Public Comments

The following comments were provided by members of the public and were
considered during the technical review of this application.

No. Comment Comment Date

1|Permit application 401504460 for Interchange A S22-30-21N has gone forward over our valid 02/25/2019
objections as a mineral owners in this boundary well spacing unit. We received from Extraction and
Oil Gas a Sept 13 Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells that was addressed
“Dear Mineral Owner” (see attached). We objected in writing to both Extraction and the COGCC
regarding Interchange A S22-30-21N (see attached). We followed COGCC Rule 318A.e.(5).B and
filed a valid objection based on a claim listed on page 2 of the Notice of Intent letter.

In our valid objection, we wrote: “I was sent this letter as a mineral owner by Extraction, yet Extraction
has not provided any evidence to confirm that | am a mineral owner and | have no other title work to
prove that | am a mineral owner. If | am a mineral owner, Extraction should provide me with adequate
assurances that my correlative rights are being protected and a reasonable lease offer. If | am not a
mineral owner, then it should be assumed by the COGCC that the actual mineral owner for my
location has not been properly naotified. It is my technical objection that correlative rights will be
adversely affected.”

Extraction’s response to us only stated that our objection was not valid without giving us any
explanation. Although we vigorously disagreed with Extraction’s response, COGCC Rule 318A.e.
(5).C does not grant us any due process to notify the COGCC that Extraction had made an arbitrary
and capricious decision. COGCC Rule 318A.e.(5).C states that only the operator is allowed to notify
the COGCC if there is a valid objection and then only the operator can proceed to ask the COGCC for
a hearing. Of course, Extraction did not tell the COGCC about my valid objection or ask to have a
COGCC hearing. There is no way according to COGCC rules for the mineral owner to ask for a
hearing. This lack of due process was brought forth in February 8 testimony in Wildgrass Oil and Gas
Committee v. COGCC Case 1:19-cv-00190-RBJ-NYW in the United States District Court for the
District of Colorado.

According to an October 30, 2018 letter that we received from Apex Companies, Extraction is
required by the COGCC to sample our water well Permit #76348 #9004434 located at 1045 W. 154th
Ave, Section 9, Township 15, Range 68W in Adams County (see attached). We object to Extraction’s
proposal of large scale drilling operations in close proximity to drinking water resources.

We also state that: (a) that the public issues raised by Interchange A Pad reasonably relate to
potential significant adverse impacts to public welfare, including economically profitable access to
resources, that are within the Commission's jurisdiction to remedy; (b) that potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Extraction permit application; and (c) that the potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Rules and Regulations of the Commission. These impacts include
potential adverse impacts to public health, private and public mineral rights, waste, and the drilling of
unnecessary and uneconomic wells. The Commission has authority under C.R.S. §34-60-116 to
prevent waste and the drilling of unnecessary wells, and to protect correlative rights.

If applications on Extraction’s Broomfield Project continue to be approved by COGCC without
addressing the concerns of residents, we fear that Colorado's residential areas will not only be
inundated with industrial activity but could be subject to a catastrophic incident. We would appreciate
hearing your thoughts on this matter and would be glad to provide any further information that you
might require. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Matteo and Shayla Erboli

Attachments:

September 13 Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells

Letter to Extraction with Objection to Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells

Water Well Testing Letter

Date Run: 10/23/2019 Doc [#401504460] Public Comment Page 1 of 5



2|in my previous email i wasn't able to attach any document due to system limitations. 02/25/2019
please advise on how to submit the aforememtioned attachments to support my claim
thank you and best regards

Matteo Erboli

3|Permit application 401504460 for Interchange A S22-30-21N has gone forward over our valid 02/26/2019
objections as a mineral owners in this boundary well spacing unit. We received from Extraction and
Oil Gas a Sept 13 Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells that was addressed
“Dear Mineral Owner” (see attached). We objected in writing to both Extraction and the COGCC
regarding Interchange A S22-30-21N (see attached). We followed COGCC Rule 318A.e.(5).B and
filed a valid objection based on a claim listed on page 2 of the Notice of Intent letter.

In our valid objection, we wrote: “I was sent this letter as a mineral owner by Extraction, yet Extraction
has not provided any evidence to confirm that | am a mineral owner and | have no other title work to
prove that | am a mineral owner. If | am a mineral owner, Extraction should provide me with adequate
assurances that my correlative rights are being protected and a reasonable lease offer. If | am not a
mineral owner, then it should be assumed by the COGCC that the actual mineral owner for my
location has not been properly notified. It is my technical objection that correlative rights will be
adversely affected.”

Extraction’s response only stated that our objection was not valid without giving us any explanation.
Although we vigorously disagreed with Extraction’s response, COGCC Rule 318A.e.(5).C does not
grant us any due process to notify the COGCC that Extraction had made an arbitrary and capricious
decision. COGCC Rule 318A.e.(5).C states that only the operator is allowed to notify the COGCC if
there is a valid objection and then only the operator can proceed to ask the COGCC for a hearing. Of
course, Extraction did not tell the COGCC about my valid objection or ask to have a COGCC hearing.
There is no way according to COGCC rules for the mineral owner to ask for a hearing. This lack of
due process was brought forth in February 8 testimony in Wildgrass Oil and Gas Committee v.
COGCC Case 1:19-cv-00190-RBJ-NYW in the United States District Court for the District of
Colorado.

According to an October 30, 2018 letter that we received from Apex Companies, Extraction is
required by the COGCC to sample our water well Permit #76348 #9004434 located at 1045 W. 154th
Ave, Section 9, Township 15, Range 68W in Adams County (see attached). We object to Extraction’s
proposal of large scale drilling operations in close proximity to drinking water resources.

We also state that: (a) that the public issues raised by Interchange A Pad reasonably relate to
potential significant adverse impacts to public welfare, including economically profitable access to
resources, that are within the Commission's jurisdiction to remedy; (b) that potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Extraction permit application; and (c) that the potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Rules and Regulations of the Commission. These impacts include
potential adverse impacts to public health, private and public mineral rights, waste, and the drilling of
unnecessary and uneconomic wells. The Commission has authority under C.R.S. §34-60-116 to
prevent waste and the drilling of unnecessary wells, and to protect correlative rights.

If applications on Extraction’s Broomfield Project continue to be approved by COGCC without
addressing the concerns of residents, we fear that Colorado's residential areas will not only be
inundated with industrial activity but could be subject to a catastrophic incident. We would appreciate
hearing your thoughts on this matter and would be glad to provide any further information that you
might require. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Matteo and Shayla Erboli

Attachments:

September 13 Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells

Letter to Extraction with Objection to Notice of Intent to Propose Rule 318A.a(4)D Horizontal Wells

Water Well Testing Letter
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4|Pursuant to Commission Rule 510, the Wildgrass Oil and Gas Committee ("WOGc") files this 02/27/2019
comment to the drilling application submitted by Extraction Oil & Gas, LLC ("Applicant" or
"Extraction") for the Interchange Pad.1.We are writing to you on behalf of the Wildgrass Oil and Gas
Committee (“WOGCc"). WOGc represents certain mineral owners in the Wildgrass subdivision whose
mineral interests are located in the Lowell South Spacing Unit, which is part of the multi-pad, large-
scale operation proposed by Extraction to be located in our Broomfield residential area (the “Project”).
We would appreciate that our comments in this email be formally submitted as part of the record for
the Broomfield applications, including: Docket No. 401504460. We are requesting a hearing on all
applications submitted by Extraction and/or Crestone Peak Resources Operating LLC, for drilling in
Broomfield (the “Applications”) so that the Commission may consider the cumulative impact of the
proposed locations and wells on the surrounding community and property owners. 3.WOGc members
own considerable surface rights and mineral interests on, within and under lands adjacent to the
Application Lands. 4.WOGc states: (a) that the public issues raised by the Applications reasonably
relate to potential significant adverse impacts to public welfare, including economically profitable
access to resources, that are within the Commission's jurisdiction to remedy; (b) that potential impacts
are not adequately addressed by the Applications; and (c) that the potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Rules and Regulations of the Commission. These impacts include
potential adverse impacts to public health, private and public mineral rights, waste, and the drilling of
unnecessary and uneconomic wells.5.The Commission has authority under C.R.S. 834-60-116 to
prevent waste and the drilling of unnecessary wells, and to protect correlative rights.6.The Spacing
Application relative to these Applications sought authority to drill only wells necessary to provide
drainage of the Codell and Niobrara Formations underlying the Application Lands, and not the J-Sand
or the Dakota Formations.7.Because the horizontal wells proposed by Extraction will produce only
from either the Codell or the Niobrara Formation, the correlative rights of the owners of the Codell,
Niobrara or J= Sand Formation which is not produced by the proposed well will not be protected, and
waste will occur.8.Applicant has not provided geologic or engineering support for the Applications. It
appears that Extraction filed the Applications so that it can hold leases by production, to the detriment
of the mineral owners. 9.Applicant is in the process of trying to obtain leases for the mineral interests
in the Application Lands. The majority of lease interests have not been secured. Upon information,
Applicant owns few or no mineral interests or leasehold interests in the Application Lands.10.The
Colorado Revised Statutes defines “waste” § 34-60-103, C.R.S. (12) “Waste”, as applied to oil,
includes underground waste; inefficient, excessive, or improper use or dissipation of reservoir energy,
including gas energy and water drive surface waste; open-pit storage; and waste incident to the
production of oil in excess of the producer's aboveground storage facilities and lease and contractual
requirements, but excluding storage, other than open-pit storage, reasonably necessary for building
up or maintaining crude stocks and products thereof for consumption, use, and sale.11.With a glut in
the oil market, and oil currently below $60 /barrel, this is not the time to be targeting neighborhoods
for oil and gas development. The mineral owners believe this Project will yield low if any returns, and
would result in a waste of their mineral resources if they were extracted at this time.12.WOGc objects
because granting the Applications will cause waste, will not protect correlative rights, and will
endanger the health, safety and welfare on the many residents who live in the area or within the
drilling and spacing unit, at least because: a.Granting the Application will cause waste and the drilling
of unnecessary wells. b.WOGc has concerns about the general economic stability of the Applicant
and its financial ability to provide an oil pipeline and other mitigation measures necessary to safely
drill in within the proposed spacing unit. c.Upon information, the leases Applicant has offered are well
below market value and contained terms that were unreasonable. d.Applicant has estimated that its
entire costs on the six well pads, including the required pipeline, in Broomfield will be over $1 Billion.
With low trading value of oil and gas at this time, WOGc is concerned that this project will not be
economical. e.There are a myriad of health studies describing the dangers of living in close proximity
to oil and gas operations. See e.g. Compendium of Scientific, Medical, and Media Findings
Demonstrating Risks and Harms of Fracking (the Compendium). Applicant has proposed 75 wells on
six pads in close proximity to Broomfield residents and two drinking water resources. f.The Application
does not provide for sufficient bond for the Project, and, given Applicant’s financial status, these new
wells could be added to the over 250 orphaned wells in Colorado. Further, given the proximity to
thousands of residents the bond does not provide sufficient cover in case of a catastrophic incident.
13.At the October 2017 Commission hearing the Commission voted to approve a motion that required
all of Applicant’s drilling permits in Broomfield to comport with the Operator Agreement agreed to by
Extraction and the City and County of Broomfield (the “Operating Agreement”). Yet, the Applications
do not comport with the Operating Agreement in material and dangerous ways. See e.g. attached
Gap Analysis by Broomfield.14.WOGc has filed an action against COGCC in Denver District Court,
Case No. 2018CV32513, alleging, among other things, that the drilling permits granted to Applicant
for the Project thus far should be retracted and requesting a hearing on all drilling permits in the
Project as a whole. WOGc objects to continuing with permitting while this case is pending. 15.WOGc
reserves all other objections which it has the right to present, as well as its right to amend this Protest
with additional factual information and/or legal arguments and to request additional relief, and
requests that the Commission: a.Deny the Applications until proper discovery is completed on the

issues of profitability. viabilitv. efficiency. riahts to access minerals and health and safety. b.Grant
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simultaneous hearings on all of the Project applications, including the Livingston Pad, to ensure that
this enormous residential project is viewed and considered in a holistic manner, and the issues of
profitability, viability, efficiency, and health and safety are reviewed for the entire Project. c.Require
that Extraction post a bond to guarantee that the existing and future Project wells will be properly
plugged and abandoned. d.Require that Extraction provide a complete risk assessment for the Project
and that Extraction be required to post a bond to guarantee that risks are properly covered. e.Require
that the Applications comport with the Operating Agreement.We would appreciate hearing your
thoughts on this matter and would be glad to provide any further information that you might require.
Thank you for your consideration.

5|Pursuant to Commission Rule 510, the Wildgrass Oil and Gas Committee (WOGc) files this comment 02/27/2019
to the drilling application submitted by Extraction Oil Gas, LLC (Applicant or Extraction) for the
Interchange A Pad.1.We are writing to you on behalf of the Wildgrass Oil and Gas Committee
("“WOGc"). WOGc represents certain mineral owners in the Wildgrass subdivision whose mineral
interests are located in the Lowell South Spacing Unit, which is part of the multi-pad, large-scale
operation proposed by Extraction to be located in our Broomfield residential area (the “Project”). We
would appreciate that our comments in this email be formally submitted as part of the record for the
Broomfield applications, including: Docket No. 401504460. We are requesting a hearing on all
applications submitted by Extraction and/or Crestone Peak Resources Operating LLC, for drilling in
Broomfield (the “Applications”) so that the Commission may consider the cumulative impact of the
proposed locations and wells on the surrounding community and property owners. 3.WOGc members
own considerable surface rights and mineral interests on, within and under lands adjacent to the
Application Lands. 4.WOGc states: (a) that the public issues raised by the Applications reasonably
relate to potential significant adverse impacts to public welfare, including economically profitable
access to resources, that are within the Commissions jurisdiction to remedy; (b) that potential impacts
are not adequately addressed by the Applications; and (c) that the potential impacts are not
adequately addressed by the Rules and Regulations of the Commission. These impacts include
potential adverse impacts to public health, private and public mineral rights, waste, and the drilling of
unnecessary and uneconomic wells.5.The Commission has authority under C.R.S. 834-60-116 to
prevent waste and the drilling of unnecessary wells, and to protect correlative rights.6.The Spacing
Application relative to these Applications sought authority to drill only wells necessary to provide
drainage of the Codell and Niobrara Formations underlying the Application Lands, and not the J-Sand
or the Dakota Formations.7.Because the horizontal wells proposed by Extraction will produce only
from either the Codell or the Niobrara Formation, the correlative rights of the owners of the Codell,
Niobrara or J= Sand Formation which is not produced by the proposed well will not be protected, and
waste will occur.8.Applicant has not provided geologic or engineering support for the Applications. It
appears that Extraction filed the Applications so that it can hold leases by production, to the detriment
of the mineral owners. 9.Applicant is in the process of trying to obtain leases for the mineral interests
in the Application Lands. The majority of lease interests have not been secured. Upon information,
Applicant owns few or no mineral interests or leasehold interests in the Application Lands.10.The
Colorado Revised Statutes defines “waste” § 34-60-103, C.R.S. (12) “Waste”, as applied to oil,
includes underground waste; inefficient, excessive, or improper use or dissipation of reservoir energy,
including gas energy and water drive surface waste; open-pit storage; and waste incident to the
production of oil in excess of the producers aboveground storage facilities and lease and contractual
requirements, but excluding storage, other than open-pit storage, reasonably necessary for building
up or maintaining crude stocks and products thereof for consumption, use, and sale.11.With a glut in
the oil market, and oil currently below $60 /barrel, this is not the time to be targeting neighborhoods
for oil and gas development. The mineral owners believe this Project will yield low if any returns, and
would result in a waste of their mineral resources if they were extracted at this time.12.WOGc objects
because granting the Applications will cause waste, will not protect correlative rights, and will
endanger the health, safety and welfare on the many residents who live in the area or within the
drilling and spacing unit, at least because: a.Granting the Application will cause waste and the drilling
of unnecessary wells. b.WOGc has concerns about the general economic stability of the Applicant
and its financial ability to provide an oil pipeline and other mitigation measures necessary to safely
drill in within the proposed spacing unit. c.Upon information, the leases Applicant has offered are well
below market value and contained terms that were unreasonable. d.Applicant has estimated that its
entire costs on the six well pads, including the required pipeline, in Broomfield will be over $1 Billion.
With low trading value of oil and gas at this time, WOGc is concerned that this project will not be
economical. e.There are a myriad of health studies describing the dangers of living in close proximity
to oil and gas operations. See e.g. Compendium of Scientific, Medical, and Media Findings
Demonstrating Risks and Harms of Fracking (the Compendium). Applicant has proposed 75 wells on
six pads in close proximity to Broomfield residents and two drinking water resources. f.The Application
does not provide for sufficient bond for the Project, and, given Applicant’s financial status, these new
wells could be added to the over 250 orphaned wells in Colorado. Further, given the proximity to
thousands of residents the bond does not provide sufficient cover in case of a catastrophic incident.
13.At the October 2017 Commission hearing the Commission voted to approve a motion that required
all of Applicant’s drilling permits in Broomfield to comport with the Operator Agreement agreed to by
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Extraction and the City and County of Broomfield (the “Operating Agreement”). Yet, the Applications
do not comport with the Operating Agreement in material and dangerous ways. See e.g. attached
Gap Analysis by Broomfield.14.WOGc has filed an action against COGCC in Denver District Court,
Case No. 2018CV32513, alleging, among other things, that the drilling permits granted to Applicant
for the Project thus far should be retracted and requesting a hearing on all drilling permits in the
Project as a whole. WOGc objects to continuing with permitting while this case is pending. 15.WOGc
reserves all other objections which it has the right to present, as well as its right to amend this Protest
with additional factual information and/or legal arguments and to request additional relief, and
requests that the Commission: a.Deny the Applications until proper discovery is completed on the
issues of profitability, viability, efficiency, rights to access minerals and health and safety. b.Grant
simultaneous hearings on all of the Project applications, including the Livingston Pad, to ensure that
this enormous residential project is viewed and considered in a holistic manner, and the issues of
profitability, viability, efficiency, and health and safety are reviewed for the entire Project. c.Require
that Extraction post a bond to guarantee that the existing and future Project wells will be properly
plugged and abandoned. d.Require that Extraction provide a complete risk assessment for the Project
and that Extraction be required to post a bond to guarantee that risks are properly covered. e.Require
that the Applications comport with the Operating Agreement.We would appreciate hearing your
thoughts on this matter and would be glad to provide any further information that you might require.
Thank you for your consideration.

Total: 5 comment(s)
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