large Volume Tanks (MLVTs) for
transportation or storage of water needed during drilling and completion. Operator
may use County Road Right-of-Way, and County drainage culverts, where practical, for
the laying and operation of temporary water lines on the surface, provided that the
County’s Engineering Services Division approves the locations of the temporary water
lines. An access or street-cut permit is required to place temporary water lines in
County right-of-way. Operator will bury temporary water lines at existing driveway and
gravel road crossings, unless waived by the Engineering Services Division in accordance
with Section 5 above.
r.

Wildlife, Wetlands, Riparian Areas and Stream Measures
1. Operator shall implement the recommendations of Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW),
unless waived in part by the Director of Public Works and Development in accordance
with Section 5 above.
2. Wetlands boundaries shall be determined by a Professional Wetland Scientist (PWS) and
those boundaries shall be indicated on the Administrative USR plans.
3. No construction will be allowed within 300 feet of any wetlands boundary or riparian
area.
4. All defined stream bed and banks must be bored underneath and not trenched.
5. Operators are prohibited from installing pads in riparian areas. If riparian areas are
potentially impacted, either permanently or temporarily, then Operator shall develop
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measures to study or maintain wildlife movement along the riparian corridor that will be
reviewed by County Planning and CPW. Those measures could include wildlife cameras,
speed limits and seasonal limitations to allow windows for nesting and breeding.
6. All crossings of riparian areas by flowlines and pipelines shall be bored under, starting 300
feet from the edge of the riparian area. All crossings of riparian areas by access roads will
be constructed with culverts, approved by Engineering Services Division.
7. When more than two (2) pads are located within one half (1/2) mile of each other, wildlife
cameras will be installed at Operator’s expense, to monitor wildlife movement and
behavior to aid in future siting decisions. Operator will submit photos to CPW.
8. Fencing that bisects streams is prohibited.
s. Floodplain/Floodways Restrictions
1. Storage of hazardous or floatable materials in the floodplain is prohibited.
2. Aboveground oil and gas facilities are prohibited in floodways. Aboveground oil and gas
facilities must be located outside a floodplain unless there is no way to avoid the
floodplain, no other sites can be reasonably used, or if reasonably necessary to avoid
significant adverse impacts to public health, safety, welfare or the environment.
t.

Notification of Commencement of Geophysical Exploration/Seismic Testing, Construction,
Drilling, Completion, and Flaring
1. Operator shall provide written notice to the Planning Division via email of the projected
commencement of geophysical exploration/seismic testing (thumping), the construction
phase, drilling phase, completion phase of each new well and each workover one week
prior to the start of each phase.
2. Flaring shall be reported to the County prior to flaring whenever possible, or during the
flaring event. An updated notice will only be required if the commencement of any
phase is delayed more than one week from the original date indicated in the notice.

u. Closed-Loop Systems Required
Closed-loop systems are required during drilling, completions and workovers.
v. Earthen Pits Prohibited
Operator shall not use earthen pits during drilling, completion and workover operations.
w. Secondary Containment for Onsite Storage Tanks
1. Secondary containment around above ground produced water and crude oil storage
tanks shall be constructed of steel berms with synthetic liners, of sufficient capacity to
hold 1.5 times the volume of the largest tank. Earthen or unlined berms are prohibited.
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2. Secondary containment shall be inspected weekly by the operator or their
representatives for evidence of discharge and within 48 hours of a precipitation event.
Inspection records for secondary containment shall be maintained for at least three (3)
years and made available to the County, upon request.
3. Other storage tanks for liquid substances, such as ethylene glycol or lubricants, shall also
have secondary containment.
x. New Technologies
The County may require modifications to drilling, completion or production operations if
new technologies for surface operations are technologically sound, economically practical
and reasonably available to the operator. New technologies may be appropriate to reduce
noise, odor, dust or the possibility of fire or damage from a lightning strike.
7. Approval/Denial/Conditions of Approval of Administrative Use By Special Review
a. Action to Approve, Conditionally Approve or Deny
Unless there are any issues that have not been resolved by the applicant, the County will
exercise its best efforts to process the Administrative Use by Special Review for an Oil and Gas
Facility within 30 business days from the date of complete submittal by the applicant, or at such
time as proof of any applicable State of Colorado permit approval is provided, whichever is later.
The Administrative Use by Special Review can be administratively approved, approved with
conditions or denied. Written notice of the decision shall promptly be provided to the applicant,
and, if denied, the notice shall include a statement of the reason(s) for denial. The thirty (30)
business day timeframe counts only as the County’s processing time and does not include the
applicant’s response time.
b. Revocation of Approval
Approval will be revoked if Operator fails to meet or fails to continue to meet any requirements
or Conditions of Approval.
c. Recordation
Arapahoe County Public Works & Development shall record the approved permit and site plan in
the Office of the Arapahoe County Clerk and Recorder within 30 days of approval. Operator shall
pay any recordation fees
d. PWD Director's Discretion to Refer to the Board
In lieu of the PWD Director making a decision on an application, the Director has the discretion
to refer any application for Administrative Use by Special Review or amendment thereto to the
Board for its consideration and decision at a public hearing. In such event, the Board shall make
its determination based upon the requirements of this Section; however, unless waived by the
Board, compliance with the notice requirements set forth in Section 5-3.4.C.2. is required prior
to the Board hearing. At such public hearing, the Board may approve, approve with conditions,
or deny the application.
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Draft O&G Rules – 8/18/2020

e. Expiration of Approval
An approval of the Administrative Use by Special Review shall be valid for three (3) years after
the date of recordation, unless the facility is already substantially commenced by either
completion and production of at least one well on a well pad or installation of a compressor at a
compressor station. Operator can apply for a waiver to the termination deadline by notification
to the County in writing prior to the termination deadline. Waivers of termination deadlines will
be approved or rejected on a case-by-case basis.
For good cause shown, the Planning Division Manager or designee may grant a time extension
to the expiration date stated in this Section for up to one year, upon a written request by the
applicant. If a letter requesting an extension for good cause is not received via U.S. mail or email
before the expiration of the time extension, the exemption approval will lapse, and the
exemption case may be closed by the County.
If completion and production of one well on a pad or installation of a compressor at a
compressor station is not commenced or completed according to the applicable permit terms,
the Planning Division Manager may, for good cause shown, grant an extension of up to one year
for such completion. The Board may, for good cause shown, grant an additional extension for
such completion and production. If one well is not completed and production is not initiated
within the time allowed under the original permit or any extension granted, then the facility
may be constructed, completed or produced only in compliance with the Land Development
Code in effect at the time of a new application.
f. Permits Required Prior to Commencement of Operations
If applicable, an Access Permit, GESC Permit, and Oversize/Overweight Vehicle Permit shall be
required prior to the development of an Oil and Gas Facility. A Floodplain Development Permit
shall be required prior to any work within a floodplain. A Building Permit may be required prior
to construction of certain structures within the Energy Facility.
8. Appeal of Decision on Application for Administrative Use by Special Review
An applicant may appeal the Public Works and Development Director’s denial of an application
for an Administrative Use by Special Review for an Oil and Gas Facility, denial of a waiver
request, or any conditions of approval, to the Board of County Commissioners for a de novo
hearing. The applicant must file the appeal within fourteen (14) calendar days of the date of the
Director’s decision by submitting a letter of appeal to the Planning Division Manager.
Thereafter, the matter will be scheduled on the next available agenda of the Board. At such
hearing, the Board may affirm, reverse or modify the decision of the PWD Director, based upon
the criteria set forth in Section 5-3.5.
9.
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Administrative Amendment
If the applicant or operator proposes changes from the plans approved through the
Administrative Use by Special Review, including and not limited to any changes in the source
or location of water to be used by the Oil and Gas Facility, the equipment on the facility or
visual mitigation measures, the applicant or operator is required to submit an amendment
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to the application showing the changes, unless such requirement has been waived by the
PWD Director. The proposed amendment will be reviewed by PWD staff and, if applicable,
PWD Staff may require additional information. The amended application will need to meet
all requirements of this Section and be approved in writing by the Public Works and
Development Director, or the Board (if the Board approved the original application or if the
Director exercises his or her discretion to refer the amendment to the Board), prior to
implementation.
10. Transfer/Sale of Facilities to a New Operator
Operator shall notify the Planning Division at least 30 days prior to transferring facilities to a
different operator. Prior to the transfer, the new operator must provide the following to the
County:
a. Proof of Environmental Liability Insurance as specified above in 5-3.5 C. l.
b. Proof of Performance Bond for plugging and abandonment.as specified above in 5-3.5
m.
c. Designation of County as a beneficiary or party on all financial assurance.
d. Letter authorizing transfer to different operator.
e. Meeting with Operator and County to discuss further or immediate development and
any plans for pipeline installation.
11. Non-Administrative Approval Process
Use by Special Review approval for an Oil and Gas Facility may also be requested through
the process described in Section 5-3.5 of this Code, subject to the following modifications:
a. Plan Format
The site plan shall comply with the requirements of the Development Application Manual,
Non-Administrative Use by Special Review for Energy Facilities. In addition, the final
document shall be submitted in both paper and electronic forms instead of Mylar,
notwithstanding the requirements for a Use by Special Review contained in the
Development Application Manual.
b. Expiration of Approval
An approval of a Use by Special Review shall be valid for three (3) years after the date of
recordation, unless facility well pad is already substantially commenced by completion and
production of at least one well or a compressor is installed at a compressor station.
Operator can apply for a waiver to the termination deadline. Waivers of termination
deadlines will be approved or rejected on a case-by-case basis. The Planning Division
Manager or designee or the Board may grant an extension as described in Section 5-3.5 D. 3.
c. above.
c. COGCC and County Approvals Required

14

Draft O&G Rules – 8/18/2020
Development of the Oil and Gas Facility shall not commence until and unless any required
permits from the State or County, and a Use by Special Review (administrative or nonadministrative) from the County, have both been approved. Prior to construction, the
operator must submit proof of financial assurance required by these rules.
12. Other Requirements To Be Met Prior To Commencement of Operations
1. If applicable, an Access Permit, GESC Permit, and Oversize/Overweight Vehicle Permit shall
be required prior to the development of an Energy Facility. A Floodplain Development
Permit shall be required prior to any work within a floodplain. A Building Permit may be
required prior to construction of certain structures within the Energy Facility.
2. Development of the Energy Facility shall not commence until and unless any required
permits from the state or County, and either a Use by Special Review or administrative Use
by Special Review, have been approved by the County.
3. Environmental Insurance and Finance Assurance Requirements
i. Development of an Energy Facility shall not commence until an operator provides
proof of Environment Liability Insurance in the minimum amount of $5,000,000
per pollution incident to cover costs associated with gradual and sudden pollution
events, environmental remediation and disposal of wastes associated with
remediation. The environmental liability insurance shall provide coverage for
bodily injury, property damage or environmental damage per pollution incident.
Coverage shall include claims arising during transportation and at non-owned
waste disposal sites. Should this insurance be on a claims-made basis, the
retroactive date must precede the date field activities were initiated.
ii. Development of an Energy Facility shall not commence until an operator has
obtained a performance bond naming Arapahoe County as the beneficiary or
obligee to guarantee the cost of plugging and abandonment of the well site.
Operator shall provide a performance bond in the amount of $50,000 per well for
plugging and abandonment of all wells proposed for a well pad and the associated
equipment and infrastructure, or provide a blanket field-wide bond in the amount
of $10,000,000, to cover plugging and abandonment of all of Operator’s wells and
the associated equipment and infrastructure in unincorporated areas of Arapahoe
County. An individual bond or a blanket bond will be held until the facility, or all
of Operator’s facilities, respectively, are closed or until the facility/facilities are
transferred to another operator. When the ownership of any facility transfers to
another operator, the new Operator shall immediately provide a performance
bond equal to the former Operator’s performance bond.
iii. Additional Financial Assurance/Insurance Measures required prior to the
commencement of operations at an Energy Facility are:
1. Deductibles or retentions shall be the responsibility of Operator. Deductibles or
retentions must be listed on the certificate of insurance required herein and are
subject to the reasonable approval of the County.
15
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2. Operator shall require its subcontractors to carry the types of coverage and in
the minimum amounts in accordance with the requirements in this section.
3. If Operator’s coverage lapses, is canceled or otherwise not in force, the County
reserves the right to obtain sufficient insurance and charge all costs and associated
expenses to Operator, which shall become due and payable immediately.
4. The County shall be named as an additional insured on all policies and bonds so
that if coverage lapses or is cancelled, the County is notified immediately.
5. All policies shall be endorsed such that they cannot be canceled or non-renewed
without at least 30 days’ advanced written notice to the Operator and the County.
6. Deductibles or retentions shall be the responsibility of Operator. Deductibles or
retentions must be listed on the certificate of insurance required herein and are
subject to the reasonable approval of the County.
7. Operator shall require its subcontractors to carry the types of coverage and in
the minimum amounts in accordance with the requirements this section.
8. If Operator’s coverage lapses, is canceled or otherwise not in force, the County
reserves the right to obtain sufficient insurance and charge all costs and associated
expenses to Operator, which shall become due and payable immediately.
9. The County shall be named on all policies and bonds so that if coverage lapses
or is cancelled, the County is notified immediately.
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BOARD SUMMARY REPORT
Date:

August 20, 2020

To:

Board of County Commissioners

Through:

Bryan D. Weimer, PWLF, PW&D Director

From:

Charles V. Haskins, P.E., Engineering Services Division Manager

Subject:

Oil and Gas Tranportation Impact Fee (C18-025)

Direction/Information
Public Works and Development (PWD) would like to provide the Board with additional
information on the components of the proposed Oil and Gas impact fee and to request that the
Board authorize staff to advance a resolution to adopt the proposed Oil and Gas, transportation
impact fee to a public meeting for a hearing on adopting the fee.
PWD engaged Felsburg, Holt and Ullevig (FHU) to conduct an Oil and Gas, transportation
impact study and to calculate impact fees for Oil and Gas development within unincorporated
Arapahoe County that fairly and proportionately defrays the impacts such development has to
County road infrastucture (attached). Staff discussed this study and the need for the impact fees
with the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) at three study sessions in the fall of 2019. At
the study session on December 17, 2019, the BoCC directed staff to conduct an additional
meeting with the Oil and Gas industry and then schedule this impact fee for hearing. Staff met
with Oil and Gas stakeholders on June 4, 2020.
Request and Recommendation
The purpose of the Board Summary Report is to more clearly explain and discuss the proposed
roadway improvements covered by the fee, to explain and discuss the methodology used in the
study and how that compares with the Rural Transportation Impact Fee (RUTIF), and to answer
the Board’s questions relative to this matter. PWD recommends that the Board consider
adoption of Oil and Gas impact fees in the fee amounts outlined as Alternative 2 in this report.
Background
Since 2011, Arapahoe County has been experiencing Oil and Gas development. This fee
represents an opportunity to obtain roadway funding to address capital needs created by the
increased use of the roads associated with Oil and Gas development for the rural portion of the
County where roadway conditions are rapidly degrading.
Within Colorado, Arapahoe County ranked seventh in crude oil production in 2017 and 5th in
natural gas production in 2016. Many national and international factors shape levels of drilling
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activity, including Oil and Gas prices, national economic growth propects, and the merit of the
Niobrara Shale relative to other production areas.
Oil and Gas drilling and production does affect roadway conditions. The study’s purpose was to
better understand roadway deterioration impacts from Oil and Gas development and to develop
an impact fee to offset the costs of capital improvements needed to support that development and
mitigate its impacts to County roads. Arapahoe County has authority derived from state statutes
to layout, improve and regulate its public roads and, pursuant to CRS 29-20-104.5 to adopt
impact fees to defray the impacts of new development on county capital facilities, such as roads.
In 2013, Arapahoe County established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process for
review of Oil and Gas development applications, and in accordance with that process negotiated
a $7,500.00 per well voluntary fee with Operators.
On September 26, 2016, PWD staff presented to the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) a
recommendation to adopt the following fee schedule to address roadway impacts related to Oil,
Gas development within the County, and based on the study prepared at that time by Tischler
Bise Consultants:
1 Well
1 Pad

2 Wells
1 Pad

3 Wells
1 Pad

4 Wells
1 Pad

5 Wells
1 Pad

6 Wells
1 Pad

Vert
Well

Refrck
Well

Cost per Well $13,453

$23,776

$34,166

$44,555

$54,878

$65,268

$5,328

$3,796

The BoCC did not support imposing the fee at that time and therefore, staff has continued to
collect the $7,500.00 voluntary fee per well.
On July 3, 2018, Arapahoe County entered into an agreement for services with FHU to update
the 2013 Oil and Gas Transportation Impact Fee study. The update incorporated several changes
to the 2013 study, including:





Update County roadway information
Define characteristics of recent oil and gas development within the County
Develop and use an analytical methodology that FHU has used in similar recent
studies for Boulder County, Thornton, and Adams County
Explore the potential incorporation of other energy-related uses including
injection wells, solar farms, bio-farms, wind farms and landfills

Previous study sesssions were convened on this matter on October 1, 2019, November 4, 2019
and December 17, 2019. At these study session, staff addressed the Board’s questions related to
the following:





Fee variation based on location and availability of pipeline infrastructure
Other energy uses that generate truck traffic
Fee increases since the last oil and gas study
Impact fees collected by adjacent jurisdictions
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Ad valorem and other tax revenues

At the last study, session the Board directed staff to conduct one more meeting with Stakeholders
and then schedule this matter as a general business item at a lower fee amount than what was
recommended in the study (see below).

Pipeline Scenario
Fresh
Water
Pipeline

Produced
Water
Pipeline

n/a

n/a

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

12-17-19 BOCC Guidance Version
West
East-Central
Far East

Product
Pipeline
Per Pad Fees
n/a
$
1,112
Per Well Fees
$
35,835
$
34,322
x
$
20,928
$
20,421
x
$
19,414
$
18,907
x
$
4,606
x
$
2,958

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,495 $
51,663
49,355
31,078
29,999
28,769
27,690
9,414
7,105

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

468
48,976
46,739
36,224
34,909
33,986
32,671
22,157
19,920

The above table represents the alternate amount for fees that staff is proposing. FHU and staff
were able to reduce the amount of the proposed fees by treating the “roto-pave” roads within the
study area as asphalt (removing the cost of replacing those roads as a factor in the fee
calculation). Essentially assuming that the “roto-pave” roads would have a greater strength value
than assumed in the study and sustain a longer “asset life” which reduced the fee. Additional
explanation of the reductions can be found in the BSR for the December 17, 2019 study session.
As had been directed by the Board, Staff met with the oil and gas industry representatives on
June 4, 2020 and they submitted additional comments (see attached).
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Links to Align Arapahoe
Service First –
Implementation of a fee helps in addressing the impacts of Oil and Gas development in
eastern Arapahoe County to improve or maintain the same level of service to those
citizens that reside and/or use the transportation network.
Quality of Life –
The fee will provide the citizens of eastern Arapahoe County with safer driving
conditions through the improvement of the roadway network.

Discussion
The industry comment was received that questioned the inclusion of shoulders for roads as the
impact of Oil and Gas development and staff received additional questions from the Board on the
shoulder improvements component included in the fee. In this study session, staff will address
this and any other questions that the Board may have such as the inclusion of road shoulders, the
reductions from the proposed impact fees, the methodology by which the fees were developed, or
other questions.
The shoulder component of the fee adds approximately 6% to the amount of the fees set forth in
the table above and proposed for impact fees. The County staff feels that improvements to
shoulders in the rural area will enhance safety of the roadway and that the oil and gas truck
traffic associated with the life of an oil and gas wells contributes significantly to the need for
shoulder improvements to such roads. Wider shoulders provide safety benefits for all roadway
uses: they serve as a countermeasure to run-off road crashes and provide stopping area for
breakdowns or other emergencies, as well as space for bicyclists separate from the travel lanes.
Moreover, if these proposed impact fees are adopted, the oil and gas industry will not be the only
type of development that is required to pay impact fees that will be used for shoulder
improvements. The shoulder component of the fee originated in the existing Rural
Transportation Impact Fee (RUTIF) assessed in eastern Arapahoe County for new residential and
non-residential development. As such, other new commercial and residential development is
currently paying an impact fee that will contribute funding for road shoulders through the
RUTIF. In this regard, contrary to any assertion otherwise in the industry’s comment letter, it is
not just oil and gas that would pay towards shoulder improvements if the proposed fees are
adopted. Instead, the industry would be paying its share as calculated in the study based on the
typical amount of truck traffic associated with the development of an oil and gas well and the
other factors as described in the study.
Considering that Oil and Gas development also adds significant traffic to the existing network, it
seems logical to assess the impact of that traffic to County roads as done in the proposed impact
fee. As described in the study and as presented to the Board, the calculated fees are intended to
establish the amount of impact fees needed to proportionally defray the cost of impacts to the
County road system caused by a new oil and gas well within that “tier” or area of unincorporated
Arapahoe County. The fees are based on the amount of traffic typically associated with a well
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and the expected density of new oil and gas development within each of the established
tiers.Further explanation of the methodology is set forth in the study.
The alternative fee amount that staff is recommending represents a 42% reduction from the
amount of impact fees originally established in the study prior to the reductions for “roto-paved”
roads as discussed at the last study session.
Alternatives
1. Consider adopting the fees as calculated in the consultant report.
2. The fee developed within this study represents a maximum fee. As such, if the Board
is inclined to reduce the fees as calculated in the report, the BOCC may choose to
lower the fees to an amount they feel is appropriate or to an amount that they believe
the market could bear. At the December 17, 2019 study session, staff presented the
BoCC with a fee schedule recommendation that treated the”roto-paved” roads within
the Study area as asphalt (see fee schedule above). Staff recommends this alternative.
3. Not adopt the Oil and Gas impact fees calculated in the report and continue with
voluntary fee process currently in place.

Fiscal Impact
A complete fiscal analysis was not conducted. Although, staff feels confident that the payment
of the current voluntary fee of $7,500.00 is insufficient. The study does highlight that the
overall condition of the roadway infrastructure has degraded since the 2013 study and overall
roadway conditon is categorized as “poor to very poor condition”. While the recommended fee
may not completely resolve this pavement condition issue, not having an adequate fee will only
excerbate this situation.

Concurrence
Arapahoe County’s PWD, Finance and County Attorney office concur with this staff’s
recommendation for adoption of an alternate fee schedule.

Attorney Comments
The County Attorney’s office has reviewed this BSR and has no additional comments.

Reviewed By

,
Chuck Haskins, ESD Manager
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______________________________,
James Katzer, Transportation Manager
,
Byran D. Weimer, PWD Director
,
Finance Department
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Arapahoe County Oil & Gas
Transportation Impact Study
BOCC Study Session
September 1, 2020

▪ Fee charged to new development used to pay for
expenditures on capital facilities required as a
result of the new development

▪ Rural Transportation Impact Fee and Smoky Hill

What is a
Transportation
Impact Fee?

Area Regional Impact Fee apply to trafficgenerating developments based on building
square footage:

▪
▪
▪
▪

Residential
Commercial
Office
Industrial

▪ Proposed: Oil & Gas Fee

2013
Oil & Gas Transportation Impact Study completed

2016
Background of
Oil & Gas in
Arapahoe
County

BOCC chose to continue voluntary contributions rather than adopt Oil &
Gas Transportation Impact Fee
BOCC adopted Rural Transportation Impact Fee

2018
Adams and Boulder Counties adopted Oil & Gas transportation impact
fees
BOCC directed staff to conduct an Oil & Gas Transportation Impact Study
Update
- Incorporate reduced fees for development with pipelines
- Evaluate impacts of energy related non-oil & gas uses
- Study Update initiated in July

▪ Paved roads

▪ Additional asphalt overlay to offset
▪

Mitigation
Activities
Include

▪

impacts
Expedited reconstruction due to faster
expiration of service life
Adding shoulders to offset impacts to
safety

▪ Gravel roads
▪
▪
▪
▪

New gravel
Additional grading
Increased dust suppression applications
Paving

Improvement Type

Fee
Calculation
Method by
Improvement
Type

Fee Calculation Method

Asphalt Overlay /
Reconstruction

ESAL-Based Average Cost per Pad &
per Well

Gravel Maintenance

Trip-Based Average Cost per Pad &
Well

Paving Gravel Roads
Shoulder Improvements

Use Eastern Plains Transportation
Impact Fee of $153.10/Daily VMT;
Oil & gas vehicles - 1.5 average
passenger car equivalent

Improvement
Type

Proportion of
Defensible Per
Well Fee by
Improvement
Type

West Zone
No
Pipelines

All
Pipelines

East-Central
No
Pipelines

All
Pipelines

East Zone
No
Pipelines

All
Pipelines

Approximate Defensible Well Fee by Improvement Type - $$$$ (%)
Asphalt Overlay /
Reconstruction
Gravel
Maintenance

Paving Gravel
Roads
Shoulder
Improvements
Total Fee/Well

$58,552
(94.5%)

$4,034
(78.9%)

$168,762
(95.7%)

$19,944
(79.5%)

$19,786
(40.4%)

$1,932
(9.7%)

$124

$36

$16,952

(0.7%)

$4,089
(16.3%)

$25,908

(0.2%)

$4,056
(2.3%)

(52.9%)

(85.1%)

$3,284
(5.3%)

$1,043
(20.4%)

$3,527
(2.o%)

$1,054
(4.2%)

$3,282
(6.7%)

$1,036
(5.2%)

$61,960
(100%)

$5,113
(100%)

$176,345
(100%)

$25,087
(100%)

$48,976
(100%)

$19,920
(100%)

Takeaway from this table: Gravel Maintenance Costs make up a small part of
the total fee in the West, but a large part of the fee in the East where much of
the road system is gravel

Original (2019)
Defensible Oil
& Gas
Roadway
Impact Fee
Schedule

▪ Prepare a reduced fee schedule by
BOCC
Guidance at
December 17,
2019 Study
Session

treating roto-paved roads as
normal asphalt for well fees

▪ Convene another meeting with
industry representatives to
present findings and schedule
with roto-pave road reduction

▪ Participants included representatives
of COGA, API and 4 operators

A 3rd Industry
Stakeholder
Meeting was
held on June 4,
2020

▪ Industry comments included:
▪ Appreciation for ongoing coordination
▪ Questions about trip generation
assumptions → importance of independent
fee calculation option

▪ Requests for acknowledgment of other
revenues generated by oil & gas

END OF
PRESENTATION

▪ QUESTIONS &
DISCUSSION

July 21, 2020
VIA EMAIL – NO ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW
ATTN:
Arapahoe County Board of County Commissioners
Chuck Haskins – Manager, Engineering Services Division
Diane Kocis – Oil and Gas Specialist
Bryan Weimer – Director, Public Works and Development
RE: Further Comments on Arapahoe County’s Draft Traffic Impact Study
Dear Arapahoe County Commissioners and Staff,
As a follow up to the joint comment submitted in November 2019 by the Colorado Oil & Gas
Association (“COGA”) and the American Petroleum Institute (“API”), COGA submits further
comment below on the county’s proposed oil and gas traffic impact fee (“TIF”) study. We thank
the county for the stakeholder meeting hosted by county staff on June 4 and for its attention to
the issues addressed below. Please do not hesitate to reach out to COGA or our members with
any questions you may have.
General Comment
COGA and its members understand the county’s desire to keep its roads in good condition and
are willing to contribute toward that goal. However, our members do not support a blanket fee
based on a county-wide average of repair and maintenance costs. Instead, COGA members,
consistent with state statute discussed below, support fees quantified to correspond to
operators’ specific impacts on the roads they actually use.
Admittedly, the best-case scenario presented in the TIF study is probably optimistic, as it is
unlikely all facilities will be developed using all three pipelines. Conversely, COGA does not
believe the worst-case scenario impact is as realistic or as defensible as FHU suggests, because
while it is unlikely all facilities will use all three types of pipeline, most development will
leverage the use of one or more pipeline types to some degree. COGA and industry contends it
will be much closer to the best-case scenario than the worst-case scenario particularly if the
county were to:
(1) Consider FHU’s adoption of conservatively high trip numbers
(2) Exclude or reduce the contributions to the impact cost from those methods which may
not meet the standard of the enabling statute

Doing so could reduce the worst-case impact cost by potentially as much as 80%.
While COGA appreciates Commissioners’ decision to move forward with a modified fee, treating
roto-paved roads as paved roads, COGA is still concerned with the fee and its implementation,
and many of our concerns from our previous comment letter still stand.
Conflict with State Statute
By statute, local governments have the authority to levy road impact fees that occur within their
jurisdiction, ranging from residential and commercial developments to oil and natural gas
development. However, this authority is not unrestricted. Section 29-20-104.5(2)(a), C.R.S.
provides, with emphasis added, that any impact fee must be established at, “a level no greater
than necessary to defray such impacts directly related to proposed development. No impact
fee or other similar development charge shall be imposed to remedy any deficiency in capital
facilities that exists without regard to the proposed development.”
Costs such as improvement of roads with pre-existing deficiencies and multi-modal shoulder
improvements cannot be recovered from the industry by the county under Colorado law.
Rather, the assessed fee must be legal and equitable and “directly related” to actual oil and gas
impacts. Moreover, any assessed fees collected from the industry may legally only be used to
remedy impacts related to oil and gas activity. Arapahoe County states many of the above points
on its website with a page dedicated to transportation impact fees.
Calculating a fee based on averages does not align with the mandates of the state statute as
outlined above. If the county is looking to avoid reviewing individual traffic impact studies, as
mentioned by staff during the June 4 stakeholder meeting, COGA suggests the county reassess
the proposed fee to ensure it is equitable to an operator’s specific impact.
Trip Generation Assumptions
When calculating trip generation during pad and well development, FHU uses an average
number that was generated from seven different sources spanning seven years. This average
number is not representative of the data provided by operators to FHU based on real traffic trips
from industry in Colorado, and is 11%, or 357 trips, higher than industry actual. Additionally,
FHU cites an average of 1,051 truck trips for “fracture water”, whereas data provided by COGA
cites zero truck trips.
Further, the DJ (Denver Julesburg) Basin is unique, and different than other areas that the study
draws truck trip data from. Using data associated with other basins in the United States skews
actual Colorado operator road impact. Other basins generate different amounts of produced
water, access to fresh water is different, and methods to access the minerals could be different
as well. In general, using out of state data does not produce an accurate picture specific to
Colorado. COGA strongly recommends reaching out to current operators in Arapahoe County for
truck trip data that is representative of actual operations in the county.
Accountability of Fees Paid
If fees are to be paid to Arapahoe County for the purpose of road maintenance, COGA suggests
the county implement a system to publicly disclose to the operator how those funds were used.
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Specifically, if there are two operators in the West district, operators X and Y, operator X should
be able to see that their impact dollars are not being used to pay for the impacts of operator Y.
Further, per §29-1-803(1), C.R.S., “At least once annually, the local government shall publish on
its official website, if any, in a clear, concise, and user-friendly format information detailing the
allocation by dollar amount of each land development charge [i.e. impact fee] collected to an
account or among accounts, the average annual interest rate on each account, and the total
amount disbursed from each account, during the local government’s most recent fiscal year.” If
a system as outlined in statute cannot be reasonably implemented, COGA suggests that some
form of system be put in place for operators to know how their fee dollars are spent.
COGA also suggests a phased payment structure, allowing an operator to pay the impact fee as
they drill the wells, rather than assuming the cost of a fully developed pad upfront. An operator
may permit a 20 well pad but, in the end, may only drill 15 of them. This method would align
with the state statutes and help create a fee that is representative of an operator’s actual
impact.
Ad-Valorem Tax Contributions
While the oil and natural gas industry understands the need to help defray impact costs, the
industry already contributes a significant amount to the county via the collection of ad valorem
taxes and some severance tax. These tax dollars are realized approximately two years after
payment to the county and should be considered in this process. We feel it is important for the
Board of County Commissioners to consider these contributions as they evaluate if they should
adopt an impact fee, and if so, at what level.
The total amount of revenue the county will receive as a benefit from this activity is more than
an order of magnitude higher than what the likely impacts to county infrastructure will be, and
the road and bridge fund contributions could be significant.
Summary
The oil and gas industry understands the county’s need to maintain safe roads. COGA believes
that the state statutes also support this. A process can be implemented that is in line with the
statutes and meets Arapahoe County’s needs.
If there is any further information that COGA and its members can provide to help facilitate this
process or to help improve the accuracy of the study, please do not hesitate to contact us and
we would be happy to assist. COGA and our members are grateful for the opportunity to
provide further comment on this process.
Sincerely,

Ryan Seastrom, Community Outreach Coordinator
Colorado Oil & Gas Association
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cc (via email):
Christy Woodward – Colorado Oil & Gas Association
Rich Coolidge – Colorado Oil & Gas Association
Mark Mathews – Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck
Julia Rhine – Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck
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July 2, 2020
Arapahoe County Public Works and Development
Charles V. Haskins, P.E., CFM
6924 South lima Street
Centennial, Colorado 80112
VIA EMAIL

SUBJECT:

Comments on Arapahoe County’s Proposed Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) Study

Dear Arapahoe County Staff and Commissioners:
The American Petroleum Institute - Colorado (“API”) appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on Arapahoe County’s Proposed Traffic Impact Fee (“TIF”). We appreciate the outreach by
the county and its staff, and we look forward to working with the county to ensure the fee is both
transparent and conforms with your pro-business mentality.
API is a nationally recognized trade organization that represents all facets of the natural gas and
oil industry, including but not limited to natural gas and oil exploration, production, refinement,
marketing, transportation, supplying, and end use consumption. API has over 600 members covering the
full supply chain of natural gas and oil, ranging from large integrated operators to small independent
companies.
We would begin by noting that we acknowledge the county has made adjustments to its initial
proposal, and we appreciate the Commissioners intent to ensure the fee imposed is both reasonable and
takes into consideration all relevant factors. However, we would like to highlight some of our ongoing
concerns that we would like to see addressed prior to the fees implementation.
A. Application of the TIF
C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5 provides the statutory basis for the imposition of any impact fee by a local
government. The statute states in pertinent part that “Pursuant to the authority granted in section 29-20104 (1)(g) and as a condition of issuance of a development permit, a local government may impose an
impact fee or other similar development charge to fund expenditures by such local government or a fire
and emergency services provider that provides fire protection, rescue, and emergency services in the
new development on capital facilities needed to serve new development. No impact fee or other similar
development charge shall be imposed except pursuant to a schedule that is: Intended to defray the
projected impacts on capital facilities caused by proposed development.” C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5(1)(c). “A
local government shall quantify the reasonable impacts of proposed development on existing capital
facilities and establish the impact fee or development charge at a level no greater than necessary to
defray such impacts directly related to proposed development. No impact fee or other similar
development charge shall be imposed to remedy any deficiency in capital facilities that exists without
regard to the proposed development.” C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5(2)(a). “Any schedule of impact fees or other
similar development charges adopted by a local government pursuant to this section shall include

provisions to ensure that no individual landowner is required to provide any site specific dedication or
improvement to meet the same need for capital facilities for which the impact fee or other similar
development charge is imposed. C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5(3).
API certainly agrees that the Colorado Statutes allow for the imposition of a TIF. API further
agrees that the TIF may be imposed to mitigate the current and ongoing impacts related to oil and gas
development. However, we have concerns about the implementation of this fee in conjunction with
additional requirements that are going to be imposed on operators.
We would like to initially note that the proposed fee has been termed the “maximum defensible
fee.” This is of concern for several reasons. First, as acknowledged by the authors, this fee calculation
takes into consideration several assumptions or averages, which may or may not be accurate. As
operators submit detailed traffic plans for each proposed development there is verifiable and accurate
data that can be used to calculate the impacts from proposed development and the associated costs, as
opposed to estimates and averages. With that in mind, we applaud the county and its staff for proposing
an option to allow operators to provide independent data that can be reviewed in order to independently
calculate a more accurate fee, and we would strongly encourage the county to include language in the
proposal that would encourage both operators and staff to make use of that provision.
The second issue we have concern with is the possibility the fee was developed with the
possibility of not maintaining the current levels of road maintenance, but rather that the fee may used to
instead improve certain capital facilities. Examples would include the creation of new road shoulders or
expansion of existing road shoulders to service bicyclists, possible re-pavement of roads, and others.
Again, as noted by the applicable statute, the goal of allowing local governments to impose TIF fees it
not to improve capital facilities, rather it is to maintain current facilities and defray future costs in order
to ensure they remain in the same condition.
Finally, it has come to our attention that the staff intends to impose costs related to specific road
damage they can attribute to operators. Our members have always worked in good faith with local
governments with respect to specific damage caused by operations. However, our concern is rooted in
the specific prohibition on such duplicative costs outlined by C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5(3). The statute is
clear, the county may either charge operators for direct costs or impose the relevant TIF fee to defray
those costs. We would request the county clarify its policy to ensure it is compliant with both the text
and intent of the law.
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B. Taxation
As the county is aware, operators are required to contribute to the county via local property
taxation, known as ad valorem taxes. Operators pay ad valorem on both real and personal property.
Operators also pays sales tax, and relevant special district taxes. However, the proposed TIF does not
seem to account for the taxes that are already paid by the oil and gas industry. As taxpayers, operators
would request the county take into consideration that their property taxes, in combination with the
proposed TIF and associated intent by the county to assign specific road costs would amount to
operators paying three times for the same relevant projects.
C. Reporting Requirements
Finally, we would like to note that C.R.S. § 29-20-104.5(5) requires “Any impact fee or other
similar development charge shall be collected and accounted for in accordance with part 8 of article 1 of
this title.” This requirement means all funds must “clearly identifi[y] the category, account, or fund of
capital expenditure for which such charge was imposed. Each such category, account, or fund shall be
accounted for separately.” C.R.S. § 29-1-803(1).
Once again, API appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed TIF Fee. As we noted,
we appreciate the county’s outreach with respect to the development of this fee. However, as we have
noted in our comments, we have concerns with this proposal moving forward in its current form.
Thank you for your time and we are looking forward to continuing the stakeholder process. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (720) 878-7688, or mcgownec@api.org.
Sincerely,

Chris McGowne
Associate Director
Colorado Petroleum Council
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VIA EMAIL – NO ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW
Arapahoe County Board of County Commissioners
Chuck Haskins – Manager, Engineering Services Division
Diane Kocis – Oil and Gas Specialist
Bryan Weimer – Director, Public Works and Development
RE: Comments on Arapahoe County’s Draft Traffic Impact Study
Dear Arapahoe County Commissioners and Staff:
Crestone Peak Resources LLC (“Crestone”) is an independent energy company focusing on the
acquisition, exploration, development, and production of oil and gas reserves in the Rocky
Mountain Region. A portion of Crestone’s 150,000-acre position falls within Arapahoe County.
Crestone recognizes the potential impact this Traffic Impact Study and the proposed traffic
impact fee could have on Crestone’s operations. Crestone appreciates the opportunity to
collaborate with the County in this process.
Crestone endorses the comments submitted by the Colorado Oil and Gas Association and the
America Petroleum Institute in their respective letters to the County Commissioners. Crestone
works closely with these organizations and is aligned with their position.
Crestone would like to reserve the right to make additional comments to the County and oral
statements when appropriate.
Respectfully,

Ashley Campbell
Government Affairs Advisor
Crestone Peak Resources
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background and Purpose
Due to Arapahoe County’s location in the Denver-Julesburg Basin, energy companies have shown an
increased interest in exploration and drilling in the County. Many national and international factors will
shape future levels of drilling activity, including oil and gas prices, national economic growth prospects,
and the merit of the Niobrara Shale relative to other production areas.
Oil and gas drilling and production can impact local road systems, as well as other public infrastructure
and services. Arapahoe County has commissioned this study to understand the potential impacts of oil
and gas development and production on the County’s road system and to design a roadway impact fee
to offset increased costs of transportation impacts associated with heavy truck traffic from oil and gas
activity.
The purpose of designing oil and gas roadway impact fees is to recover the incremental costs associated
with the oil and gas industry’s impact on Arapahoe County’s road network. Because of the nature of oil
and gas development, the most intense
impact occurs during the first month of a
well’s life. After the development phase, the
well enters the less trip-intensive, though
ongoing, production phase. The capital
required to recover the costs of the
development phase is ideally recovered
before development begins or during the
permitting process. The fees are designed to
recoup the cost to the County associated
with road deterioration and other related
impacts. Arapahoe County has authority
derived from state statutes to regulate public
Constructed well pad with drilling rig in the Niobrara Shale.
roads over which it has jurisdiction. The oil
Source: Carrizo Oil & Gas Inc.
and gas impact fees are designed and
structured within these parameters.

Trip Generation and Loads
Oil and gas development requires the transport of heavy equipment to the well site to build access
roads, construct a well pad, and transport a drilling rig and hydraulic fracturing equipment. Heavy trucks
are also required to bring fresh water to the well site and to transport produced water and extracted
resources off site. Based on literature reviews and recent oil and gas studies completed along the Front
Range, a typical horizontally-drilled and fracked well on a single pad in the study area will generate an
estimated 3,138 trips during its two- to three-week development period, largely related to water
delivery and removal. Once a well is in the production phase, it generates an average of about two trips
per day for the remainder of its productive life. This trip generation estimate can be converted from a
one-pad, one-well format to the more common multi-well pad configuration. For example, a 10-well pad
configuration will generate nearly 22,300 truck trips during the development phase.
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Loads for each truck – the weight and how it is
distributed across a truck‘s axles – are the main
determinants of impacts to roadway surfaces.
Equivalent single axle loads (ESALs) for each trip
are used to calculate heavy vehicle trips’ impacts
on a road’s surface condition. A variety of the
vehicle types used for oil and gas activities are
specialized and/or of significant weight, resulting
in ESAL factors greater than many typical
vehicles. The load impact of oil and gas trucks
can be as much as 8,000 to 23,000 times that of a
passenger car.

An oil derrick being hauled.
Source: Colorado Motor Carriers Association

Mitigation Costs
This roadway impact study uses a travel demand model that focuses exclusively on oil and gas trips and
loads using Arapahoe County’s road network within the study area (unincorporated County land east of
E-470), which was divided into three districts: West (E-470 to Brick-Center Road), East-Central (BrickCenter Road to Price Road), and Far East (east of Price Road). The model calculates the industry trips and
loads associated with a single 10-well pad within 2 square-mile blocks of sections in the West district
(75 pads), 6-well pad within 6 square-mile blocks of sections in the East-Central district (44 pads), and
2 well pad within 24 square-mile blocks of sections in the Far East district (9, for a total of 128 pads). The
costs to offset the impacts on Arapahoe County’s roads are calculated and divided by the number of
pads and wells to calculate a per-pad and per-well fee that is representative of the average impacts of
oil and gas development in the County.
The roadway deterioration costs account for:
 The incremental depth of pavement required to recover the damage on asphalt roads
 Reconstruction of asphalt roads that are in “Very Poor” condition, when more cost effective
 Increased maintenance requirements on unpaved roads
Paving of gravel roads and safety improvements are also considered; however, are more trip-based in
nature. Safety costs are based on shoulder widening to maintain safe multimodal roads designated as
bike routes with the increased truck traffic associated with the oil and gas development. Wider
shoulders provide space for bicyclists separate from the travel lanes. Shoulders also provide safety
benefits for all roadway users: they serve as a countermeasure to run-off-road crashes and provide a
stopping area for breakdowns or other emergencies.
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Oil & Gas Roadway Impact Fee Methodology
This study uses two fee methods: one to calculate fees for recovering road deterioration (load-based)
costs and one to calculate fees to account for the need to pave gravel roads and improve shoulders for
multimodal safety reasons.
The figure below illustrates the methodology used to calculate the oil and gas road deterioration impact
fees. To allow variations in the number of wells per pad, the fee calculation is based on two
components: a pad construction fee and a well development and production fee. One percent of all
costs associated with developing a 4-well pad is attributable to pad construction based on that activity’s
ESAL generation, and the remaining costs are attributed to well development. All production costs are
associated with the well fee.

Road Deterioration Fee Calculation Methodology

The oil and gas roadway deterioration fees were calculated by estimating the total roadway
deterioration impact costs associated with oil and gas development and production, and then dividing
the total cost by the total number of pads and wells. Two additional well characteristics were then
factored into the fee calculations:
 Due to longer trip lengths and a less developed roadway network in the eastern districts, costs
associated with oil and gas were calculated separately for all districts.
 Because fresh water, produced water, and product pipelines reduce truck trips and thereby
reduce roadway impacts, reductions in fees were included for all pipeline combinations.
Fees associated with paving gravel roads and improving shoulders for multimodal safety were calculated
using the process outlined in the County’s Eastern Plains Transportation Impact Fee (EPTIF) study. This
was done because these improvements are more trip-based than load-based, and the EPTIF was
designed with these types of improvements. This process uses average oil and gas activity trip lengths
and estimated daily traffic volumes to apply the EPTIF study’s $153.10 / vehicle-mile-traveled fee in
creating oil and gas specific fees per pad and per well.
The two fees are then added together per pad and per well to arrive at a final fee schedule, as described
on the next page.
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Stakeholder Engagement
The County provided opportunities for the oil and gas industry to hear about the transportation impact
study process, ask questions, and comment on the proposed methodology and assumptions. The
following summarize the changes to study assumptions and methodology incorporated as a result of
industry comments and subsequent analysis:
 Pad Density: Density of oil and gas pads in the western zone of the County was reduced from
one per square mile to one per two square miles and the report explains that the number of
pads is not a prediction but is used for analytical purposes to calculate the average impact of
pads and wells in the study area.
 Trip Generation: COGA provided local trip generation data from a County operator, which was
added as another data point for trip generation data used for the study.
 Shoulder Improvements and Paving of Gravel Roads: The existing Eastern Plains Transportation
Impact Fee cost per vehicle miles of travel was applied to oil and gas pads and wells to account
for these trip-based (not load-based) improvements.
 Independent Study Guidelines: The fee implementing language will include the option and
guidelines for applicants to submit an independent fee calculation.
 “Very Poor” Condition Roads: A reconstruction and overlay option were modeled to handle
paved roads in “very poor” condition and the fee used the lower cost method calculated for
different zones and pipeline scenarios.
 Rural Collectors: Many of the continuous section line roads in the eastern part of the County are
currently classified as Rural Collectors. It was determined that pavement variables assigned to
these roads was underestimating their service life. It was determined that treating these roads
as Rural Arterials rather than Rural Collectors would reduce overlay costs and represent a more
reasonable approach, so these roads were treated as Rural Arterials for the fee calculation.
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Oil & Gas Roadway Impact Fee Schedule
The following table provides the combined maximum oil and gas impact fee schedule that can be
adopted corresponding to the estimated impact cost for each new pad and well by pipeline scenario for
the three districts, incorporating the changes listed above.

Combined Maximum Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Fee Schedule (2019$)
Fresh
Water
Pipeline
n/a

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline
n/a

n/a

West

$1,112

East-Central
Per Pad Fees
$2,495

Far East

$468

Per Well Fees
















$61,960

$176,345

$48,976

$59,840

$172,258

$46,739

$35,448

$117,259

$36,224

$34,789

$115,911

$34,909

$33,327

$113,171

$33,986

$32,668

$111,823

$32,671

$7,369

$33,486

$22,157

$5,113

$25,087

$19,920

The full report provides additional fee schedules for other oil and gas activities, as well as per-ESAL fees.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Colorado is one of the nation’s leading energy producing states. According to the United States Energy
Information Administration (EIA), Colorado was the 7th highest state in total energy production in 2016.
Oil and gas energy production is the primary source of the state’s large output of energy, with Colorado
ranking 7th in crude oil production in 2017 and 5th in natural gas production in 2016. These rankings are
largely due to the presence of the Niobrara shale formation, which encompasses Arapahoe County.
According to the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (COGCC), Arapahoe County ranks as
the 5th highest oil producing county in the state, while also ranking 14th in natural gas production. The
County continues to see an increase in development interest.
Oil and gas drilling and production can impact local road systems and other public infrastructure and
services. Given the increase in development interest in recent years, Arapahoe County has
commissioned this study to update the calculations conducted in the 2013 Arapahoe County study of
potential impacts of oil and gas development and production on the County’s road system and to design
a fee system to offset increased roadway rehabilitation, maintenance, and safety costs associated with
heavy truck traffic from oil and gas activity.

Study Purpose
This study seeks to understand and quantify the potential impacts of oil and gas development to the
County transportation system. This study is not intended to predict oil and gas development location or
intensity, but rather to provide County officials with information about the potential impacts to the
County’s transportation system and associated costs using an informed set of assumptions based on the
best available data.
The transportation impacts estimated within this study are used to design and calculate impact fees that
will offset the transportation-related impacts of oil and gas development. Arapahoe County has
authority derived from state statutes to regulate public roads over which it has jurisdiction. The oil and
gas transportation impact fees are designed and structured within these parameters.

Study Area
The study area is defined as the unincorporated County land east of E-470 that is not within a defined
floodway. Historically, activity has occurred in the western portion of this area, but the eastern portion
of the County was also included due to recent exploration activity and the presence of other known
fields despite those fields lacking a history of horizontal well development and production. This study
considers only unincorporated County land outside defined floodways and with adequate surface space
to drill.
Figure 1 shows the study area as described above, with incorporated land and land within floodways
removed. Chapter 2 provides additional information as to how the study area was divided and assessed
for oil and gas impacts.
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Figure 1.

Study Area

Sources: CDOT, 2018; FEMA, 2017; Arapahoe County, 2019; BLM, 2017
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Process
A process consisting of a series of analytical techniques has been developed and used to achieve the
study purpose of assessing the potential impacts to the transportation system, quantifying
transportation system needs (maintenance, rehabilitation, and safety), and calculating an appropriate
roadway impact fee. Figure 2 summarizes this process and its inputs.

Figure 2.

Study Process Diagram
The inventory of
existing roadway
conditions provides a
baseline for identifying
investment needs that
might result from oil
and gas truck impacts.
The trip generation and
vehicle types provide
the foundation for
assigning trips and
vehicle loads to the
County roadway
network. Finally, the oil
and gas activity
provides information
about development and
production patterns
applicable to Arapahoe
County.

All three primary inputs have been used in the development of a travel model, which assigns both oil
and gas trips and loads to individual road segments in the study area. The results of the travel model can
also be used to identify mitigation strategies based on roadway maintenance needs and rehabilitation
that result in roadway deterioration costs attributed to oil and gas activity. After the proportional costs
of road deterioration are calculated, the analysis is combined with a trip-based methodology for
calculating the costs of mitigation activities that use the Arapahoe County Eastern Plains Transportation
Impact Fee process (paving gravel roads and multi-modal safety improvements). The result is a fee
designed to recover these costs during the oil and gas land use application process.
Each box in Figure 2 represents a set of calculations, many of which require assumptions because of the
uncertainties of oil and gas development in general (e.g., the intensity of development), as well as the
development potential in Arapahoe County. Previous studies on the transportation impacts of oil and
gas development from across the country were referenced in the creation of these assumptions.
Likewise, a series of interviews with key Arapahoe County staff were conducted to better understand
current development trends and how oil and gas trucks could potentially impact County roads.
Appendix A includes a list of references, and Chapter 3 provides a more in-depth description of the
assumptions and analytical processes.
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Other Energy-Related Uses
In addition to oil and gas pads and well, the study was scoped to evaluate transportation fee assessment
options for other energy-related uses that are or may be planned in the County. Research summaries
and recommendations for these uses follow.

Injection Wells
Unlike oil and gas wells or other typical land uses, there will be a small number of injection wells and
each can be expected to have unique characteristics relative to location, service area, capacity, and
other characteristics. Therefore, it is not practical or efficient to develop a “one-size-fits-all” injection
well impact fee. One injection well, the Saltwater Disposal Facility (SDF), is planned in Arapahoe County.
A transportation fee structure that can be considered for this and future injection well facilities is a per
truck or tipping fee. The average cost per truck trip would be assessed monthly based on the actual
count of trucks entering the site from areas outside the unincorporated County.

Solar Farms
Several solar farms are currently operating, under construction, or approved by the County. The County
has not assessed transportation impact fees on solar farms in the past because they do not generate
large volumes of traffic when operating. However, solar farms are similar to oil and gas wells in that a
large portion of their traffic impact is caused by heavy vehicles during the construction period.
An approach to incorporating solar farms recommended for discussion would require a traffic study for
new developments. The traffic study would require estimates of trip generation and distribution by type
of vehicle during construction and operation. The County could either require that the developer
provide equivalent single axle load (ESAL) data associated with the trucks or may allow the option of the
developer providing truck specifications and the County developing ESAL estimates. An impact fee
would be assessed at the time of development, with the cost per ESAL-mile that is calculated for the oil
and gas impact fee possibly used as a starting point for fee calculations.

Wind Farms
Arapahoe County has not received interest in wind farm development due to more favorable wind
conditions in adjacent counties. Wind farms have similar characteristics to solar farms in that sizes and
types of facilities are highly variable and most of the road impact occurs during construction. If the
County were to receive wind farm proposals, a similar approach to the one described for solar farms is
recommended.

Biosolids
Traffic information was found for one biosolids recycling center: the Valmont Butte Project in Boulder,
Colorado. This facility is estimated to generate 145 daily trips. Biosolid material is piped in and treated
compost material is trucked out. Since the impact of this type of facility is more like typical land uses
with traffic impacts during operation as opposed to during an initial construction period, it is
recommended that this use be treated like other industrial uses under the Eastern Plains Transportation
Impact Fee program, with fees assessed based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
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2.

OIL & GAS ASSUMPTIONS FOR ARAPAHOE COUNTY

Oil & Gas Development Process Overview
There are five stages in the development and operation of an oil or gas well:
 Leasing and exploration – Obtaining mineral rights and developing a well drilling program.
 Pad construction – Preparing the site, including building the access road and the pad upon
which wells will be drilled.
 Drilling – The process of drilling the well to the desired depth and completing the requisite
number of horizontal bores.
 Completion – Converting the well system to a producing well, typically by fracturing the shale
and completing the production well requirements, and removing produced water from the site.
 Production – Extracting, storing, and distributing the resource.
For the purposes of this study, impacts have been estimated for all stages above, except the leasing and
exploration stage. More detail about these stages is provided below.

Pad Construction
The first stage of development is pad construction. In this stage, crews build an access road to the
drilling site and construct a well pad. This process requires building a gravel road and grading a pad site
generally five-plus acres in area. The number of wells per pad may range significantly; however, the road
and the pad require roughly the same amount of construction equipment, materials, and truck trips
regardless of the number of wells.

Drilling
The next stage of development is the drilling stage. This stage requires one drilling rig to drill the well
bore into the earth and continue horizontally in the direction of the intended extraction locations. In the
Niobrara Shale, typical wells reach depths of between 6,000 to 8,000 feet and can extend 2 or more
miles horizontally into the shale formation. If the site is a multi-well pad, the same single rig generally
drills all wells on the pad. While the drilling rig
transport is sensitive to the number of pads
constructed, transportation of other materials
including drilling fluid and materials, drilling
equipment, casing, and drill pipe is all “well
sensitive,” meaning each well will require
additional materials. Thus, the number of trips
required to transport the drilling materials will
increase with each well on the pad.

Active drilling rig near Greeley, Colorado.
Source: Julie Dermansky for Earthworks, 2014
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Completion
Once drilling is complete, wells must be completed using hydraulic fracturing – known as fracking. The
drilling rig is replaced with a multitude of hydraulic fracturing equipment, including blender trucks,
pump trucks, water tanks, produced water trucks, fracture sand, and chemical totes. Most of the
completion equipment is well-sensitive, meaning the number of trips will increase depending on the
number of wells on a pad.
Most development truck trips are used to transport
fresh frack water to the site and produced flowback
wastewater from the site. Well completion typically
requires millions of gallons of water as an input.
Once a well is fracked, it also produces large
quantities of wastewater. Since typical water trucks
have capacities between 5,000 and 6,000 gallons, a
large number of trips are required to transport
fresh water and produced water.
An ever more popular alternative to tanker trucks
for transporting water to and from the site is the
Completion rig and trucks on a well pad in Weld County,
September 2014.
use of surface water pipelines. Water piped to the
Source: Sangosti/The Denver Post, 2015
pad for drilling and fracking is stored in modular
large volume tanks. A pad site will have
significantly fewer truck trips if the site can use pipelines for water transportation.
To complete a well, workers first use a fracking gun to penetrate through the well casing and fracture the
shale at the furthest depths of the well. Once the fracking gun penetrates the well in the appropriate
areas, a highly pressurized mixture of water and chemicals is pumped into the fractures starting at the
deepest end of the well. The fracking fluid flows through the fractures and begins to crack the shale along
natural weaknesses in the rock. Proppant,
usually a sand mixture, is introduced into the
fractures to keep the cracks open and help oil
and gas escape into the well. The workers use a
series of plugs to maintain the pressure of a
fracked segment and continue to frack the
shale along the horizontal well. During this
stage, millions of gallons of water are pumped
at high pressures into the shale and then
subsequently retrieved. Under COGCC
guidelines, all water used in this process is
either recycled or properly disposed of under
Commission regulations, primarily through
injection wells. Once each arm of a well is
sufficiently fractured, the plugs are
Drilling and completion stage technology: horizontal gas well with
removed and the well is ready for oil or
hydraulic fracking.
gas production.
Source: BBC News, 2015
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Production
Once the well is complete, the well pad transitions to the production phase, pumping oil or gas and
produced water from the well for storage, disposal, or distribution. As oil and gas is pumped from the
well, the contents are sent to machines that separate the oil, gas, water, and other gases. The produced
water is most commonly injected into underground injection wells, which often requires transport by
pipeline or truck. The well must maintain optimal pressure to continue the production of energy
resources and is monitored constantly. If any abnormality is indicated, the off-site well maintenance
crew is automatically notified. Production trips continue throughout the life of the well, possibly up to
25 years. In areas of highly clustered energy development, pipelines may be constructed to transport
resources and produced water away from the site to common holding or distribution facilities.

Location and Density
As noted in the definition of the study area in Chapter 1, the study area consists of unincorporated lands
outside of any floodway east of E-470. No areas west of E-470 were considered given the dense
urbanized nature of areas west of E-470 and lack of known resources to access.

Dividing into Districts
Little development has historically occurred in the eastern portion of the study area, with most activity
being exploratory wells or traditional vertical wells. It is also further away from existing oil and gas
facilities and has a less developed roadway network that could potentially need significant upgrades to
handle oil and gas traffic. To track the potential difference in cost per pad and well, the unincorporated
land making up the study area was divided into three districts: West (E-470 to Brick-Center Road), EastCentral (Brick-Center Road to Price Road), and Far East (east of Price Road).

Pad Density and Zones
Given the uncertainty of where oil and gas pads might be developed, one-mile sections that intersect
unincorporated Arapahoe County land within the study area served as the mechanism to distribute
pads. A density of one pad per two square-mile sections was used in the West, while a density of one
pad per six square-mile area was used in the East-Central and a density of one pad per 24 square-mile
area was used in the Far East. The lower density in the eastern districts was used out of concern that a
higher density like that used in the West could overstate the transportation needs in areas that have
seen little development and has numerous roads that would require significant improvements to handle
heavy oil and gas traffic. Eastern densities were derived from observed well/pad densities of areas with
similar formations and activity levels along the northern Front Range, including Weld County.
After removing sections covered by municipalities and floodways/bodies of water from the study area,
as well as sections with urbanized development that cannot accommodate state setbacks or an access
road, a total of 75 pad zones cover the remaining unincorporated land eligible for oil and gas
development in the West, while 44 pad zones cover the East-Central and 9 pad zones cover the Far East.
Figure 3 shows the study area divided into these 128 pad zones. For this study, each pad zone contains
one oil and gas pad. Chapter 3 provides additional information as to how these pad zones were used
and how pads were placed in each zone.
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Figure 3.

Pad Zones

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019; BLM, 2017
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Well Density
Another important factor in estimating the impacts of oil and gas activity is the number of wells per pad.
Consultation with County oil and gas staff and industry stakeholders yielded the need to use a different
well density per district to reflect fewer wells expected further east in the study area. A density of 10
wells per pad was assumed for the West, which aligns closely with data acquired in other recent oil and
gas impact studies conducted by the consultant team along the Front Range. Well density was scaled
down to 6 wells per pad in the East-Central and 2 wells per pad in the Far East.

Other Oil & Gas Assumptions
Phase & Stage Duration
Also important is the duration it takes to develop a pad and its wells. The 2017 update of the Boulder
County Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Study found that the duration to develop a pad and its wells has
decreased compared to the 2013 study for Arapahoe County. The estimated typical durations for the
three development stages from that study are listed below, which are used in this study.
 Pad construction – 5 to 7 days
 Drilling – 3 to 7 days per well
 Completion – 2 to 5 days per well
Multi-well pads have an extended development schedule, depending on the number of wells to be
drilled.
Once wells are producing, they can be active for up to 25 years or more. However, according to the 2017
Boulder County study, production significantly tapers off after 10 years, after which trips generated are
marginal. This study uses this 10-year timeframe for analyzing traffic impacts of the production phase.

Pipelines
County staff reported an increase in interest by oil and gas operators to utilize pipelines to move fresh
water, produced water, and produced product. Fresh water pipelines are the most commonly used
pipeline for oil and gas development, as developers typically use temporary pipe that can be laid on top
of the ground surface, often in ditches. These pipelines can easily be installed and removed after
development is complete.

Surface frack water pipeline in Weld County
Source: Colorado Public Radio, photo courtesy of Anadarko Petroleum Corporation, 2014
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During and after the fracking process, a significant amount of water rises to the surface as
flowback/produced water. According to the COGCC Environmental Unit’s exploration and production
waste management description, the COGCC requires oil and gas operators to “properly store, handle,
transport, treat, and recycle or dispose of” waste from development. In the past, developers would use
evaporation pits to dispose of produced water, but they are no longer approved by COGCC in the Front
Range. In areas along the Front Range, produced water is now most commonly disposed of via
underground injection control (UIC) wells. Produced water may also be recycled or processed at a
commercial facility. To transport this flowback produced during well completion to an approved facility,
developers may utilize underground pipelines in place of tanker trucks.
Underground wastewater pipelines are
most commonly used by large
developers with significant land
holdings. Developers with smaller land
holdings are less likely to use
wastewater disposal pipelines since
they wouldn’t necessarily be able to
take advantage of the major
infrastructure investment for multiple
contiguous development sites.
However, some developers have been
known to enter into agreements to use
each other’s facilities and infrastructure,
including pipelines and UIC wells.

Trench for sub-surface produced water pipeline in Weld County
Source: Colorado Public Radio, photo by Lesley McClurg, 2014

Pipelines to transport product during the production phase are similar in their requirements as
produced water pipelines, but require even greater infrastructure investments, thus they usually require
a higher density of pads and wells to make them economically viable. However, such pipelines may be
viable for Arapahoe County should oil and gas activity continue to increase in the County and
neighboring Adams County.
As discussed in the following chapter, the availability of pipelines can have significant implications for
truck traffic to/from pad sites, and thus their overall roadway impacts and costs. This study considers
the impacts on Arapahoe County’s transportation system of no pipelines versus reduced truck impacts
with the addition of fresh water, produced water, and/or product pipelines being used.
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3.

MODELING TRAVEL DEMAND OF OIL & GAS ACTIVITY

Travel Demand Model Methodology
A travel model has been developed using VISUM software to estimate the impacts to the Arapahoe
County roadway system from oil and gas activity. VISUM is a GIS-based computer program that utilizes
collected data to assign traffic to a network based on trip generation, trip distribution, and roadway
network characteristics. Although the travel model includes roadways outside the jurisdiction of
Arapahoe County (US and State Highways, and municipal roads) to allow trips to connect to their
external origins/destinations, the transportation impacts (and associated improvement needs and costs)
have been assessed only on roads under the responsibility of Arapahoe County – referred to as the
study area roadways or Arapahoe County responsible roads.
Oil and gas development will result in increased traffic on the roadway network (vehicle-trips), as well as
increased loads on the County’s roads from the many heavy vehicle trips associated with the industry.
For this reason, the VISUM model has been used to assign not only vehicle trips, but also loads as
measured in equivalent single-axle loads (ESALs). The impact of heavy vehicles is dependent on a
roadway’s surface type: flexible pavement (asphalt) versus unpaved. Impacts for flexible pavements are
generally dependent on loads and their distribution on a truck, while unpaved roads are dependent on
vehicle volumes instead of loads.
The trip generation characteristics for the oil and gas development phase are substantially different
from the trip generation characteristics during the on-going well production phase. Therefore, the travel
model has been run separately for the two phases.
Appendix B lists other assumptions used to develop the travel model. The model was also used to test
the impact of using pipelines for fresh and produced water, as well as for transport of produced product,
the results of which are explored in the fee calculation chapter – Chapter 6.

Inventory of Study Area Roadways
The first step in modeling oil and gas travel in Arapahoe County was to understand the existing
conditions of the study area roadways. The Arapahoe County responsible roads, shown on Figure 4,
total 327 centerline miles for the study area. The following sections describe data that were collected on
this roadway system.

Surface Conditions
Of the study area roadways, approximately 53.8 percent (by centerline mileage) are unpaved,
33.0 percent are asphalt, and 13.2 percent are RotoPaved – a low-cost asphalt-like surface made of
recycled asphalt. Figure 5 shows the surface type for each study area roadway. The surface condition,
including the surface type and the remaining service life, significantly affects how well a particular
roadway segment can accommodate heavy truck traffic. The addition of several heavy trucks will, over
time, cause a roadway to age at a greater rate than was originally anticipated. To estimate the degree to
which the need for improvements on these roads would be accelerated, and to provide the cost of these
improvements, the pavement condition index (PCI) of each paved road segment was obtained. The PCI
of each road segment was used to apply a rating of either “Excellent,” “Very Good,” “Good,” “Fair,” or
“Poor” condition. Figure 6 displays ratings for each paved study area roadway.
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Figure 4.

Study Area Road Network

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019
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Figure 5.

Surface Types

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019
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Figure 6.

Existing Pavement Conditions

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019
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Shoulders
Varying geometric configurations affect how well a roadway could accommodate the heavy truck traffic
associated with the oil and gas industry in conjunction with other roadway users. Wider shoulders
provide safety benefits for all roadway users: they serve as a countermeasure to run-off-road crashes
and provide a stopping area for breakdowns or other emergencies. Shoulders also provide space for
bicyclists separate from the travel lanes.
Because road widening for shoulders was included in the Eastern Plains Transportation Impact Fee, this
improvement type is part of the trip-based fee element that is being added as part of this study. Thus,
road widening for shoulders was not included as part of the modeling and cost calculation process
described at the beginning of this chapter.

Traffic Counts
Increased maintenance of unpaved roads as a result of oil and gas activity is primarily triggered by daily
traffic volumes rather than the level of loads experienced. This kind of mitigation was not part of the
Eastern Plains Transportation Impact Fee, thus it was retained as part of the modeling process.
Existing daily traffic counts on unpaved roads were gathered where available from Arapahoe County’s
database, as well as from CDOT, ranging from 2014 to 2017. An additional twelve counts were
conducted during the fall of 2017 by the County. The vehicles per day (vpd) of any study area unpaved
road used by the travel model without an available count were estimated based on their location and
level of connectivity, which was reviewed by County staff for reasonableness. Figure 7 illustrates count
data and count estimates for all unpaved roads that were identified as routes for oil and gas traffic.
Counts are used as the “background traffic” to determine the possibility of paving with oil and gas traffic
added.

Other Roadway Characteristics
Other important roadway characteristics for modeling oil and gas traffic include road segment length
and speed limits. These factors play into the model’s shortest path routing decisions for oil and gas trips.
The number of lanes and paved widths of roadways were also collected and used to calculate the cost of
maintenance required as a result of oil and gas impacts.
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Figure 7.

Vehicles per Day on Unpaved Study Area Roads Receiving Oil & Gas Traffic

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019
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Trip Origins/Destinations
Trip origins and destinations were identified by determining where oil and gas trips will likely be
traveling to and from. For all trips, the pad site serves as either the point of origin or the destination.
Trips will either involve a truck delivering items to the site, removing elements to an off-site location, in
transit (empty) to pick up a load or return from delivery, or transporting workers and machinery to and
from the pad. All wells were assumed to be located within the study area, while locations of the other
end of oil and gas trips were estimated by researching their trip purposes. There are four primary trip
purposes for oil and gas development, which each uniquely impact where oil and gas trucks travel: fresh
water delivery, produced water removal, equipment transport, and transport of other materials. The
following sections provide further detail on pad placement and assumptions regarding the
origin/destination by trip type.

Oil and Gas Pads
The study models a total of 128 pads to estimate impacts, translating into 1,032 wells using the wells per
pad assumptions noted in Chapter 2. The pad in each pad zone of the model was located in the most
open, least developed, and unincorporated location outside of the floodway and nearest to a road for
access. Furthermore, with so much open land available in the two eastern districts, a conservative
approach was used: pads in those zones were located to try to consolidate accesses onto major gravel
roads rather than a spattering of numerous gravel roads in order to take advantage of paving one road
rather than numerous minor gravel roads if volumes warranted paving. The most current satellite
imagery in Google Earth was analyzed to conduct this placement process. The purpose of placing one
pad per zone is not to predict the level or location of development; rather, it is intended to derive the
average potential impacts of an oil and gas pad regardless of location within the study area. Chapter 6
further explains how this assumption goes into the calculation of impact fees.

Fresh Water
Water is a key resource in the well drilling process and during the high-pressure fracturing stage, where
water is mixed with sand and chemicals. For development in Arapahoe County, fresh water could be
purchased from local water providers willing to provide water for oil and gas development, private
landowners, or outside the County. Conversations with the larger water providers in the County
identified the only water districts to supply fresh water for oil and gas activity as the City of Aurora
Water and Rangeview Metropolitan District. Aurora Water noted that additional approvals from the
Aurora City Council and the water district would be needed to transport water outside the district,
meaning supply for operations in Arapahoe County is limited. Access to this water was assumed to occur
at the Aurora Reservoir. For Rangeview, access points to water facilities were acquired from their
website. Additionally, a private landowner east of Bennett who has supplied fresh water to the County
and oil and gas operations in the past was identified by County staff as a potential source as well.
Conversations with the landowner revealed he provided water to the industry in the past, but it had
been some time since this has occurred, though he would be willing to again if approached. He too
confirmed that Rangeview would be the primary source for the study area.
To place these water sources, again a conservative approach was used: locations were individually
assessed to determine where the nearest and/or most convenient access might be to these types of
water sources, with access points consolidated where appropriate.
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Depending on pricing and transport costs, it is conceivable that fresh water could be purchased from
farther outside of Arapahoe County; however, water conservation rules often restrict where water can
be transported to.
Given the uncertainty of these factors, it was assumed that oil and gas developers in the West district
would acquire the majority of their water from Rangeview (90 percent) and transport the remaining
water from Aurora Water (5 percent) or areas outside of the County (5 percent). Due to the scarcity of
water sources in the eastern districts, it was assumed that less water would be sourced locally. EastCentral pad zones were assumed to acquire half of their water from Rangeview, 45 percent from outside
the County, and 5 percent from the private landowner. Far East pad zones were assumed to acquire
most of their water from outside the County (90 percent), with remaining water from the private
landowner (10 percent). Figure 8 illustrates the water source assumptions, including source locations.

Produced Water
Water is also a major byproduct of both the development and production phases. Produced water from
the fracking process and from the extraction of oil and gas is generated and must be appropriately
treated. Because COGCC regulations restrict the use of evaporation ponds, a large majority of produced
water is disposed via underground injection control
(UIC) wells. Colorado has roughly 800 UIC wells, with
most located in Weld County. Planned injection wells in
Arapahoe County were not included given that they
had yet to be approved at the time of this study and
approval could not be guaranteed. Four of the top
receiving UIC wells as calculated in the 2018 Adams
County oil and gas impact study were identified to
include in the model. Figure 9 shows the location of
these four UIC wells and which pad zones were linked
An oil derrick being hauled.
to each disposal site.
Source: Colorado Motor Carriers Association

Equipment
The equipment required for oil and gas development –
including the drilling rig, the well structure, pumps, well
casings, fracking tanks, and construction equipment –
could come from any location where oil and gas
companies have operations, or where contractors
providing such services are located. Equipment used by
oil and gas development in the region surrounding
Arapahoe County was identified to exist primarily in
Weld County along the US 85 corridor. However, some
equipment, particularly equipment not unique to oil
and gas, could come from the Denver area given the
density of these providers in a large urban area.

Transport of well equipment.
Source: Colorado Motor Carriers Association

To implement the above equipment assumptions into the model, all equipment trips were sent to/from
the north/northwest to Weld County and Denver.
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Figure 8.

Fresh Water Sources

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2019; Rangeview Metropolitan District, 2017
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Figure 9.

Produced Water Disposal Assumptions

Sources: CDOT, 2018; Arapahoe County, 2017; COGCC, 2017
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Materials
Oil and gas development requires a variety of other materials in addition to water. Gravel, sand, piping,
cement, chemicals, and other construction materials must be trucked to the site at different stages of
the development phase. These resources would likely come from where supply is the greatest, trucking
distance is shortest, and prices are the lowest. Because these factors create a great deal of uncertainty
as to where a resource may arrive from, it has been assumed that materials would arrive in a similar
fashion as oil and gas equipment since material providers would locate around active oil and gas areas
to better provide their services. Thus, all materials were assumed to be sent to/from the northwest,
such as Weld County and/or Denver.

Production
The production phase primarily consists of maintenance trips and trips for transporting product and
produced water. Maintenance trips were assumed to be similar to equipment, materials, and worker
trips. Thus, all of those trips were assumed to be sent to/from the northwest, such as Weld County. The
same assumption was made for transporting product, since oil and gas handling facilities are likely
aligned with the other oil and gas services. Produced water trips were handled in the same fashion as
described earlier for the development phase.

Trip Generation
As described in Chapter 2, oil and gas development involves three stages: pad construction, drilling, and
completion. Each stage involves different volumes and types of trucks. Once operating, a pad enters the
production phase, which generates less demand on the road network than the development phase, but
continues to generate impacts for as long as wells are active. The following sections document the trip
generation assumptions developed for this study.

Development Trip Generation
Oil and gas development requires the transport of heavy equipment to the well site to build access
roads, construct a well pad, and transport a drilling rig. Heavy trucks are also required to bring fresh
water to the well site, and transport produced water and extracted resources off-site.
The 2017 update of the Boulder County Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Study developed a per-pad and
per-well trip generation profile from studies conducted around the country. This Arapahoe County study
added two additional sources from the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) and input from the
Colorado Oil and Gas Association (COGA) to further update trip generation assumptions. Table 1
provides the estimates from these sources examining vehicle trip generation by well development stage.
The trips of each study are averaged across each stage of development and then summed to calculate
trip generation figures in the far-right column. Production related trips, on the other hand, will continue
for the duration of the well’s productive life.
These data suggest that the development of a typical pad and single well will generate 3,138 trips during
the development period, largely related to water delivery and removal. For sites that have access to
fresh and/or produced water pipelines, the total number of development trips will decrease accordingly.
Table 2 illustrates how the availability of water pipelines will affect the total estimated truck trips during
the development phase. Note that “Miscellaneous” trips have been folded into the “Completion Rig and
Crew” trip type as crew trips based on interpretation of data received from COGA.

Page 21

DRAFT
August 2019

Table 1.
Stage

National Data on Trip Generation During Pad and Well Development
Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Miscellaneous
Total Development Trips

Machemehl
et al.
2016
80
50
25
125
1,486
200
594
-

NDSU
2014

RESI
2014

UDOT
2013

TTI
2015

TTI
2016

COGA
2019

160
150
130
6
30
260
900
200
450
-

230
404
45
45
21
5
175
1,346
23
300
85

1,300
306
340
34
8
24
166
828
166
828
-

260
564
26
20
10
26
94
504
676
-

70
59
54
74
694
90
173
-

1,190
546
70
70
290
86
263
122
144

Average
1 pad, 1
well
470
455
115
58
11
67
140
1,051
207
449
115
3,138

Sources: Mechemal, P.E., et al., 2016; North Dakota State University (NDSU) Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute, 2014;
Regional Economic Studies Institute, 2014; Utah Department of Transportation, 2013; Texas A&M Transportation Institute, 2015
& 2016, Colorado Oil and Gas Association, 2019

Table 2.

Impact of Water Pipelines on Average Development Trip Generation
(1 pad, 1 well)

Stage

Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips

Source: FHU & BBC, 2017

No Water
Pipelines
470
456
114
58
126
67
140
1,051
207
449
3.138

Fresh
Water
Pipelines
470
455
115
58
126
67
140
207
449
2,087

Produced
Water
Pipelines
470
455
115
58
126
67
140
1,051
207
2,689

Fresh & Produced
Water Pipelines
470
455
115
58
126
67
140
207
1,638

It is important to note that each truck trip reflects a one-way trip, so that all trips to and from the
development site are included. This distinction is crucial in subsequent stages of the analysis when, for
example, the roadway impacts are examined for a truck that arrives to the development site with a full
load of water, but leaves empty. Because of this, trips in Table 2 and in all tables going forward are
rounded to an even number.

Production Trip Generation
There are a number of factors that determine trip generation during the production stage such as the
nature of the field, success of wells, and storage capacity for produced water and resource at the pad.
The trips primarily consist of maintenance trips to check on the wells and tanker trucks to haul produced
water and product to off-site facilities.
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The 2017 update of the Boulder County Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Study found that produced water
and product production is at its peak in the first year of a well’s production life, declining quickly over a
10-year period, after which production and truck trips are marginal. Applying the declining production to
the initial truck trips estimated at the start of production yields an average of about two trips per day
per well during the 10-year production horizon, or 730 trips annually per well, which aligns closely with
findings from a report for the Texas Department of Transportation on the Barnett Shale. Figure 10
presents the production decline from the Boulder County study.

Figure 10.

Production Decline in Niobrara Wells

Daily Production
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Source: FHU & BBC, 2017
Original Source: The Niobrara News, 2014; Peters, 2017

Multi-Well Pad Site Trip Generation
Data from the studies used in Table 1 were used to adapt trip generation estimates from the one-pad,
one-well format to the one-pad, 10-well/6-well/2-well configurations assumed for this study. This
scaling will affect traffic generation and the traffic profile associated with drilling activity by increasing
well-sensitive trips, such as fracking water and drilling fluid hauling, while pad-sensitive trips for
construction and drilling rig transport remain constant. It is worth noting that the total costs are divided
to determine the necessary fee to offset the costs per pad and per well, so a similar result would occur
with other well densities. Table 3 presents the trip sensitivity by oil and gas activity.

Table 3.

Trip Sensitivity by Activity

Stage
Activity
Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips (one-time)
Total Production Trips (annual)

Source: FHU & BBC, 2017

Trip Sensitivity
Pad-Sensitive
Pad & Well-Sensitive
Well-Sensitive
Well-Sensitive
Pad & Well-Sensitive
Pad-Sensitive
Pad-Sensitive
Well-Sensitive
Well-Sensitive
Well-Sensitive
Varies
Well-Sensitive
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By segregating truck trips by development stage and activity, the total truck trips for various
configurations of pads and wells were estimated, as well as estimates for a pad based on the availability
of pipelines. The activity-based number of trips for the three well-pad configurations are displayed in
Table 4 through Table 11 for pads with no pipelines, as well as trips for pads under the pipeline
scenarios made up of different combinations using fresh water, produced water, and product pipelines.
These configurations serve as the basis for the trip generation used by the travel demand model when
determining how many trips, and their associated loads, should be distributed and assigned to Arapahoe
County’s road network. Development phase trips range from as high as 22,308 (10-well pad, no
pipelines) to as low as 2,320 (2-well pad, water pipelines). Production phase trips range from as high as
7,300 annually (10-well pad, no pipelines) to as low as 730 annually (2-well pad, pipelines).

Table 4.
Trip Generation Estimates by
Pad Configuration – No Pipelines
Stage

Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips (one-time)
Total Production Trips (annual)

Table 5.
Trip Generation Estimates by Pad
Configuration – Fresh Water Pipelines

10-Well 6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
Pad
470
470
470
1,680
1,136
592
1,140
684
228
580
348
116
1,152
696
240
66
66
66
140
140
140
10,240 6,144 2,048
2,340
1,404
468
4,500
2,700
900
22,308 13,788 5,268
7,300
4,380 1,460

Table 6.
Trip Generation Estimates by
Pad Configuration – Produced Water
Pipelines
Stage

Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips (one-time)
Total Production Trips (annual)

10-Well
Pad
470
1,680
1,140
580
1,152
66
140
0
2,340
4,500
12,068
7,300

6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
470
470
1,136
592
684
228
348
116
696
240
66
66
140
140
0
0
1,404
468
2,700
900
7,644 3,220
4,380 1,460

Table 7.
Trip Generation Estimates by Pad
Configuration – Fresh & Produced
Water Pipelines

10-Well 6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
Pad
470
470
470
1,680
1,136
592
1,140
684
228
580
348
116
1,152
696
240
66
66
66
140
140
140
10,240 6,144 2,048
2,340
1,404
468
0
0
0
17,808 11,088 4,368
5,730
3,438 1,146
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10-Well
Pad
470
1,680
1,140
580
1,152
66
140
0
2,340
0
7,568
5,730

6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
470
470
1,136
592
684
228
348
116
696
240
66
66
140
140
0
0
1,404
468
0
0
4,944 2,320
3,438 1,146
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Table 8.
Trip Generation Estimates by
Pad Configuration – Product Pipelines
Stage

Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips (one-time)
Total Production Trips (annual)

Table 9.
Trip Generation Estimates by Pad
Configuration – Fresh Water & Product
Pipelines

10-Well 6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
Pad
470
470
470
1,680
1,136
592
1,140
684
228
580
348
116
1,152
696
240
66
66
66
140
140
140
10,240 6,144 2,048
2,340
1,404
468
4,500
2,700
900
22,308 13,788 5,268
5,220
3,132 1,044

Table 10.
Trip Generation Estimates by
Pad Configuration – Produced Water &
Product Pipelines
Stage

Activity

Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment
Fracturing Equipment
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal
Total Development Trips (one-time)
Total Production Trips (annual)

10-Well
Pad
470
1,680
1,140
580
1,152
66
140
0
2,340
4,500
12,068
5,220

6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
470
470
1,136
592
684
228
348
116
696
240
66
66
140
140
0
0
1,404
468
2,700
900
7,644 3,220
3,132 1,044

Table 11.
Trip Generation Estimates by Pad
Configuration – Fresh Water, Produced
Water, & Product Pipelines

10-Well 6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
Pad
470
470
470
1,680
1,136
592
1,140
684
228
580
348
116
1,152
696
240
66
66
66
140
140
140
10,240 6,144 2,048
2,340
1,404
468
0
0
0
17,808 11,088 4,368
3,650
2,190
730
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10-Well
Pad
470
1,680
1,140
580
1,152
66
140
0
2,340
0
7,568
3,650

6-Well 2-Well
Pad
Pad
470
470
1,136
592
684
228
348
116
696
240
66
66
140
140
0
0
1,404
468
0
0
4,944 2,320
2,190
730
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Truck Typology
The number of truck trips might be what is most visible to the public when it comes to oil and gas
development, but the weight and how it is distributed across a truck is what impacts paved roadway
surfaces the most. To analyze impacts on a roadway, an ESAL factor is derived for each vehicle.
Roadways are designed according to an estimated number of ESALs it will experience within a given
timeframe.
A variety of vehicle types are used for oil and gas activities, many of which are specialized and/or of
significant weight, resulting in ESAL factors greater than many typical truck types. Trucks often differ
between manufacturers and evolve as drilling techniques quickly advance. In order to determine how oil
and gas trucks impact roadways, it’s important to understand as much as possible the different types of
trucks used, their weights and configurations, and volumes within each development activity.

Truck Types
There are numerous vehicle types used in oil and gas development and operations. Although many
studies and reports document truck trip generation for oil and gas activities, many do not provide
significant detail on the types of trucks used or how their weight is distributed across each axle – an
important detail in calculating a truck’s impact on roadway surfaces. Some of the resources consulted
provide both axle and weight characteristics, but most provided only partial information, and required
estimations based on other similar configurations. A combination of resources from the United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT), Rio Blanco and Arapahoe counties, North Dakota State
University (NDSU), the North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT), and equipment
manufacturers such as Putzmeister were consulted to determine truck types and the following
characteristics: axle configurations, weight configurations (total empty and full, and per axle), and level
of impact expressed as ESAL factors.
Table 12 provides a complete list of trucks estimated to be used for oil and gas activity in this study.
Some of the trucks listed are specific truck types by unique names, while others are generic to help
generalize otherwise variable names and types used, and to allow for similar vehicles to be grouped
together and applied to multiple development stages and activities. In total, nearly forty unique truck
types were identified through this research effort.

Table 12.

Types of Trucks Used for Oil and Gas Activity

Acid Pump

Derrick

Mud Boat

Shaker Skid

Acid Tanker

Draw Works

Mud Pump

Shaker Tank/Pit

Cement Pump

Frac Tank

Mud Tank

Substructure, etc.

Cement Truck

Fuel Tanker

Oil Tanker

Suction Tank

Chemical Tanker

Generator House

Pickup

Tool Room / Junk Box

Choke Manifold

Gravel Haul Truck

Pipe Haul Truck

VFD House

Construction Equipment Haul Truck

Hydraulic Unit

Pump Truck

Water Tanker

Control Van

Light Plant

Sand Haul Truck

Wireline

Crown Section

MCC House

Screen House

Workover Rig

Sources: North Dakota Department of Transportation, 2006; RPI Consulting, LLC, 2008; La Plata County, 2002; Renegade Oil &
Gas Company, LLC, 2012; Bureau of Land Management, 2008; Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute, 2012; Upper Great
Plains Transportation Institute, 2013
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Truck Impacts
All of the truck trips presented earlier in this chapter can have varying levels of impact. The load impact
of oil and gas trucks can be as much as 8,000 (typical water tanker) to 23,000 (specialized vehicle) times
that of a passenger car on an asphalt road depending on truck configurations. To account for the load
impacts, ESALs for each truck type listed in Table 12 have been estimated for flexible (asphalt) surfaces,
and as fully loaded and/or empty depending on the truck’s purpose, based on the assumed axle and
weight configurations.
These ESAL factors were estimated based on Pavement Interactive’s ESAL equations for flexible
surfaces, which produce ESAL factors consistent with the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for Design of Pavement Structures that defines ESALs for
different generic truck configurations. The axle and weight configuration of a truck is important when
determining a truck’s total impact. The equations used to calculate ESALs apply to a single axle setup
(single, tandem, etc.), which is applied to each axle group of a truck and aggregated to arrive at the total
ESAL factor. Table 13 provides an example of how ESAL factors are derived for each axle and aggregated
for the entire vehicle. It also illustrates how different axle and weight configurations for the same total
weight can result in different ESAL factors. Figure 11 shows the equation used to calculate ESAL factors
for flexible (asphalt) surfaces.

Table 13.

Example of Determining a Truck’s ESAL Factor for a Flexible Surface

% of Weight/Axle0

30,000 lbs.

80,000 lbs.

352

0.056 + 0.008 + 0.008 = 0.073

3.032 + 0.495 + 0.495 = 4.022

151 / 402 / 452

0.003 + 0.014 + 0.023 = 0.041

0.189 + 0.857 + 1.376 = 2.422

151 / 402 / 453

0.003 + 0.014 + 0.005 = 0.023

0.189 + 0.857 + 0.313 = 1.359

301

/

352

/

Scenarios are examples only, and assume a Serviceability Index of 2.5, Structural Number of 5, and Slab Depth of 12 inches.
1 = single axle, 2 = tandem axle, 3 = triple axle

Figure 11.

Flexible Pavement ESAL Equation
𝐺𝐺�

𝑊𝑊𝑥𝑥
𝐿𝐿18 + 𝐿𝐿2𝑠𝑠 4.79 10 𝛽𝛽𝑥𝑥
= �
�
� 𝐺𝐺
� [𝐿𝐿2𝑥𝑥 ]4.33
�𝛽𝛽
𝑊𝑊18
𝐿𝐿𝑥𝑥 + 𝐿𝐿2𝑥𝑥
10 18

W = axle applications inverse of equivalency factors (where W18 = number of 18,000 lb (80 kN) single axle loads)
Lx = axle load being evaluated (kips)
L18 = 18 (standard axle load in kips)
L2 = code for axle configuration (# = # of axles, x = axle load equivalency factor being evaluated, s = standard axle [single axle])
pt = “terminal” serviceability index (point at which the pavement is considered to be at the end of its useful life)
G

=

4.2− 𝑝𝑝

log �4.2−1.5𝑡𝑡 �, a function of the ratio of loss in serviceability at time t to the potential loss taken at a point where pt = 1.5

SN = structural number
b

=

0.081(𝐿𝐿 +𝐿𝐿

0.4 + �(𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆+1)𝑥𝑥5.19 𝐿𝐿2𝑥𝑥

)3.23

2𝑥𝑥

3.23

�, a function determining the relationship between serviceability and axle load applications

Source: Pavement Interactive, 2009
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Merging Trip Generation and Vehicle Classifications
Some truck types are used in multiple stages and activities, while others are used only once. And for
trucks used in more than one stage, their trip generation varies by activity. This variation requires each
activity to have a vehicle classification profile where types, trip shares, and impacts are linked. Truck
types and configurations were linked with their respective activity using available information from trip
generation and type sources previously listed, along with additional input from a report produced by the
Montana Department of Transportation (MDOT), a Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) study, EIS
studies from La Plata County in Colorado and the United States Department of the Interior’s Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) in Utah, and data provided by COGA. Because descriptions were not always
available as to exactly which trucks are used for each activity, the sources consulted were used to
produce a best estimate as to how trucks are used. These resources were also referenced to estimate
the average share of an activity’s trips that each truck configuration would account for, and if the truck
is loaded for inbound, outbound, or both trip directions.
Table 14 summarizes the types of trucks used by development stage and phase. Not shown in the table
are truck types for the production period, which is primarily made up of pickup or similar trucks for
maintenance and 5-axle haul trucks to handle resources and produced water.

Table 14.

Typical Truck Classifications by Development Phase

Stage
Activity
Construction Pad and Road Construction
Drilling
Drilling Rig and Crew
Drilling Fluid and Materials
Drilling Equipment (casing, drill pipe, etc)
Completion Completion Rig and Crew
Completion Equipment (pipe, wellhead, etc)
Fracturing Equipment (pump trucks, tanks, etc)
Fracture Water
Fracture Sand and Chemicals
Produced Water Disposal

Typical Truck Types
Pickup, 5-axle haul
Pickup, Specialty (6+ axles)
3/5-axle haul
3/5-axle haul
Pickup, Workover Rig
3/5-axle haul
3/5-axle haul
3/5-axle haul
5-axle haul
5-axle haul

Sources: RPI Consulting, LLC, 2008; New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 2011; Bureau of Land
Management, 2008; La Plata County, 2002; North Dakota Department of Transportation, 2006; Upper Great Plains
Transportation Institute, 2012; Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute, 2013; Bureau of Land Management, 2006; Upper
Great Plains Transportation Institute, 2010; Bureau of Land Management, 2011; STE, 2012; Colorado Oil and Gas Association,
2019

Trip Distribution and Assignment
With trips per pad and their vehicular makeup established, the development and production phases
could be modeled. To model where trips would go and the impacts they would generate, trips and ESALs
were loaded (separately) into the VISUM model. This process consists of two primary steps: distributing
the trips and ESALs, and assigning them to the modeled road network.

Trip Distribution
Once the trips and ESALs per pad were calculated, they were entered into the VISUM travel model at
each pad, distributing trips and ESALs to origins and destinations based on activities as described in this
chapter. Table 15 summarizes how trips were allocated to/from each pad site.
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Table 15.

Trip Distribution Assumptions

Trip Profile
Equipment
Materials
Workers / Maintenance
Fresh Water
Produced Water
Product

West
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
90% Rangeview, 5% Aurora,
and 5% outside of County
100% outside of County
100% outside of County

Trip Origin/Destination by District
East-Central
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
50% Rangeview, 45% outside of County,
and 5% to private landowner in Bennett
100% outside of County
100% outside of County

Far East
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
100% outside of County
90% outside of County, and 5% to
private landowner in Bennett
100% outside of County
100% outside of County

Trips to/from outside the County were assumed to travel to/from the north/northwest to Weld County
and Denver. These trips could use I-70, US 36, SH 71, or SH 79 to leave Arapahoe County. The decision as
to which road to use was determined by the model during trip assignment, which is described below. No
trips were assigned to E-470, as SH 30 could serve these trips and no clear and fair way was identified to
determine which trips would be willing to use a tollway and at what regularity.

Trip Assignment
With trips and ESALs distributed and linked, the VISUM travel model was used to assign the trips and
ESALs to the model road network based on which path would provide the shortest travel time – a
function of route length and speed limit. As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the model network
includes roads outside of the jurisdictional responsibility of Arapahoe County to account for real-world
connectivity needed to facilitate the distribution of origins and destinations, some of which exist outside
of Arapahoe County. As noted above, E-470 was excluded from the modeling process.
Because oil and gas trips take place at all hours of the day and every day of the week, background traffic
and congestion were not factored into the modeling process to impact assignment. The assignment
process was conducted for a combination of each phase (development and production), for both trips
and ESALs.

Model Results
Results from each model (trips and ESALs, development and production phases) were exported into a
spreadsheet to be assessed for impacts, namely overlay and reconstruction needs. Daily trips were
recorded for unpaved roads, which were paired with existing counts to fully assess their unique needs.
This process was also conducted when comparing the impacts of having no pipelines (the base modeling
scenario) versus using pipelines for all fresh water, produced water, and product transport. Chapter 5
describes how mitigation needs and associated costs were calculated from the impacts exported from
the travel model.
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4.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

The County provided opportunities for the oil and gas industry to hear about the transportation impact
study process, ask questions, and comment on the proposed methodology and assumptions.
An Industry Stakeholder meeting was held on December 12, 2018. Representatives of the Colorado Oil &
Gas Association (COGA), Colorado Petroleum Council (CPC) and eight individual operators and
consultants attended the meeting and provided comments on the study. Meeting attendees and other
invitees were asked to provide the County with additional comments in the next month. Comment
letters were received in January from COGA and CPC. COGA representatives asked for a follow-up
meeting to discuss study methodology further and that meeting was conducted on February 26.
A total of 21 key questions and comments were compiled from the two meetings and two letters listed
above. Appendix D provides a summary of each of those comments, the source of the comment, notes,
and the County’s response. Following is a summary of the changes to study assumptions and
methodology that were incorporated as a result of industry comments and subsequent analysis:
 Pad Density: Density of oil and gas pads in the western zone of the County was reduced from
one per square mile to one per two square miles, and the report clearly explains that the
number of pads is not a prediction but is used for analytical purposes to calculate the average
impact of pads and wells in the study area.
 Trip Generation: Local trip generation data was provided by COGA from a County operator,
which was added as another data point for trip generation data used for the study.
 Shoulder Improvements and Paving of Gravel Roads: Rather than the originally planned
methods of assessing shoulder widening and gravel road paving costs, the existing Eastern Plains
Transportation Impact Fee cost per vehicle miles of travel was applied to oil and gas pads and
wells to account for these trip-based (not load-based) improvements.
 Independent Study Guidelines: The fee implementing language will include the option and
guidelines for applicants to submit an independent fee calculation.
 “Very Poor” Condition Roads: The County’s initial methodology for treating roads with
pavement in “Very Poor” condition was that these roads would be reconstructed if oil and gas
trucks used them. That assumption was based on the idea that reconstruction is often more
economical than trying to apply overlays to a road that is already in poor condition. It was
determined that in most cases reconstruction is a more economical course of action, while in
some cases overlays are more economical. Based on this finding, the County has opted to
calculate costs with each method and choose the lowest cost method calculated for different
zones and pipeline scenarios.
 Rural Collectors: Many of the continuous section line roads in the eastern part of the County
that are anticipated to be used for oil and gas traffic are currently classified as Rural Collectors.
It was found that the standard pavement variables assigned to Rural Collectors were
underestimating the service life of many of these roads and thus resulting in higher than
expected overlay costs. It was determined that treating these roads as Rural Arterials rather
than Rural Collectors would reduce overlay costs and represent a more reasonable approach, so
these roads were treated as Rural Arterials for the fee calculation.
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5.

OIL & GAS IMPACT MITIGATION NEEDS

The mitigation measures and associated costs presented herein represent the additional costs or
funding needs attributable to oil and gas traffic based on the assumptions and calculations described in
the previous chapters. They do not include baseline maintenance or improvement costs that would be
incurred by the County without the addition of oil and gas traffic. It should further be noted that the
mitigation measures and costs represent typical treatments used by the County for cost estimation
purposes; this is not meant to prescribe exact treatments that would be applied to each road segment
since each road is unique. These mitigation methods and associated costs are described below.

Paved Road Analysis
Two factors are critical in analyzing the capabilities of paved roads to accommodate additional truck
traffic: the current pavement condition (PCI) and structural rating expressed as the structural number
(SN). The SN is a function of the thickness of the surface and base layers, and the layer materials.
The County provided the pavement rating (PCI) for all paved County-responsible roads within the study
area. Surface treatments (such as crack sealing, fog coats, cold mix pot hole fixes, etc.) were not
included as a cost because these treatments do not impact the structural ability of pavement and a cost
proportioning method of these activities to the industry was not identifiable. However, it is noted that
surface treatments aid in the prevention of oxidation of the pavement, which in turn, prolongs the life of
the pavement. The following sections describe the methodology utilized to quantify the rehabilitation
needs attributable to the oil and gas industry for hot mix asphalt (HMA). Since there are no concrete
County-responsible roads in the study area, a concrete pavement methodology is not addressed.

Hot Mix Asphalt Pavement Methodology
The approach to determine the rehabilitation needs to offset the impacts of oil and gas traffic on asphalt
pavement roads requires the determination of the pavement structural number (SN) for existing traffic
as well as existing traffic plus oil and gas traffic.
The existing serviceability, initial serviceability, terminal serviceability, background ESALs (non-oil and
gas portion of the design ESALs), reliability level, and standard deviation must be defined in order to
determine the existing SN. The existing serviceability is based on the PCI, as provided by the County, for
each study area asphalt roadway. The existing serviceability is interpolated based on the PCI and values
shown on Figure 12. The values shown in Table 16 are based on industry standards and input from the
County for the different roadway classifications. These values are then used to solve for SN within the
1993 AASHTO Guide equation for flexible pavement, which is provided on Figure 13.
After the SN is calculated for the existing conditions (SNEXISTING), the SN is calculated for the existing
conditions plus the oil and gas traffic (SNCOMBINED). The SN Deficiency is then calculated (SNCOMBINED SNEXISTING). The required pavement overlay for the oil and gas traffic is then calculated by dividing the SN
Deficiency by the Standard Deviation. The cost for the required overlay was then calculated for each
respective section of asphalt road using a price of $85/ton. Appendix C includes a summary of
mitigation unit costs used in this study.
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Figure 12.

Pavement Condition Assumptions
Existing Serviceability
arterials, major/minor rural collectors,
collector
locals, RotoPaved
4.5
4.5

Pavement Condition

PCI
100

EXCELLENT

↓

↓

↓

85

4.0

4.0

↓

↓

↓

70

3.5

3.3

↓

↓

↓

55

3.0

2.6

↓

↓

↓

40

2.5

2.0

↓

↓

↓

0.0

Terminal Serviceability

GOOD

FAIR

POOR

VERY POOR

Source: Arapahoe County, 2019

Table 16.

Assumptions for Existing Pavement Sections

Classification

Design ESAL

Major Arterial
Rural Arterial
Minor Arterial
Major Collector
Minor Collector
Rural Collector
Local
Rural Local
RotoPaved

1,825,000
1,825,000
1,825,000
1,460,000
1,460,000
730,000
73,000
73,000
73,000

Source: Arapahoe County, 2019

Figure 13.

Reliability Standard Normal
(%)
Deviate (ZR)
95
-1.645
95
-1.645
95
-1.645
95
-1.645
95
-1.645
90
-1.282
80
-0.841
80
-0.841
80
-0.841

Resilient
Initial
Terminal
Standard Deviation
Modulus (MR) Serviceability Serviceability
Asphalt
3,500 psi
4.5
2.5
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.5
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.5
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.5
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.5
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.0
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.0
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.0
0.44
3,500 psi
4.5
2.0
0.30

AASHTO Equation for Flexible Pavements

∆𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃
log �
�
4.2
− 1.5
log 𝑊𝑊18 = 𝑍𝑍𝑅𝑅 × 𝑆𝑆0 + 9.36 log(𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 1) − 0.20 +
+ 2.32 log(𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅 ) − 8.07
1094
0.40 +
(𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 1)5.19
Source: AASHTO, 1993

Failing Asphalt Methodology

When heavy truck traffic (like that associated with oil and gas activity) uses an asphalt road with a PCI
rating below 40 (“Very Poor”), it can expedite or even immediately warrant the need to reconstruct it.
To capture this potentially immediate high cost, the study analyzed any “Very Poor” condition asphalt
road used by oil and gas traffic in the model to determine if reconstruction was more cost effective than
overlay when looking at the cumulative costs of the development phase and 10 years of production.
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If reconstruction was determined to be more cost effective, the full cost of reconstruction was
attributed to the oil and gas activity using a price of $30,000/mile per foot of roadway width, which
includes the cost of removing the existing pavement. Appendix C includes a summary of mitigation unit
costs used in this study. This special analysis of “Very Poor” condition roads only occurred in the
development phase model, after which any reconstructed road was analyzed as an “Excellent”
pavement condition (PCI = 95) in the production phase model since any road used in the production
phase would have been triggered for reconstruction in the development phase.
In many cases, reconstruction is less expensive than additional overlays that would be needed for the oil
and gas industry use of roads in “Very Poor” condition. However, there were scenarios where added
overlay remained more cost effective. This is a departure from past oil and gas transportation impact
studies where reconstruction was nearly always more cost effective. Several local conditions
contributed to this new blended approach:
 RotoPaved Roads: The RotoPaved surface – essentially a surface made of recycled asphalt,
serves passenger vehicle traffic in a very cost-effective manner. However, the surface is not
designed to handle heavy trucks. This resulted in a greater number of roads being reconstructed
for long distances, adding up to a very high fixed cost that could not be recuperated over the 10year production phase in some scenarios. Thus, in these instances, overlay was more affordable.
 More “Very Poor” Roads: Overall, the roads used in Arapahoe County were of poorer condition,
requiring more reconstruction than might otherwise be expected.
 Less Well Density: Reconstructing roads is a fixed cost and is not tied directly to the scaling of
trips when scaling the number of wells. Because this study assumes less wells per pad in eastern
districts, and these districts have more “Very Poor” roads (see Figure 6), there are less wells to
share the burden of the fixed cost of reconstruction. Thus, for some scenarios it is more costly to
reconstruct versus adding overlay.
County staff noted that this blended approach to recovering costs associated with potential use of “Very
Poor” roads is also more representative of real-world considerations for maintaining these kinds of
roads in the County. Roads with “Very Poor” conditions in the eastern portions of the County see lower
overall traffic volumes, which would likely receive some sort of short-term overlay mitigation rather
than reconstruction due to cost-benefit analysis, which might be the opposite of similar roads further
west. In comparison, Adams County has more gravel roads in the eastern portions of that county, with
only select roadways having pavement and that pavement having higher design characteristics that
would better accommodate heavier loads.
The blended “Very Poor” road mitigation approach is noted in subsequent cost and fee tables to
highlight which scenarios used reconstruction of “Very Poor” roads versus calculating the offsetting
overlay when developing the associated fee.

Unpaved Road Analysis
The increase in maintenance and rehabilitation costs are a key element in determining the improvement
cost for unpaved roads. Unlike paved roads, impacts for unpaved roads are realized as daily traffic
volumes increase rather than the number of ESALs experienced. As the number of vehicles per day
increases, activities such as grading and gravel applications must be implemented to preserve the
surface quality, while dust suppression must also be implemented to address environmental concerns.
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Existing daily traffic volumes were collected/estimated for each unpaved road that experienced oil and
gas traffic in the model to establish an existing baseline of maintenance occurring. Oil and gas daily
traffic was then applied to determine if any additional maintenance was necessary. Costs were only
calculated for the additional maintenance or paving required due to oil and gas traffic. The following
sections describe how daily oil and gas traffic was estimated and the parameters for increased
maintenance or paving.
Estimating Daily Oil & Gas Traffic Volumes
For modeling purposes, oil and gas trips for the development phase are expressed as the total number
of trips for the entirety of the development phase. Furthermore, the model assigns trips for all pads and
wells in one model run since paved maintenance is reliant on loads, not time-based traffic volumes,
allowing for an average impact of a pad and well developed anywhere at any time.
Conversely, increased maintenance or paving of unpaved roads is based on daily traffic volume
thresholds, so estimates were needed about the distribution of oil and gas traffic over time. Making this
estimate using trips generated by all 128 pads and their wells being developed at one time would
overestimate daily traffic attributed to oil and gas, triggering maintenance or paving that realistically
would not be necessary. Alternatively, spacing development of the 128 pads and their wells evenly over
the 10-year study period (about 13 pads per year) would not account for annual fluctuations that could
result in substantially more pads being developed, subsequently underestimating needs that could occur
during peaks in development. Furthermore, development is unlikely to occur evenly throughout the
study area, and instead be focused in clusters, further bolstering the fact that an average pace would
not account for peak demands on unpaved roads.
To devise an estimate in between the two extremes described above, modeled oil and gas volumes were
divided by a factor consisting of the average number of days in development multiplied by the number
of estimated development periods it would take to develop all 128 pad sites and their wells at a pace
greater than an evenly spaced average but lower than all at once. A pace equivalent to developing all
128 pads and their wells in any given area over a 4-year period was selected, as this pace represents a
peak condition observed for areas in Weld County in the past five years. This selected pace represents a
data-driven estimate that attempts to neither over nor under-estimate needs as described above, yet
account for spikes in development that could trigger increased maintenance or paving need.
Modeling for the production phase also assigned all trips in one model run, but post-processing of the
results for daily traffic-based thresholds recognized that pads would incrementally come online over the
ten years, resulting in the full modeled volume at Year 10. For example, if an unpaved road is estimated
to have 100 vpd at “full buildout” of all pads, Year 1 was estimated to have 10 vpd, Year 2 to have 20
vpd, and so on. The maintenance or paving needs and costs were assessed for each year, the total 10year costs aggregated, and the aggregated costs divided by ten to establish an average annual cost.
Although it is unlikely pads would be developed at a steady pace over the 10-year horizon, this method
accounts for incrementally increased maintenance needs as more pads are developed and begin to
produce over time, while recognizing the uncertainty of development timing and intensity.
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Maintenance and Rehabilitation Schedule and Costs
Table 17 outlines the maintenance thresholds for unpaved roads and the County’s average costs
associated with each maintenance activity. Appendix C includes a summary of mitigation unit costs used
in this study. These mitigation activities are only for added traffic from oil and gas and involve additional
instances of each activity as oil and gas vpd increase. Thus, as stated earlier, only additional
maintenance or paving as a result of adding oil and gas traffic was attributed to the industry.

Table 17.
Activity
Grading
Dust Suppressant
Graveling
Reconstruction

Unpaved Road Maintenance Schedule and Costs
Cost per
Application
$350/mile
$9,000/mile
$45,000/mile
$250,000/mile

Baseline
(without oil & gas)
1 every 2 months
1/year
1 every 7 years
-

Low
(<= 50 vpd*)
1/month
1/year
1 every 7 years
-

Elevated
Moderate
(51-100 vpd*)
(101-200 vpd*)
2/month
3/month
2/year
3/year
1 every 6 years
1 every 4 years
Once***

High
(> 300 vpd**)
Pave
(no more gravel
maintenance)

Source: Arapahoe County, 2019
* = oil and gas vpd
** = vpd for paving factored in existing traffic
*** = reconstruction of gravel roads was analyzed but threshold was never breached

Paving of Unpaved Roads
Like widening to add shoulders, paving gravel roads was included in the Eastern Plains Transportation
Impact Fee. Thus, this improvement type is part of the trip-based fee element that is being added as
part of this study and was not included as part of the modeling and cost calculation process described
earlier. However, a paving threshold of 300 vpd that is generally used by the County was used to
determine when to cut-off gravel maintenance when calculating mitigation costs.
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6.

OIL & GAS ROADWAY IMPACT FEES

The purpose of designing oil and gas roadway impact fees is to recover the incremental costs associated
with the industry’s impact on Arapahoe County’s roads. Because of the nature of oil and gas
development, the most intense impact occurs during development, prior to when wells generate tax
revenue that could be used to offset impacts upfront. After the development phase, the well enters the
less traffic-intensive production phase, but this activity continues over the life of the well. The capital
required to recover costs of both phases is ideally recovered during the permitting process so the
County can be as proactive as possible in offsetting impacts. This is accomplished through oil and gas
roadway impact fees.
In designing oil and gas roadway impact fees, it is critical to isolate the oil and gas damage on the
County’s roads. Because the County already has an impact fee for the study area to address
adding/improving shoulders and pave gravel roads – known as the Eastern Plains Transportation Impact
Fee (EPTIF) – two fee methodologies were used in this study. Road deterioration related fees are
designed to recoup the cost to the County associated with ESAL-based and gravel maintenance related
impacts as estimated in this study, and are expressed as per pad and per well fees. Other trip-based
related fees covered by the EPTIF are designed using the process defined in the EPTIF study, and are
expressed as vehicle-miles-traveled fees. Table 18 outlines which mitigation activities are covered by
each fee methodology.

Table 18.

Oil & Gas Impact Fee Methods by Mitigation Activity

Mitigation Activity
Asphalt Overlay
Gravel Maintenance
Paving Gravel Roads and
Shoulder Improvements

Fee Calculation Method
ESAL-Based Average Cost per Pad & per Well
(Figure 14 illustrates this calculation)
Trip-Based Average Cost per Pad & Well
Add Oil & Gas to Eastern Plains Transportation Impact
Fee Schedule; VMT-Based using passenger car equivalent

Both fees are combined to form one fee schedule, which is explained later in this chapter. The following
subsections further describe the two methodologies and the calculations conducted for each.

Road Deterioration Based Fee
Road Deterioration Component Costs
The roadway deterioration impact costs were calculated by applying the cost assumptions described in
Chapter 5 with the modeling of impacts for the development of 1,032 wells on 128 pads and aggregated
for the whole study area and individually for the three districts, as explained in Chapters 2 and 3. The
average per-pad and per-well costs were calculated by dividing these roadway costs by the number of
pads (128) and number of wells (1,032) modeled.
Two separate scenarios were modeled and analyzed: one assuming that all wells utilize trucks for all
water (fresh and produced) and product transport, and another assuming that all wells utilize pipelines
for all transport of these materials. This approach allowed for the capture of the overall effect of
pipelines on total impact costs and for the calculation of fees based on whether pad sites will have
access to any combination of fresh water, produced water, and product pipelines.
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Table 19 provides the total roadway deterioration impact costs associated with development of the 128
pads, as well as the impact costs associated with the production trips of those same pads over a 10-year
period, using the process and unit costs outlined in Chapter 5. Costs are shown for each of the
mitigation cost categories, and documents the analysis using both the reconstruction of “Very Poor”
condition roads method versus the overlay method for these roads.

Table 19.

Impact Costs for Oil and Gas Development and Production without
Pipelines (2019$)

Full Study Area
West District
East-Central District
128
75
44
~8
10
6
Reconstruction Method for “Very Poor” Condition Roads
Development Phase
Asphalt Overlay
$9,883,400
$5,252,500
$4,568,900
Gravel Maintenance
$169,600
$6,800
$133,100
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$10,990,200
$1,013,000
$9,862,000
Production Phase (10-years)
Asphalt Overlay
$68,335,000
$37,755,000
$30,328,000
Gravel Maintenance
$1,446,000
$61,000
$948,000
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Total Costs
$90,824,200
$44,088,300
$45,840,000
Cost per Modeled Pad
$709,564
$587,844
$1,041,818
Overlay Method for “Very Poor” Condition Roads
Development Phase
Asphalt Overlay
$15,036,100
$5,674,800
$9,288,100
Gravel Maintenance
$169,600
$6,800
$133,100
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Production Phase (10-years)
Asphalt Overlay
$109,129,000
$40,799,000
$68,049,000
Gravel Maintenance
$1,446,000
$61,000
$948,000
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Total Costs
$125,780,700
$46,541,600
$78,418,200
Cost per Modeled Pad
$982,662
$620,555
$1,782,232
Total Pads
Wells per Pad

Far East District
9
2
$62,200
$29,700
$115,300
$254,000
$438,000
$0
$899,200
$99,911
$73,200
$29,700
$0
$283,000
$438,000
$0
$823,900
$91,544

When looking at the development and production phases combined, the breakdown shows that Asphalt
Overlay represents the largest cost component. However, when using the reconstruction method to
treat “Very Poor” roads in the development phase, this mitigation activity is the largest development
phase cost for the East-Central and Far East districts. In most cases this higher up-front cost reduces
long-term costs in the production phase, as noted in Chapter 5, but that is not always the case.
Subsequent fee calculation tables note where the reconstruction method or overlay method was used
to be as cost-effective as possible.
This set of results is shown for the study area as a whole, as well as individually for the three districts. It
includes all truck trips for the transportation of fresh and produced water, as well as product produced,
and is considered the base scenario. The same costs associated with implementing pipelines for all fresh
and produced water, as well as product, are similarly displayed in Table 20. Both tables also show the
average cost to offset the roadway impacts of a single pad (total costs divided over total pads),
accounting for ten years of production.
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Table 20.

Impact Costs for Oil and Gas Development and Production with Fresh
Water, Produced Water, and Product Pipelines (2019$)

Full Study Area
West District
East-Central District
128
75
44
~8
10
6
Reconstruction Method for “Very Poor” Condition Roads
Development Phase
Asphalt Overlay
$5,572,400
$2,761,800
$2,782,000
Gravel Maintenance
$30,000
$700
$24,500
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$10,990,200
$1,013,000
$9,840,300
Production Phase (10-years)
Asphalt Overlay
$169,000
$96,000
$73,000
Gravel Maintenance
$1,400,000
$26,000
$1,073,000
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Total Costs
$18,161,600
$3,897,500
$13,792,800
Cost per Modeled Pad
$141,888
$51,967
$313,473
Overlay Method for “Very Poor” Condition Roads
Development Phase
Asphalt Overlay
$8,220,200
$2,982,900
$5,203,500
Gravel Maintenance
$30,000
$700
$24,500
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Production Phase (10-years)
Asphalt Overlay
$241,000
$100,000
$141,000
Gravel Maintenance
$1,400,000
$26,000
$1,073,000
Very Poor Road Reconstruction
$0
$0
$0
Total Costs
$9,891,200
$3,109,600
$6,442,000
Cost per Modeled Pad
$77,275
$41,461
$146,409
Total Pads
Wells per Pad

Far East District
9
2
$28,700
$4,900
$137,000
$1,000
$301,000
$0
$472,600
$52,511
$33,900
$4,900
$0
$1,000
$301,000
$0
$340,800
$37,867

Calculating the Road Deterioration Fee Component
To allow for variations in the number of wells per pad, the fee calculation is based on two components:
a pad construction fee and a well development and production fee. One percent of all costs associated
with developing a pad is attributable to pad construction based on that activity’s ESAL generation, and
the remaining costs are attributed to the well development. All production costs are associated with the
well fee. Figure 14 illustrates this process.

Figure 14.

Road Deterioration Based Fee Calculation Methodology
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Table 21 presents the calculated impact fees, which are the average impact costs associated with pad
construction and well development, and the 10-year cumulative impact costs of well production. The
table splits the impact fees between phases (development versus ten years of production), boundary
(full study area versus the three districts), pipeline scenario, and per-pad versus per-well fee. Fees in red
use the overlay method rather than the reconstruction method for impacts to “Very Poor” roads.

Table 21.

Full Oil and Gas Road Deterioration Impact Fee Schedule Options
(2019$)

Pipeline Scenario
Fresh
Produced
Water
Water
Product
Pipeline Pipeline Pipeline
n/a

n/a

n/a

-

-

-



-

-

-

-



-



-



-







-

-











Fee Type

Pad Fee (D)
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee
Well Fee (D)
Well Fee (P)
Total Well Fee

Study Area
Roadway
Deterioration
Impact Fees

West District
Roadway
Deterioration
Impact Fees
Per Pad Fees
$1,188
$758
Per Well Fees
$20,187
$8,279
$67,617
$50,421
$87,804
$58,700
$18,031
$6,615
$67,617
$50,421
$85,648
$57,036
$20,187
$8,279
$33,908
$24,789
$54,095
$33,068
$18,031
$6,615
$35,230
$25,795
$53,260
$32,409
$18,031
$6,615
$33,908
$24,789
$51,938
$31,404
$15,874
$4,950
$35,230
$25,795
$51,104
$30,745
$11,217
$5,701
$1,590
$168
$12,807
$5,869
$7,847
$3,902
$1,590
$168
$9,437
$4,070

East-Central District
Roadway
Deterioration
Impact Fees

Far East District
Roadway
Deterioration
Impact Fees

$2,141

$114

$54,615
$118,470
$173,085
$50,984
$118,470
$169,454
$54,615
$60,264
$114,879
$50,984
$62,547
$113,531
$50,984
$60,264
$111,248
$47,353
$62,547
$109,900
$27,388
$4,598
$31,986
$19,446
$4,598
$24,044

$5,660
$40,056
$45,716
$3,880
$40,056
$43,935
$5,660
$28,184
$33,844
$3,880
$28,649
$32,529
$3,880
$28,184
$32,063
$2,099
$28,649
$30,748
$3,880
$16,778
$20,657
$2,099
$16,778
$18,877

(D) = Development Phase
(P) = Production Phase
$xx,xxx = Uses overlay method rather than reconstruction method for “Very Poor” condition roads because it is more cost effective
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Table 22 summarizes the resulting maximum defensible road deterioration fee structure – total fees by
pipeline scenario. Fees are only shown for the three districts, as the methodology of using different well
densities per district does not lend itself to producing a fee for the overall study area.

Table 22.
Fresh
Water
Pipeline
n/a

Maximum Oil and Gas Road Deterioration Impact Fee Schedule (2019$)

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline
n/a

n/a

West

East-Central

$758

Per Pad Fees
$2,141

Far East

$114

Per Well Fees
















$58,700

$173,085

$45,716

$57,036

$169,454

$43,935

$33,068

$114,879

$33,844

$32,409

$113,531

$32,529

$31,404

$111,248

$32,063

$30,745

$109,900

$30,748

$5,869

$31,986

$20,657

$4,070

$24,044

$18,877

Vehicle-Mile-Based Fee
Adding shoulders to paved roads with no or substandard shoulders and paving gravel roads are two
impact mitigation types that have been included in development of oil and gas impact fees for some
Colorado jurisdictions. These improvement components have been calculated using estimates of the
total needs for these improvements based on modeled oil and gas traffic and calculating the average per
pad and per well cost for these improvements.
 Shoulder Widening: Shoulder widening on paved roads with no or substandard shoulders is a
safety mitigation measure to maintain safe multimodal roads with the increased truck traffic
associated with the oil and gas development. Wider shoulders provide safety benefits for all
roadway users, including a space for bicyclists separate from the travel lanes, a countermeasure
to run-off-road crashes, and a stopping area for breakdowns or other emergencies.
 Paving of Gravel Roads: As traffic volumes increase on gravel roads, air quality concerns arise
and the frequency and resulting cost of maintenance and dust abatement increases, making the
paving of the roads more cost effective and environmentally conscious than continued gravel
road maintenance. The Arapahoe County 2035 Transportation Plan lists a 700 vpd threshold;
however, in practice the County has often invested in road paving projects on roads with lower
volumes, such as 300 vpd, which was used as the threshold in this study to stop a gravel road’s
maintenance costs and instead have this fee component cover paving.
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The shoulder and paving improvements share four characteristics that led to further discussion about
the method of incorporating them in the oil and gas impact fee:
 Their needs are not load/ESAL-based but more VMT-based.
 They are improvement types that are included in the 2016 Eastern Plains Transportation Impact
Fee Study (EPTIF) transportation improvements.
 Stakeholders have raised a concern about the oil and gas impact fee assessing the full cost of
these improvements on the industry, as other users will benefit from the improvements.
 Arapahoe County does not have established traffic volume thresholds to require paving of
gravel roads or adding shoulders to paved roads.
Based on these characteristics, an alternative method is being used to account for these improvements
in the oil and gas impact fees. This method uses VMT for oil and gas wells and the EPTIF cost per VMT to
calculate the oil and gas fee component to address paving gravel roads and shoulder improvements.

Calculating the Vehicle-Mile-Based Fee Component
This section documents calculations to use the Eastern Plains Transportation Impact Fee (EPTIF)
methodology for developing the VMT-based fee component for shoulder improvements and paving of
gravel roads.
Daily Trips
The first step is to calculate the average daily trips generated per pad and per well. Table 23 shows
these calculations based on trip generation rates provided in Chapter 3. Trips that occur during the early
development phase for a well or pad are spread over a 10-year period to derive average daily trips.

Table 23.

Average Daily Trips Per Well and Per Pad
Total Trips

Development Phase
Production Phase
Total
Development Phase
Production Phase
Total

Per Pad
1,008
n/a
Per Well
2,130
n/a

Days in 10-Year
Time Frame

Average Daily
Trips

3,650
n/a

0.28
0
0.28

3,650
n/a

0.58
2.0
2.58

Passenger Car Equivalents
Due to their size, each heavy truck has an elevated impact on the need for shoulder improvements or
paving of gravel roads. The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), published by the Transportation Research
Board, provides a national standard for the analysis of operations on roadway. The HCM defines a
concept of Passenger Car Equivalents (PCE) and trucks are assigned a 1.9 PCE on level terrain for twolane roads. Oil and gas trip generation analysis shows that approximately 57 percent of trips generated
are trucks. With 57 percent of vehicles at a PCE of 1.9 the average PCE for all oil and gas trips is
approximately 1.5.
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Trip Lengths and Primary Trips
The average trip length on County roads for all oil and gas trips modeled for this study has been
calculated to be 5.5 miles.
The EPTIF uses a concept of primary trips in impact fee calculations. Trips generated by some land uses
start or end at another Arapahoe County fee-generating use, so the trip generation by those uses is
reduced to avoid double charging for the same trip at both ends. For a large majority of trips generated
by oil and gas wells, the other end of the trip is not at a fee-generating Arapahoe County land use, so
100 percent of oil and gas trips are considered as primary trips.
Fee Calculation
The EPTIF study calculated a growth cost per VMT of $153.10. Using this cost/VMT and the values noted
in Table 23, Table 24 provides the calculated fees per pad and per well for this fee component.

Table 24.

Vehicle Mile-Based Fee Component Calculation
Factor

Value

5.5 Average
1.5 PCE
$153.10 / VMT

0.28 trips
1.54 miles
2.31 miles
$354 fee

5.5 Average
1.5 PCE
$153.10 / VMT

2.58 trips
14.19 miles
21.29 miles
$3,260 fee

Per Pad

Daily Trips
Vehicle Miles
Vehicle Miles – Passenger Car Equivalent
Fee

Per Well

Daily Trips
Vehicle Miles
Vehicle Miles – Passenger Car Equivalent
Fee

The VMT-based fees shown in Table 24 apply to a scenario with no pipelines. These fee amounts are
reduced proportionally to the PCE associated with the trips that would be eliminated with pipelines as
shown in Table 25.

Table 25.
Fresh
Water
Pipeline
n/a

Vehicle Mile-Based Fee by Pipeline Scenario

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline
n/a

n/a

West

East-Central

$354

Per Pad Fees
$354

Far East

$354

Per Well Fees
















$3,260

$3,260

$3,260

$2,804

$2,804

$2,804

$2,380

$2,380

$2,380

$2,380

$2,380

$2,380

$1,923

$1,923

$1,923

$1.923

$1,923

$1,923

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

$1,043

$1,043

$1,043
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Combined Fee
To make applying the two fees simpler, they have been combined in Table 26 by adding the VMT-based
fee per pad and per well from Table 25 with the fee schedule laid out in Table 22.

Table 26.
Fresh
Water
Pipeline
n/a






Combined Maximum Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Fee Schedule (2019$)

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline
n/a






n/a






West

East-Central

Far East

Per Pad Fees
$1,112

$2,495

$468

Per Well Fees
$61,960
$176,345

$48,976

$59,840

$172,258

$46,739

$35,448

$117,259

$36,224

$34,789

$115,911

$34,909

$33,327

$113,171

$33,986

$32,668

$111,823

$32,671

$7,369

$33,486

$22,157

$5,113

$25,087

$19,920
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Fee Schedules for Other Oil and Gas Scenarios
Per-ESAL Fee for Independent Fee Studies
It is anticipated that the enabling ordinance for the oil and gas impact fee will allow development
applicants to conduct an independent fee study if they meet specific criteria. In doing so, they may be
required to use an average per-ESAL fee derived from this study’s methodology. To establish this perESAL fee displayed in Table 26, the road deterioration fees shown in Table 22 were divided by the ESALs
generated by a pad and well. The VMT-based fees in Table 24 are to be applied separately.

Table 27.

Average Per-ESAL Road Deterioration Fees (2019$)

West
District

East-Central
District

Far East
District

$7.63

$22.48

$5.88

These fees may also be used for other energy developments other than oil and gas, as independent fee
studies are recommended for these land uses given the lack of data to conduct a similar study for each
of these kinds of developments.

Vertical Well Fees
Unlike many other Front Range counties that have oil and gas development activity, Arapahoe County
still occasionally sees the development of vertical wells rather than horizontal wells, which are the basis
for this study and fees presented up to this point. To establish a fee schedule for vertical development,
ESALs associated with this kind of development were isolated and compared as a percentage of
horizontal well ESALs. This results in fees 98 percent of the per-pad fees for horizontal wells and 81
percent of the per-well fees in Table 25, as shown in Table 27. The per-ESAL road deterioration fees for
vertical wells are 82 percent of those calculated for horizontal wells in Table 26, as shown in Table 28.

Table 28.

Fresh
Water
Pipeline

Combined Maximum Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Fee Schedule for
Vertical Wells (2019$)

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline

West

East-Central

Far East

Per Pad Fees

n/a

n/a

n/a

$1,085

$2,434
Per Well Fees

$457
















$50,235

$142,974

$39,708

$48,516

$139,660

$37,894

$28,740

$95,069

$29,369

$28,206

$93,976

$28,303

$27,020

$91,755

$27,555

$26,486

$90,662

$26,489

$5,975

$27,150

$17,964

$4,145

$20,340

$16,150
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Table 29.
West
District
$6.29

Per-ESAL Road Deterioration Fees for Vertical Wells (2019$)
East-Central
District
$18.54

Far East
District
$4.85

Re-Fracking Well Fees
Occasionally the fracking process is repeated to re-stimulate a well after its production has fallen off.
Fees for this activity have been calculated using the same methodology described for vertical wells
above, but using the ESALs generated only for fracking activities. Table 29 displays the per-pad and perwell fees, using 19 percent of the full per-pad fees and 79 percent of the full per-well fees from
Table 25. The per-ESAL road deterioration fees for re-fracking wells are 74 percent of those calculated
for horizontal wells in Table 26, as shown in Table 30.

Table 30.

Fresh
Water
Pipeline

Combined Maximum Oil and Gas Roadway Impact Fee Schedule for
Re-Fracking a Well (2019$)

Pipeline Scenario
Produced
Water
Product
Pipeline
Pipeline

n/a

n/a

West

East-Central

Far East

Per Pad Fees

n/a

$210

$472

$89

Per Well Fees






Table 31.
West
District
$5.62











$48,803

$138,897

$38,575

$47,132

$135,678

$36,814

$27,921

$92,358

$28,531

$27,401

$91,296

$27,496

$26,250

$89,138

$26,769

$25,730

$88,076

$25,733

$5,804

$26,375

$17,452

$4,027

$19,760

$15,690

Per-ESAL Road Deterioration Fees for Re-Fracking a Well (2019$)
East-Central
District
$16.56

Far East
District
$4.33
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APPENDIX B. OTHER TRAVEL MODEL ASSUMPTIONS
Assumption
Roads from adjacent counties were included
in the model but not assessed for impacts
Speed limits were acquired from an Arapahoe
County speed sign database and using Google
StreetView
All highway ramps entered into the model as
a one-lane roadway
Intersection controls were not defined
Actual turn lane configurations were not
included within the network
No pad-to-pad travel
The pad in each pad zone of the model was
located in the most open, least developed,
and unincorporated location outside of the
floodway and nearest to a road for access
Paths connecting pad centroids were
connected to the nearest major road in a
geographically logical manner
No trips were assigned to travel via the E-470
tollway

Reasoning / Notes


Origins/destinations outside of Arapahoe County, specifically to the North, were
programmed at actual locations of where facilities are located





Road segments received nearest signed speed
Major paved roads were validated/acquired via Google StreetView
Finding speeds for each road segment, specifically minor local roads, would have had
a low benefit/cost ratio
Gravel roads do not have a posted speed limit; generalized speeds were used
Congestion was not factored within the model, and all ramps in the travel shed are
the responsibility of CDOT, thus do not factor into calculated impacts
Programming signal timing would have had a low benefit/cost ratio
Delay from intersection controls would be low in comparison to the total trip time
Programming turn lanes into the model would have had a low benefit/cost ratio
Delay reduction from turn lanes would be low in comparison to the total trip time
Data on pad-to-pad travel patterns and volumes were unavailable, and such travel
patterns are complex and highly uncertain case-by-case occurrences to predict
Pads typically locate away from housing and other buildings to avoid conflict with
local residents
The analysis for this study was only concerned with pads developing in
unincorporated portions of the County
Floodways mainly influenced the placement of a pad within a zone, with only a few
potential pad zones eliminated due to being fully covered by a floodway
Development would be unlikely to construct a bridge to cross water unless
absolutely necessary
Major roads would be most suitable for travel
Connecting to the nearest road reduces access road costs and travel time
Hazardous materials are prevented from traveling on E-470
Multiple free comparable travel paths are available
Transporters are toll-averse and no way to estimate the percentage of trips that
would be willing to use.
The approach defined to the left and in the report results in a true average potential
cost to the County’s road network regardless of where and when a pad develops
Not conducted was the creation of pace-of-development scenarios that utilize a
random location selection process of active pads (because the location of future
pads is unknown) because this can lead to situations where if the randomization
process selected pad locations that must use more County roads, the cost per
pad/well is higher; or if the randomization process selected pad locations that
primarily accessed state highways or municipal roads, the cost per pad/well is lower



















All pads were modeled to generate trips in
one model run per phase
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APPENDIX C. MITIGATION UNIT COSTS SUMMARY
The following unit costs were developed in coordination with Arapahoe County staff using County data
in conjunction with CDOT costs. These are generalized planning-level costs that incorporate standard
values used by the County for all occurrences of these activates, not just for the purposes of this study.
These costs do not include any changes in roadway classification or acquisition of right-of-way.
Maintenance Activity
Asphalt overlay
Asphalt reconstruction
Concrete reconstruction
Grading
Gravel
Dust Suppressant

2017 Cost
$85
$30,000
$580,000
$350
$45,000
$9,000

Unit
Per ton
Per foot of width, per mile
Per lane, per mile
Per mile
Per mile
Per mile

Assumptions
n/a
Includes removal cost
12-foot lane width, 12-inch depth
1 every 2 months
Applied every 7 years
1 per year

Source: Arapahoe County, 2019
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Appendix D.

Stakeholder Comments & Responses

Appendix D

Comment

March 29, 2019 Update
Stakeholder Comment and Response Summary
Source(s)*
Notes

1. One pad every sq. mi. for the
West Zone is too much. In 10year time period 25% to 50%
is more reasonable. Paints an
unreasonable picture.

Verbal &
COGA

2. 10 wells/pad is too much for
Arapahoe Co – drilling not
expected to be as intense as
Adams or Weld
3. Expect little or no drilling
east of Kiowa/Bennett Road.
Eliminate east area from
analysis or don’t include in
fee calculation for West zone
4. Ensure that money collected is
used on roads that serve oil &
gas and are within the same
Zone

Verbal

5. Need analysis and a fee for
vertical wells and workovers
of existing wells

Verbal

No comments on the 1
pad/6 sq. mi. Central or
1pad/24 sq. mi. in East
zone.

Some recent applications
have been for 10+ well
pads.






County Response

Change to 1 pad/2 sq. mi. in
West Zone
Clearly explain in report
that number of pads is not a
prediction but for analytical
purposes to calculate the
average impact of pads and
wells in study area.
No change proposed.

Verbal



Continue to calculate fees
applicable to 3 Zones County can apply different
fees to different zones.

Verbal



The County will use funds
on roads serving oil & gas
development.
Not desirable to create
strict benefit districts tied
to the 3 zones that impede
flexibility to address
priority needs.
Request industry input on
trip generation for these
activities to compare against
current sources.
Include fees in final report
for these activities based on
proportional impact
compared to horizontal
wells.







Comment
6. Reaction to the graphic
showing largest trucks with
15,000 to 46,000 X passenger
car ESAL.

Source(s)*
Verbal &
CPC

Notes
Sent Stakeholders a new
slide showing maximum of
23,000 which is ratio for
asphalt.

County Response



7. Please incorporate more local
data in addition to national
data in developing trip
generation profiles Use traffic
studies submitted to County.

Verbal,
COGA &
CPC

8. E-470 is not used much by
water delivery or other highvolume haulers but may be
used by some larger trucks
and pick-ups.
9. Impact fees should not be
expected to pay for 100% of
industry impact to roads. The
industry generates a large
amount of revenue to the
County through ad valorem
and property taxes that are
and can be used to improve
and maintain roads.
10.
Will traffic studies still be
required if impact fees are put
in place?

Verbal

Verbal,
COGA &
CPC

Verbal &
CPC

Review of 3 traffic studies
shows higher trip
generation estimates than
FHU proposed rates for 1
pad/1 well. COGA provided
trip generation estimates
from an operator for a 10well pad using 1-, 2-, & 3mile horizontal laterals.
These estimates were
generally consistent with
FHU’s other data sources,
with total trips slightly
higher than other sources.

Project team response at
the meeting was that the
charge from the BOCC is
to calculate defensible fees
to address the full impacts
of the industry and the
BOCC can opt to adopt
fees less than the full
defensible amount.
Project team response at
the meeting was that there
will still be a need for
routing information,
identification of needed



Replace 46,000 with 23,000
for asphalt; change column
header “Specialty Truck” to
“Largest Specialty Truck”.
Add note on proportion of
total trips represented by
specialty trucks.
FHU has added the
information sent by COGA
as an additional data source.



FHU will incorporate this
comment in routing
assumptions.



Continue to calculate the
maximum defensible fee for
consideration by the BOCC.
County staff will provide
information on other
industry revenues to County
for BOCC consideration.





County staff will clarify new
traffic study requirements if
impact fee is adopted.

Comment

Source(s)*

11.

Industry shouldn’t be
charged for 100% of cost of
reconstructing roads in poor
condition.

COGA

12.

Industry should not be
charged 100% of cost of
shoulders – should be
proportional to industry VMT

COGA

13.

Proposed 3,500 psi
Resilient Modulus value is too
low. COGA suggests a value of
at least 10,000.
14.
Put a mechanism in place
for a discount or refund if
pipelines are installed after
the initial fee is assessed.
15.
Allow operators to conduct
their own independent traffic
impact study to calculate fee.
County provide guidelines,
appeal process and potentially
an ESAL-mile cost to use in
independent calculation.

COGA &
CPC

16.

CPC

Fairness issue because
construction impacts are not
considered for home or
commercial impact fees.

Notes
turn lanes, improvements
to intersections, etc.
In other studies, FHU has
determined that applying
overlay costs for poor
condition roads is similar
to or more than
reconstructing.
Tentative direction is to
not include shoulders or
paving of gravel roads in
the ESAL-based oil & gas
impact fee, but to include
as a VMT fee based on the
$153/vehicle mile of travel
fee in the Eastern Plains
Transportation Impact Fee.
County staff and
geotechnical consultant
have affirmed 3,500 as a
reasonable value

County Response


Continue as planned and
state the note to the left in
the study report.



Calculate fee for shoulders
and paving of gravel roads
using the $153/Vehicle Mile
of Travel level per the
EPTIF applied to average
daily traffic spread over a
10-year period. A passenger
car equivalent per the
Highway Capacity Manual
will be applied to truck
VMT.
No change proposed



COGA



Require pipeline
commitment with initial plan
for reduced fee

COGA



Provide independent study
guidelines and appeal
process in the implementing
legislation, & provide an
average ESAL-mile (for
paved roads) and gravel-mile
cost in the study report



No change proposed

The construction impact
per home or per 1000 sq.
ft. of commercial
development is small
compared with the impact

Comment

Source(s)*

The study does not appear
to account for oil & gas
development that occurs
simultaneously in the same
vicinity where industry and
other trucks would share the
same roads.
18.
Request that the study
consider current practices of
operators including voluntary
payments of $7,500 per well
and voluntary as-needed road
maintenance.
19.
The proposed 10-year time
frame is not adequate because
of the declining production
curve. Suggest a minimum of
15 years.

CPC

20.

CPC

17.

Encourage the County to
host another stakeholder
meeting to further discuss

Notes
of many trips with heavy
and very heavy trucks for
oil & gas. Impact fees for
homes and commercial
development are calculated
based on their ongoing
traffic which is their
primary impact.
Fees are calculated based
directly on impacts of trips
generated per pad and per
well considering truck
types, routes used and trip
lengths.

CPC

CPC

Comment may reflect a
misunderstanding about the
proposed methodology.
Impacts are calculated
based on the total number
of trips, not trips/day or
/year, so a longer
production period would
increase the fee. The
average 2 trips/day
assumed over 10 years
reflects an average with
higher trip generation
early in the production
period and lower trip
generation in later years.

County Response



No change proposed



The impact fee would be
assessed on new oil & gas
development and would
replace the voluntary upfront payments.



No change proposed.



County hosted February 26th
meeting with COGA

Comment
technical and economic
aspects of the study.
21.
Include Colorado Motor
Carriers Association in the
stakeholder process

* Sources:

Source(s)*

Notes

COGA

Verbal – 12/13/18 Stakeholder Meeting verbal comments
COGA – 1/11/19 Letter from Colorado Oil & Gas Association
CPC – 1/18/19 Letter from Colorado Petroleum Council

County Response


Add the CMCA to
stakeholder list for
notification of future
meetings and comment
opportunities.
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