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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, April 19, 2013 


 
DRAFT FOR REVIEW BY PLANNING COMMISSION 


 
8:45 a.m. • Call to order; determine quorum 


• Approval of Minutes 
• Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general 


comments or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not 
scheduled on the day’s agenda. 


  
9:00 a.m.  SG Interests I, Ltd., continued public hearing/no action, request for the Federal 11-90-9 gas well 


project, including five gas wells, located in northwest Gunnison County, in Section 9, Township 11 
South, Range 90 West, 6th P.M., west of Highway 133, possible direction to staff 


  
10:00 a.m. David Baumgarten, County Attorney, work session/no action, Planning Commission training, 


including discussion of  ex parte communications, Colorado Open Meetings Law, personal liability 
of Planning Commissioner members 


  
11:00 a.m. Marlene Crosby, Public Works Director, work session/no action, information and overview of 


the Public Works Department functions  
  


End of 
Meeting 


• Report of actions taken by BOCC. 
• A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No discussion or 


action on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take place at this time. 
  
  


Adjourn  
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 


April 19, 2013 
**** 


 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting, in the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the 
Blackstocks Government Center, Planning Commission meeting room.  Present were: 
 
Chairman- Kent Fulton    
Commissioner-Warren Wilcox   Assistant Director of Community Development- Neal Starkebaum 
Commissioner- Susan Eskew   Planner-Cathie Pagano 
Alternate Commissioner- Jeremy Rubingh Community Development Department Services Manager-Beth Baker 
Alternate Commissioner- Tom Venard  Others present as listed in text 
     
Absent- Commissioner Jim Seitz and AJ Cattles    


**** 
With a quorum present Chairman Kent Fulton opened the regular meeting of the Planning Commission.  


**** 
Moved by Venard seconded by Wilcox to approve April 5, 2013 Planning Commission minutes as amended.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 


**** 
SG Interests, Federal 11-90-9;  The Gunnison County Planning Commission ( Commission) conducted a continued 
public hearing.  They reviewed the request for the Federal 11-90-9 gas well project, including five gas wells, located in 
northwest Gunnison County, in Section 9, Township 11 South, Range 90 West, 6th P.M., west of Highway 133.  
 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the continued public hearing.  
 
Eric Sanford SG Interests (SG) representative was present.  Catherine Dickert SG Interests representative participated by 
phone.   
 
Sanford said the Forest Service has approved the surface use plan of operations; effectively they have a Forest Service 
permit for this well.  The County appeal with the COGCC for the 2A approval has been dismissed.  Nothing else 
substantive has occurred.   
 
Rubingh asked if there had been any progress with wildlife mitigation plan: Sanford said they are waiting to hear from 
Parks and Wildlife.   
 
High Country Citizens Alliance (HCCA) representative Ally Melton said she understood this had been given a category 
exclusion underneath one of the exemptions of the Energy Quality Act of 2005.  She noted the maximum disturbance 
allowed was five acres and this site was 4.6 acres; she asked how it was calculated.  Why was the pipeline not included in 
the calculation?  Sanford explained the Forest Service calculated the acreage of the site.  The pipeline is co-located, to be 
adjacent to the road.  The road and the pad areas were calculated before any calculations were made.   It just happened 
to fall under the five acre maximum.  Dickert said the calculation was based on the engineering data given to the Forest 
Service by SG.   
 
Melton said one of the requirements for the exemption was a site specific NEPA. She asked if the only NEPA was the 
Gunnison Energy Master Development Plan, dated 2010.  Dickert corrected it was not exempted from NEPA, she referred 
Melton to Forest Service representative Ryan Taylor.  A categorical exclusion is a form of a NEPA and this project is 
compliant with NEPA.  Melton asked if there was any other decision document that it was tied to; Dickert said it is tied to 
the Forest Plan, and there should be a list in the plan of the documents referred to this decision.   
 
Eskew asked which plan; Melton said the Gunnison Energy Master Development Plan. 
 
Rubingh said the Gunnison Energy Master Plan was based on a site that is adjacent to this site. He asked how it works- is 
it a site specific analysis; Dickert replied with some of the required surveys such as the archeology, there was also 
archeology done at that site previous to the Gunnison Energy Master Plan.  Typically when the Feds do an archeology 
survey they extend it to a buffer zone outside the site.  The Feds do this in anticipation of changes to the project.  It is 
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almost always quite a bit larger than the proposed disturbed area.   The Forest Service did an onsite inspection with their 
specialist/ biologist.    
 
Melton noted there are several Class One air sheds in the vicinity of the project area; will there be any actual monitoring of 
the area?  It could be impacted by any sort of methane venting or other development. Were there any considerations of 
what those impacts could be?  County Attorney David Baumgarten said there has been conversation on how best to 
monitor the air sheds, but he did not know how far the process had gone.  He added the discussions will be cross 
jurisdictional; they might have a consequence for what type of machinery can be used, and there may be a consideration 
for the pace of development and the absorption rate of the atmosphere.  He anticipates the participation of Gunnison 
County in those discussions.  Rubingh asked if Gunnison County would be party to an EIS: Baumgarten was not sure if 
there will be an EIS.   
 
Melton pointed out the site is approximately 600 ft. from Little Henderson Creek; she asked what specific mitigations will 
be taken to ensure cuttings would not impact the creek; and what is the expected impact if any water is taken out of the 
creek and used for operations. Sanford explained they will comply with the COGCC and Federal requirements as to how 
the pits are lined, designed and tested when removed.  The Little Henderson at that location is not a fish bearing stream, it 
is a drainage which can be augmented by releasing water from the SG reservoir.  When there is a call on water they will 
be required to use their augmentation plan.  
 
Melton asked how they will attempt to keep wildlife out of the pits; Sanford replied the pad will be netted and fenced. 
 
Melton asked if what would be done with any cleaning fluids not kept in the closed loop cycle.  Sanford said the first well 
will be a shale well and there isn’t much produced water with a shale well.  He added any liquids that require testing will 
be removed and sent to a licensed disposal facility. Clean water will go to a disposal well for reinjection.  Sanford added 
the equipment is cleaned before it arrives at the site.  The trucks will be cleaned at an approved facility, by a licensed 
company. 
 
Melton asked if SG is going to do a NEPA analysis later in the process; Sanford said no, unless the scope of the project is 
changed and an additional NEPA could be required.  
 
Eskew asked what the water sampling schedule is; Dickert said there have not been any changes in the water sampling in 
2012. Dickert said it looks like there will be surface water testing done when construction starts. They do have a pre- 
baseline set, and when construction begins they may want another one, but SG does not have clear direction on that yet.   
 
Fulton asked how much difference there is between State and Federal testing requirements: Dickert explained the closest 
water well is more than a mile away, but they have agreed to test a well that is more than one mile away.  The testing was 
done in the fall and it will be done again upon post completion of the well.  She was unsure how they will mesh; they do 
have lists of constituents that will be tested for. Sanford explained this is the first well on Federal land since the State has 
adopted their new water testing requirements. Sanford stated whatever is required will be done.  Fulton asked if the 
testing will be completed in time; Sanford explained they can get an extension of the State permit and the Federal 
government will not allow them to start without the adequate testing information.   
 
Melton asked what the expected well depth will be; Sanford replied it is a shale well so they will vertically drill 7,500 to 
8,500 ft., take a 90 degree angle and drill about approximately 5,000 ft. horizontally.  The total measured depth would be 
approximately 14,000 ft.; with the vertical depth being approximately 8,000 ft.  Melton asked if SG has ever drilled this 
deep before; Sanford said they had, it was a well south east of this location, the Spadafora #2.  Melton asked if there are 
there any concerns regarding the drilling; Sanford said no, the knowledge gained with the Spadafora #2  well gives them 
confidence they can drill 5,000 to 6,000 ft. horizontally. 
 
Melton asked if the testing points will be down gradient; Dickert said the Forest Service has not decided yet.    
 
Melton asked if any they have any information on the rate of ground water flow, and how long it would take to reach the 
testing monitoring well: Dickert said no. 
 
Melton asked about baseline testing of soil, and quantity and quality of water.   
 
Fulton questioned the difference between a cuttings pit and a reserve pit.  Sanford explained the closed loop system will 
still have a cuttings pit, and they can also use containers.  A cuttings pit is smaller and dryer than a reserve pit. The closed 
loop system dries out the cuttings and the mud.  The cuttings pit contains the same chemical makeup as the soil with less 
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moisture.  The liner would be folded up and they would test the soils.  They would test the soil under the liner, and also 
sample 10 to 20 ft off the edge of pit before drilling to know what the background is. This will tell them if the liner has 
leaked.  The reserve pit is for water and drilling mud only and reused during the drilling of the well. The water from the 
flow back pits is used for completion.   
 
Melton asked if there is baseline information for water quality and quantity; Dickert said Henderson Creek has been 
sampled, the Forest Service may require more.  They do not have clear direction from the Forest Service yet.  
 
Melton asked about the wildlife mitigation: Sanford said it has been addressed; they are waiting to hear from Parks and 
Wildlife on the larger scale plan.     
 
The commissioners took a few minutes to review the comments from Hayden-Wing Associates, dated March 29, 2013.  
Gunnison Country had requested the review.  
 
Sanford said Parks and Wildlife has historically seen these units as overpopulated, so when talking about mitigation it is 
difficult to talk about mitigation efforts to increase population when their own data indicates it is already overpopulated.   
 
Sanford requested this application be on the next possible agenda.  
 
Starkebaum said he had no further comments. 
 
Eskew and Rubingh were concerned the Forest Service letter did not specifically address this area.  Starkebaum said he 
had contacted CPAW representative John Holtz; they were satisfied with the mitigation as identified for that site, but they 
declined to submit written comments.     
 
Rubingh expressed his concern the Forest Service letter does not specifically identify this site.  The County Oil and Gas 
operation standards state wildlife and wildlife habit shall not be impacted, and shall not cause significant degradation in 
the quality of recreational activities in the county.  He stated the county standards should be supported.  Sanford 
reiterated his opinion the county does not have jurisdiction over wildlife; the Forest Service has provided comments and 
mitigations.  Those mitigations are outlined in the Forest Service SUPA.   
 
Fulton said after reading what the Federal response was, it states they have accepted the mitigation plan provided. He 
said there will be some places that require specific timing to drill.   
 
Rubingh said there have been other entities that identified cumulative impacts to wildlife in the area.  He said our   angling 
and hunting resources are extremely important economically and as our values as identified as a county.  He was not 
satisfied with the wildlife mitigation plan as submitted.   
 
Eskew was concerned with maximum cumulative visibility in Class I and Cass II areas.  Dickert said it is explained that 
while it adds to the cumulative impact, the proposed project by itself adds an almost immeasurable amount of emissions.  
Wilcox noted he felt very comfortable with the Forest Service document.   
 
Fulton asked what will be done about the Purple Martins on site; Sanford explained generally with a nesting raptor in the 
area, it will be determined if they are nesting and they might have to delay or buffer out areas.  If the young birds have not 
been fledged out the drilling will not start.   
 
Fulton asked what is planned in case of a leak. Sanford explained there are daily inspections of the poly-lines when in 
use.  The well pads are monitored daily for well head pressure.  There are very detailed inspections conducted quarterly.  
SG has people on the ground monitoring constantly.   
 
Fulton closed the public hearing at 10:30 A.M. 
 
The Commission directed staff to prepare a draft decision of approval with conditions, with Venard, Wilcox, and Fulton in 
favor of direction to staff, and Rubingh and Eskew not in favor of direction to staff at this time.     
 
The draft decision of approval will be considered by the Commission on May 3, 2013.   
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**** 
County Attorney- Training for Planning Commissioners; The Gunnison County Planning Commission (Commission) 
conducted a work session with the County Attorney, David Baumgarten.  They discussed ex parte communications, 
Colorado Open Meetings Law, and the personal liability of Planning Commissioner members.  
 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the work session. 
 
Moved by Fulton, seconded by Rubingh for the Commission to go into executive session with County Attorney David 
Baumgarten, Assistant Director of Community Development Neal Starkebaum, and Planner Cathie Pagano for the 
purpose of discussing Planning Commission training on ex parte communication, the Sunshine Law and personal risk.   
The motion passed unanimously.  
 
The Commission went into executive session at 10:40 a.m.    Executive sessions of the Gunnison County Planning 
Commission are conducted as per C.R.S. 24-6-402(4).  This specific session was conducted as per C.R.S. 24-6-
402(4)(b).   


******** 
Attorney Statement Regarding Executive Session 


 
Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402 (2)(d.5)(II)(B), I attest that I am the Gunnison County Attorney; that I represent the Gunnison 
County Planning Commission; that I attended all of the above referenced executive session; that all of the executive 
session was confined to the topic authorized for discussion pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4) and that, because in my 
opinion all of the discussion during the executive session constituted a privileged attorney-client communication, no record 
of the executive session was required to be kept and no such record was kept. 
 
Date: __________  ____________________________________________ 
      David Baumgarten 
      Gunnison County Attorney 


Chairperson Statement Regarding Executive Session 
 


Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(d.5)(II)(B), I attest that I am the Chairperson of the Gunnison County Planning 
Commission; that I attended all of the above referenced executive session; and that all of that executive session was 
confined to the topic authorized for discussion pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4). 
 
Date: ____________ ____________________________________________ 
      Kent Fulton, Chairperson- Gunnison County Planning Commission 


******** 
 
The Commission came out of executive session at 11:30 A.M.   Chairperson Fulton stated that the discussion had 
remained on the topic. 
 


**** 
Public Works Director: The Gunnison County Planning Commission (Commission) conducted a work session with 
Public Works Director, Marlene Crosby.  She described the overview of the Public Works Department functions.   
 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the work session. 
 
No minutes were taken.   


**** 
Fulton  adjourned the meeting at  12:55 P.M.    . 
 
________________ 
/S/ Beth Baker 
Community Development Department Services Manager 
Gunnison County Community Development Department 
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Gunnison County, CO 


Community Development Department 
221 N. Wisconsin St. Ste. D, Gunnison, CO 81230 


Phone: (970) 641-0360      FAX: (970) 641-8585 
Website: www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html 


Email: planning@gunnisoncounty.org 
 


To: Planning Commission and BOCC 


From: Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker 


CC:   Neal Starkebaum and Cathie Pagano 


Date: April 26, 2013 


 
 
Included in your packet for the Planning Commission for the May 3, 2013 PC Meeting 


    
Agenda- May 3,2013    
    
Minutes- April 19, 2013    
    
Planning Commission Handbook    
    
SG Interests- Federal 11-90-9 Draft Decision    
    
 
 
Any documents that are submitted to Community Development after this packet is mailed will be e-mailed to you. 
 
Thanks, 
Beth Baker 
Community Development Department 



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html

mailto:planning@gunnisoncounty.org






GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, May 3, 2013 


 
8:45 a.m. • Call to order; determine quorum 


• Approval of Minutes 
• Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general 


comments or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which 
are not scheduled on the day’s agenda. 


  
9:00 a.m.  SG Interests I, Ltd., work session/possible action, request for the Federal 11-90-9 gas 


well project, including five gas wells, located in northwest Gunnison County, in Section 9, 
Township 11 South, Range 90 West, 6th P.M., west of Highway 133 


  
10:00 a.m. CD Staff, work session/no action, Planning Commission training, review of Planning 


Commissioner’s Handbook 
  


End of 
Meeting 


• Report of actions taken by BOCC. 
• A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No 


discussion or action on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take 
place at this time. 


  
  


Adjourn  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are conducted in the Blackstock Government Center Meeting Room at 221 N. 
Wisconsin St. in Gunnison, across the street from the Post Office.  This is a preliminary agenda; agenda times may be 
changed by the staff up to 24 hours before the meeting date. If you are interested in a specific agenda item; you may want to 
call the Community Development Department (641-0360) ahead of time to confirm its scheduled time. Anyone needing special 
accommodations please contact the Community Development Department before the meeting. 


 








SG Interests I, Ltd. – PC Decision – Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well Project 1 


TO:    Planning Commission 
 
SUBJECT: DRAFT Planning Commission Decision 
 SG Interests I, Ltd.  
 Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well Project  
 Minor Oil and Gas Operation  
 File No. OG2012-06 
 
PREPARED BY:  Neal Starkebaum, Assistant Director 
    Gunnison County Community Development Department 
 
DATE:  May 3, 2013 
 
APPLICANT:  SG Interests I, Ltd. 


PO Box 26 
Montrose, CO 81402 


 
PROJECT SUMMARY: 
The applicant requests an Oil and Gas Operations permit for the Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well Project, 
which includes the construction of a well pad, five gas wells and installation of gas and produced 
water pipelines to connect to the existing collection system.   
 
Operations Plan: 
Drilling:  The well will be drilled using a conventional rotary drilling rig, operating 24 hours a day. 
Cuttings and drilling fluids will be maintained in a plastic lined reserve pit. 
Completion:  The well will be completed using a conventional daylight rig.  Hydraulic fracturing is 
the planned stimulation for the well. 
Transporting:  If productive, the gas will be transported by buried pipeline.  Produced water will be 
trucked or transported by buried pipeline. 
Production:  Production will be performed by conventional means.  If artificial lift is required, a 
pumping unit will be used. 
Post-Operation:  If production is non-commercial, the well will be plugged and abandoned 
according to COGCC rules. 
 
SURFACE OWNERSHIP: 
U.S. Forest Service – Department of Agriculture 
Paonia Ranger District 
403 N. Rio Grande Avenue 
P.O. Box 1030 
Paonia, CO  81428 
 
MINERAL OWNER: 
Dept. of Interior - Bureau of Land Management 
2465 S. Townsend Avenue 
Montrose, CO 81401 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:   
The gas well project is located north of Forest Road 265, within Section 9, Township 11 South, 
Range 90 West, 6th P.M. Specific location of the site is identified on a map in the Community 
Development Department file. 
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ACCESS: 
The applicant states access to the well will be via a new road, constructed from Forest Road 
265.   
 
SG Interests and Gunnison Energy Corporation have an existing agreement with Gunnison 
County to maintain County Road 265, for the application of magnesium chloride by Gunnison 
County, with financial reimbursement provided by SG Interests and Gunnison Energy.   
 
DOCUMENTS INFORMING THIS REVIEW AND ACTION: 
This review and recommendation incorporates, but is not limited to, all the documentation 
submitted to the County and included within the Planning Office file relative to this application, 
including all exhibits, maps, references and documents.  
 
COLORADO PARKS AND WILDLIFE: 
The Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) provided comments to the Colorado Oil and Gas 
Conservation Commission, May 4, 2012, noting that that proposed gas well pad is located 
within an Elk Winter Concentration Area and identified concerns related to the cumulative 
impacts of increasing well pad density and ancillary facilities on wildlife habitats in the area. The 
proposed location will unnecessarily fragment wildlife habitat and exacerbate functional habitat 
loss due to the additional habitat loss, and long-term human disturbance associated with 
drilling, production, and maintenance of this facility. Several alternate locations were identified 
for the facility that would avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife by reducing the length of the 
access road and pipeline, including several areas south of road 265A, an area adjacent to 
Gunnison Energy’s storage yard (approx. 1400ft southwest), and an area approximately 500 ft 
west of the proposed location. CPW recommended that SG consider incorporating this location 
into a comprehensive wildlife mitigation plan that addresses the cumulative impacts from all of 
SG’s proposed development in the area, including the Bull Mountain Unit and surrounding area. 
Alternatively, CPW recommended to the COGCC and the USFS that one of the identified 
alternate locations be selected to avoid and minimize unnecessary site-specific impacts to 
wintering big game. 
 
U.S. FOREST SERVICE:  
Levi Broyles, Paonia District Ranger, GMUG National Forest, issued a Decision Memo on the 
Surface Use Plan of Operations, on March 12, 2013, for the Federal 11-90-9 #3 Well, and was 
evaluated under Section 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and as a Categorical Exclusion, 
including Appendix A, Conditions of Approval for 11-90-9 #3 Surface Use Plan of Operations. 
 
GUNNISON COUNTY CONSULTATION: 
Gunnison County hired Hayden-Wing Associates, LLC to provide consultation on wildlife issues 
associated with the Federal 11-90-9 well project.  Comments were received from Matthew R. 
Dzialak, Senior Ecologist, Hayden-Wing Associates, LLC, for Gunnison County, letter of March 
29, 2013, noting that the COGCC Form 2A and U.S. Forest Service decision memo Conditions 
of Approval are sufficient and mirror or exceed conditions placed on many other development 
actions.  


 
GUNNISON COUNTY, COLORADO TEMPORARY REGULATIONS FOR OIL AND GAS 
OPERATIONS:  The application was reviewed for compliance with the Gunnison County, 
Colorado Temporary Regulations for Oil and Gas Operations, May 18, 2004, and is defined as a 
Minor Oil and Gas Operation Project. 
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The applicant submitted a request for a technical infeasibility waiver for the pipeline and road 
construction.  The pipeline and road construction is within 500 feet of a waterbody (Little 
Henderson Creek) for a portion of the alignment, approximately 250 feet at its closest point. The 
proposed pipeline and road construction does not meet the setback standard in Section 1-107: Oil 
and Gas Operation Standards, H. Waterbody Setbacks.  
 
WORK SESSIONS: 
Work sessions were held by the Planning Commission on: 
April 6, 2012 
May 3, 2013 
 
SITE VISIT: 
The Planning Commission conducted a site visit on April 27, 2012.  The Commission members 
noted their observations including the difficult terrain and proximity of the well pad to Little 
Henderson Creek and the Forest Service road. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 
A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on May 4, 2012.  At that time a letter 
was received from Sandy Shea, dated April 12, 2012, identifying concerns about planning for 
gas well operations in Gunnison County. 
 
The public hearing was continued until: 
June 1, 2012 
July 6, 2012 
August 17, 2012 
September 21, 2012 
October 19, 2012 
November 16, 2012 
January 1, 1013 
March 1, 2013 
April 19, 2013 
 
All testimony presented, and the full record of that hearing, including all testimony, is hereby 
incorporated into this record.   
 
FINDINGS: 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission, having considered the application, all exhibits and 
public testimony finds that: 
 
1. Approval is limited to the location and description of the SG Interests I, Ltd. Federal 11-90-9 


Gas Well Project as described in the application.  Any change will require either an 
application for amendment of this permit, or submittal of an application for a new permit, in 
compliance with applicable requirements of the Temporary Regulations for Oil and Gas 
Operations, or as those may be hereinafter amended. 
 


2. The Colorado Parks and Wildlife provided comments to the COGCC on May 4, 2012, 
identifying potential impacts to elk and elk habitat at the proposed Federal 11-90-9 well pad 
location. 
 


3. The U.S. Forest Service issued a Decision Memo on the Surface Use Plan of Operations, on 
March 12, 2013, for the Federal 11-90-9 #3 Well, and that the proposal was evaluated under 
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Section 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 as a Categorical Exclusion, including Appendix 
A, Conditions of Approval for the Federal 11-90-9 #3 Well, including conditions to mitigate 
impacts to wildlife habitat. 


 
4. An analysis of the wildlife issues related to the Federal 11-90-9 #3 Well was prepared by 


Matthew R. Dzialak, Senior Ecologist, Hayden-Wing Associates, LLC, for Gunnison County, 
letter of March 29, 2013, noting that the COGCC Form 2A and U.S. Forest Service decision 
memo Conditions of Approval are sufficient and mirror or exceed conditions placed on many 
other development actions. 


 
5. The applicant has identified a waterbody (Little Henderson Creek) within 500’ of the 


proposed road and pipeline route.  
 


6. The applicant requests a technical feasibility waiver for the pipeline and road alignment. The 
pipelines and road will be within 500 feet of a waterbody (Little Henderson Creek) along the 
route.  The pipeline alignment cannot meet the setback standard of Section 1-107: Oil and Gas 
Operation Standards, H. Waterbody Setbacks.  There is no economical technology 
commercially available to construct the gas and produced pipelines in compliance with the 
waterbody setbacks.  Granting of the waiver will not cause substantial injury to the owner or 
occupant of adjacent lands; and the waiver will not cause substantial injury to the environment.  
Therefore, the granting of a technical infeasibility waiver for the pipelines is appropriate. 


 
7. Subject to the Technical Infeasibility Waiver and the Conditions of Approval included in the 


Decision, below, the application is consistent with Section 1-107: Oil and Gas Operations 
Standards, Gunnison County Temporary Regulations for Oil and Gas Operations, May 18, 
2004. 


 
8. The applicant has requested a term of permit of five years in which to drill all five wells, 


which the Planning Commission finds appropriate. 
 
9. This review and decision incorporates, but is not limited to, all the documentation submitted 


to the County and included within the Planning Office file relative to these applications; 
including all exhibits, references and documents as included therein. 


 
DECISION: 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission, having considered the submitted applications, all 
exhibits, documentation and public testimony, and having reached the above Findings, hereby 
approves SG Interests I, Ltd. Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well Project; Oil and Gas Operations Permit 
No. OG2012-06 with the following conditions: 
 
1. This permit is limited to the description of the SG Interests I, Ltd. Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well 


Project.  Any substantive change will require either an application for amendment of this 
permit, or submittal of an application for a new permit, in compliance with applicable 
requirements of the Temporary Oil and Gas Regulations, or as those may be hereinafter 
amended.  


 
2. The applicant shall provide copies of any Spill Reports, associated with the Federal 11-90-9 


Gas Well Project, as required by the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, to the 
Community Development Department. 
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3. The applicant shall provide copies of reports required by the Colorado Oil and Gas 
Conservation Commission or the U.S. Forest Service regarding water quality sampling, 
associated with the Federal 11-90-9 Gas Well Project, to the Community Development 
Department. 


 
4. Nothing in this decision is or shall be construed to be a limitation on Gunnison County 


participating in any future regulatory process for said wells. 
 


5. This permit may be revoked or suspended if Gunnison County determines that any material 
fact set forth herein or represented by the applicant was false or misleading, or that the 
applicant failed to disclose facts necessary to make any such fact not misleading. 


 
6. Approval of this use is based upon the facts presented and implies no approval of similar 


use in the same or different location and/or with different impacts on the environment.  Any 
such future application shall be reviewed and evaluated, subject to its compliance with 
current regulations, and its impact to the County. 


 
7. Approval of this permit is based upon the facts presented and implies no approval of similar 


use in the same or different location and/or with different impacts on the environment and 
community.  Any such future application shall be reviewed and evaluated, subject to its 
compliance with current regulations, and its impact to the County. 





