
From: Steven Palubinski
To: LUList
Subject: Re: Statement from the Boulder County Board of County Commissioners
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 12:14:28 PM

Dear Boulder County Commissioners,

As a resident of Boulder County I appreciate the justifiable concern for preserving
our beautiful green spaces from development of all sorts, not just oil & gas.  For me
personally, though,  it raises the philosophical question: "If not Boulder County's
green spaces, then whose?". There are moral issues in continuing to benefit from an
ample supply of hydrocarbons to our county's motorists and homes while declining
to bear any measure of the burden for producing this supply. It may be "convenient"
to move our manufacturing and energy sectors to foreign shores where we are not
confronted by the environmental impact - but it is also shameful for a well educated,
outward looking citizenry. Unfortunately, the Boulder County issue has been so
polarised by activist hype that there remain only zero sum solutions on the table. It's
a pity. 

In Europe I have seen oil and gas sites in many areas which have been made
environmentally safe and sympathetic with the landscape in appearance. This
approach wasn't the outcome of a zero sum game of one special interest group
versus another, by the way. It took creativity, cooperation, innovation,and honesty
by all parties to arrive at a successful model. Surely ample people with these
attributes can readily be found without looking further than Boulder County? Or we
could carry on with regressive back-room political brawling. The more things
change...

Sincerely,
Steven Palubinski

On 25-Feb,-2015, at 9:12, LUList <lulist@BOULDERCOUNTY.ORG> wrote:

A statement from the Boulder County Board of County
Commissioners:
 
The Boulder County Commissioners thank the members of the Oil & Gas
Task Force for their extensive time commitment and service spent
working to address the issues associated with oil and gas development in
Colorado.
 
On February 24, 2015, the Task Force voted to send nine
recommendations forward to Governor Hickenlooper, including
suggestions ranging from increasing the number of oil and gas inspectors
and funding a human health risk assessment, to improving use of the
local government designee process and undertaking a state rule making
on the siting of large oil and gas facilities.
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We acknowledge and appreciate these measures as modest but positive
steps forward. Unfortunately, however, no recommendations were
adopted that would provide any increase in local control over oil and gas
development occurring within city and county borders or provide more
balance between state and local oversight over this land use.
 
As such, while well-intentioned, this process has failed to provide a
meaningful solution to the ongoing controversies and conflicts being
experienced as increasingly intensive levels of oil and gas development
take place near homes and schools in communities across the state. We
are disappointed that local governments are not being provided with the
tools and authority we need to assure the health, safety and welfare of
our residents.
 
Boulder County Commissioners
Cindy Domenico, Deb Gardner & Elise Jones
 
-###-
 
A copy of this statement is available on the county's website
at: www.bouldercounty.org/apps/newsroom/templates/?a=4347&z=12
 
 
____________________SUBSCRIPTION
INFORMATION____________________

You may unsubscribe from OILGAS at any time by visiting the Boulder
County Web site
at http://www.bouldercounty.org/gov/media/Pages/emaillisthelp.aspx or
by sending an e-mail
to LISTSERV@LISTSERV.BOULDERCOUNTY.ORG with "SIGNOFF OILGAS"
in the body of the message.

This message was sent from an unattended mailbox. For help
unsubscribing please e-mail listmaster@bouldercounty.org

Help with
lists: http://www.bouldercounty.org/gov/media/Pages/emaillisthelp.aspx

Visit the Boulder County Web site: http://www.bouldercounty.org
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mailto:LISTSERV@LISTSERV.BOULDERCOUNTY.ORG
mailto:listmaster@bouldercounty.org
http://www.bouldercounty.org/gov/media/Pages/emaillisthelp.aspx
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From: Michael Sweeney
To: LUList
Subject: Re: Statement from the Boulder County Board of County Commissioners
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 10:41:07 AM

Hello -
I don't agree with your collaborative approach.
Just wondered if you have considered contacting
http://earthjustice.org/?gclid=COm636XQ_cMCFZeJaQod95YA7g
?
You probably know they defended (successfully) Dryden, NY in the state Supreme
Court.
Thanks
MS

On Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 9:12 AM, LUList <lulist@bouldercounty.org> wrote:

A statement from the Boulder County Board of County
Commissioners:

 

The Boulder County Commissioners thank the members of the Oil & Gas
Task Force for their extensive time commitment and service spent
working to address the issues associated with oil and gas development in
Colorado.

 

On February 24, 2015, the Task Force voted to send nine
recommendations forward to Governor Hickenlooper, including
suggestions ranging from increasing the number of oil and gas inspectors
and funding a human health risk assessment, to improving use of the
local government designee process and undertaking a state rule making
on the siting of large oil and gas facilities.

 

We acknowledge and appreciate these measures as modest but positive
steps forward. Unfortunately, however, no recommendations were
adopted that would provide any increase in local control over oil and gas
development occurring within city and county borders or provide more
balance between state and local oversight over this land use.

 

As such, while well-intentioned, this process has failed to provide a
meaningful solution to the ongoing controversies and conflicts being
experienced as increasingly intensive levels of oil and gas development
take place near homes and schools in communities across the state. We
are disappointed that local governments are not being provided with the
tools and authority we need to assure the health, safety and welfare of
our residents.

mailto:michael.sweeney303@gmail.com
mailto:lulist@bouldercounty.org
http://earthjustice.org/?gclid=COm636XQ_cMCFZeJaQod95YA7g
mailto:lulist@bouldercounty.org


 

Boulder County Commissioners

Cindy Domenico, Deb Gardner & Elise Jones

 

-###-

 

A copy of this statement is available on the county's website at:
www.bouldercounty.org/apps/newsroom/templates/?a=4347&z=12

 

 

____________________SUBSCRIPTION
INFORMATION____________________

You may unsubscribe from OILGAS at any time by visiting the Boulder
County Web site at
http://www.bouldercounty.org/gov/media/Pages/emaillisthelp.aspx or by
sending an e-mail to LISTSERV@LISTSERV.BOULDERCOUNTY.ORG with
"SIGNOFF OILGAS" in the body of the message.

This message was sent from an unattended mailbox. For help
unsubscribing please e-mail listmaster@bouldercounty.org

Help with lists:
http://www.bouldercounty.org/gov/media/Pages/emaillisthelp.aspx

Visit the Boulder County Web site: http://www.bouldercounty.org
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From: Ginger Riversong
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Fwd: [New post] Climate study projects brutal Western droughts
Date: Friday, February 13, 2015 10:29:58 AM

Hello, 

Just want to pass this along, in the event you haven't seen it.  Fossil fuels/fracking is
a part of this.... so we DON'T want to support them. Duh.

Thanks,
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Summit County Citizens Voice <comment-reply@wordpress.com>
Date: Fri, Feb 13, 2015 at 9:09 AM
Subject: [New post] Climate study projects brutal Western droughts
To: ginger.ikeda@gmail.com

Bob Berwyn posted: " All models point to significant drying and warming Staff Report
FRISCO — By the second half of this century, the relentless increase in global
greenhouse gases could push the U.S. Southwest and Great Plains toward persistent
drought conditions w"

Respond to this post by replying above this line

New post on Summit County Citizens Voice

Climate study projects brutal
Western droughts

by Bob Berwyn

Shrunken reservoirs may become the norm across the West during the second
half of the century. bberwyn photo.

All models point to significant drying and warming

Staff Report

FRISCO — By the second half of this century, the relentless increase in global
greenhouse gases could push the U.S. Southwest and Great Plains toward
persistent drought conditions worse than anything seen in ancient or modern
times.

Drought conditions will likely be more severe than during several decades-long
megadroughts that are well-documented by paleoclimate records, according to
climate scientists with the Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory at Columbia
University's Earth Institute.

Read more of this post
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Bob Berwyn | February 13, 2015 at 9:08 am | Tags: climate change,
drought, global warming, megadrought, Southwest | Categories: climate and
weather, Drought, Environment, extreme weather, global warming | URL:
http://wp.me/pJ91e-hKz

Comment   See all comments

Unsubscribe to no longer receive posts from Summit County Citizens Voice.
Change your email settings at Manage Subscriptions.

Trouble clicking? Copy and paste this URL into your browser: 
http://summitcountyvoice.com/2015/02/13/climate-study-projects-brutal-
western-droughts/

Thanks for flying with  WordPress.com

-- 
Ginger

SHARE THE ROAD :)
Riders: Be Bright and Be Seen; Rules of the Road
Drivers: Put down the @%$ cell phone and Save a Life; 3 Feet Between; Pass <15
mph above bike's speed.  THANKS!

"Unless someone like you cares a whole awful lot, nothing is going to get better. It's
not!"
-Dr. Seuss

“It takes courage to grow up and become who you really are.” 
-ee cummings
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From: Bobby Brown
To: Bobby Brown
Subject: LA Times: Fracking water study
Date: Thursday, February 12, 2015 8:39:24 AM

Dear friends of the environment,
The below appears in today's LA Times.
Keep the faith!
Bobby Brown

http://eedition2.latimes.com/Olive/ODE/LATimes2/LandingPage/LandingPage.aspx?
href=TEFULzIwMTUvMDIvMTE.&pageno=MTU.&entity=QXIwMTUwMg..&view=ZW50aXR5
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From: katherine.koehler@yahoo.com
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Request to Extend Fracking Moratorium
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 3:59:58 PM

Dear Boulder County Commissioners

Cindy Domenico
Deb Gardner
Elise Jones

Thank you for your commitment over the last several years to protect Boulder
County residents from the unknown risks of oil and gas development.

It is important to me and to my family that the Boulder County Commissioners
continue to stand up for the health and well-being of our communities.   I am
writing to ask you to extend the fracking moratorium in Boulder County.   Until a
non-biased, science-based study is completed and published these developments
should not occur in Boulder County.

Please continue to protect our water, air and public health by extending the
moratorium.    Thank you.

Sincerely,
Kathy Koehler
8884 Morton Road
Niwot, CO 80503-8669

Sent from Windows Mail
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From: AAH
To: Case, Dale; Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: RE: Inquiry/Last day for COGCC comments
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 12:20:42 PM

Thank you.
Thank you.
Amanda

-----Original Message-----
>From: "Case, Dale" <dcase@bouldercounty.org>
>Sent: Jan 14, 2015 12:11 PM
>To: AAH <harperdeltufo@earthlink.net>
>Subject: RE: Inquiry/Last day for COGCC comments
>
>Amanda,
>We are finalizing are comments now and will get them submitted this afternoon.  Calling for them to
require a CPDHE health assessment and at  least extend the period for comment until after that is
complete and we are comfortable with the mitigation measures.  I will copy you on our submittal once it
is complete.
>
>Thanks.
>
>-----Original Message-----
>From: AAH [mailto:harperdeltufo@earthlink.net]
>Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 8:41 AM
>To: Case, Dale
>Subject: Inquiry/Last day for COGCC comments
>
>Hello Dale,
>
>I am wondering whatever happened with Boulder County's position and actions around the proposed
Rasmussens' well sites?
>
>Please update me as to conversations and decisions.  Thank you so much.
>
>I am attaching my comments and an article about Erie's potential moratorium and they have the very
issues we are trying to prevent.
>
>Thanks Dale!
>
>Amanda
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From: AAH
To: bluegreenmarble@yahoo.com; Boulder County Board of Commissioners; Case, Dale; jenhat17@hotmail.com;

koba1917@gmail.com; prasadana@ymail.com; harperdeltufo@earthlink.net
Subject: COGCC comment ideas
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 8:58:53 AM

All, 

I thought this was well said and documented:

The proposed project is in violation of their natural, essential and inalienable rights
to: enjoy their lives; protect their property; and seek and obtain their safety and
happiness--as enumerated in Article 2 Section 3 of the Colorado Constitution. Due to
the inherent health risks associated with fracking and it's deleterious effects on our
Climate, we also find this project to be inconsistent with the public interest as
defined by the CO Oil and Gas Conservation Act § 34-60-102. Legislative declaration
(1) (a) It is declared to be in the public interest to:(I) Foster the responsible,
balanced development, production, and utilization of the natural resources of oil and
gas in the state of Colorado *in a manner consistent with protection of public health,
safety, and welfare, including protection of the environment and wildlife resources.
*Please, see the 2nd edition of the Concerned Health Professionals of New York's
"Compendium of Scientific, Medical and Media Findings Demonstrating Risks and
Harms of Fracking"http://concernedhealthny.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/07/CHPNY-Fracking-Compendium.pdf 

Thanks for adding comments, every voice counts!

Anne
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From: AAH
To: aarondenal@gmail.com; adingalls@mac.com; AMacLeod@newbelgium.com; kingofcrib@hotmail.com;

hm.sa@earthlink.net; beadaly@yahoo.com; billgruening@hotmail.com; bluegreenmarble@yahoo.com; Boulder
County Board of Commissioners; carldeltufo@gmail.com; chaztac@gmail.com; cdholcomb@earthlink.net; Case,
Dale; dingalls@mac.com; Donnie@colorado.edu; emiller@boulderweekly.com; fryarj@dailycamera.com;
harperdeltufo@earthlink.net; Harv@treeclimbingco.com; info@laughingcoyoteproject.org;
getting@colorado.edu; jaketakiff@gmail.com; jdyer@boulderweekly.com; jenhat17@hotmail.com;
jmarose@comcast.net; joan.peck@gmail.com; karendike@gmail.com; recc64@gmail.com;
kshdamour@yahoo.com; laakkristin@gmail.com; lara@evokes.com; programs@laughingcoyoteproject.org;
maeve@kgnu.org; vivilea@hotmail.com; nottobrino@yahoo.com; veenilla2000@yahoo.com;
peggydriscoll@mac.com; protectpleasantview@gmail.com; ragageneva@aol.com; razz@frackfreecolorado.com;
koba1917@gmail.com; robertrwinklerxx@gmail.com; sgoodridge@juno.com; sparrowgabriel@yahoo.com;
susanadorsey@gmail.com; prasadana@ymail.com

Subject: Fracking Front Lines/Carl
Date: Tuesday, January 13, 2015 7:06:14 PM

>http://www.frackingfrontlines.com/2015/01/rod/
>
>
>Sent from my iPhone

mailto:harperdeltufo@earthlink.net
mailto:aarondenal@gmail.com
mailto:adingalls@mac.com
mailto:AMacLeod@newbelgium.com
mailto:kingofcrib@hotmail.com
mailto:hm.sa@earthlink.net
mailto:beadaly@yahoo.com
mailto:billgruening@hotmail.com
mailto:bluegreenmarble@yahoo.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
mailto:carldeltufo@gmail.com
mailto:chaztac@gmail.com
mailto:cdholcomb@earthlink.net
mailto:dcase@bouldercounty.org
mailto:dcase@bouldercounty.org
mailto:dingalls@mac.com
mailto:Donnie@colorado.edu
mailto:emiller@boulderweekly.com
mailto:fryarj@dailycamera.com
mailto:harperdeltufo@earthlink.net
mailto:Harv@treeclimbingco.com
mailto:info@laughingcoyoteproject.org
mailto:getting@colorado.edu
mailto:jaketakiff@gmail.com
mailto:jdyer@boulderweekly.com
mailto:jenhat17@hotmail.com
mailto:jmarose@comcast.net
mailto:joan.peck@gmail.com
mailto:karendike@gmail.com
mailto:recc64@gmail.com
mailto:kshdamour@yahoo.com
mailto:laakkristin@gmail.com
mailto:lara@evokes.com
mailto:programs@laughingcoyoteproject.org
mailto:maeve@kgnu.org
mailto:vivilea@hotmail.com
mailto:nottobrino@yahoo.com
mailto:veenilla2000@yahoo.com
mailto:peggydriscoll@mac.com
mailto:protectpleasantview@gmail.com
mailto:ragageneva@aol.com
mailto:razz@frackfreecolorado.com
mailto:koba1917@gmail.com
mailto:robertrwinklerxx@gmail.com
mailto:sgoodridge@juno.com
mailto:sparrowgabriel@yahoo.com
mailto:susanadorsey@gmail.com
mailto:prasadana@ymail.com
http://www.frackingfrontlines.com/2015/01/rod/


From: AAH
To: Razz; Harv@treeclimbingco.com; Case, Dale; matt sura; oil and gas task force; tj.northside@gmail.com;

Boulder County Board of Commissioners; Matt Lapore; john cogcc
Subject: Weld County Commissioner Notes for Hearing/Rasmussen Wells
Date: Monday, January 12, 2015 12:28:34 PM
Attachments: Hello Barbara Kirkmeyer and Steve Moreno and the other Weld County Commissioners.pdf

Hello All,

Here are the notes I read and handed out to the 5 Weld Commissioners this
morning. They let me finish reading them out loud even though it took about 10
minutes. I told them we didn't want to be victims. 

Sean Conway asked what a Round Table would look like as far as members. I was
inclusive, even of Steve Moreno, and asking for Encana negotiators who actually
have power to negotiate to be there.

Barb Kirkmeyer asked about the petition.

Additionally, I gave them a file folder worth of materials that included educational,
letters from other member of the community and some other doc's. 

Best,

Amanda
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Good Morning Ms. Kirkmeyer and Mr. Moreno and the other Weld County Commissioners.  


My name is Amanda Harper.   I am here representing 14 families who are asking you to recommend to 


Tom Parko the LGD from Weld County, Bob Frick the County Attorney, Jay Mc Donald and Janet 


Lindquist from Public Works, Encana and Matt Lepore director of the COGCC to remove all 12 Form 2’s 


for the 12 well-bores and the associated 2 Form A’s for the Rasmussen 2N 68W SWSW and SWSE from 


the COGCC Website.   We are asking Tom Parko to disapprove the wells and location assessment on 


January 14, 2015 when the Public Comment period ends for these wells on the COGCC website.  It is the 


community’s best determination that further study, evaluations, modifications and reconsiderations 


need to be in the pre-approval process for the proposals to be proven as 100% safe for residents and the 


environment. 


We believe that the above referenced sites represent severe threats to public health safety and welfare 


and environment.   What is being proposed by Encana in our neighborhood, is not the same Oil and Gas 


extraction that has been happening in Weld County for 60 years.  The current rules regulating the 


application process do not include a public process and do not address the scale of the proposed 


operations.  There are 2, 12 well sites being proposed in Section 19.   The way they are proposed, 


represent severe violations of our rights to health safety welfare and to a clean, poison free 


environment. Excessive emissions, nuisances which include light and noise trespassing, the visual blight 


of both the operations and the infrastructure of the facility site all point to that Permitting High Volume 


Hydrofracturing Industrial Facilities in Section 19 or Section 30 is a poorly considered change from 


Agricultural Zoning to Industrial Zoning.   Agricultural zoning has served and protected the land and 


citizens in this historically significant community from development of all kinds for over 100 years.   


The area along East County Road 1, is an historical, rural neighborhood that sits on the border of 


Boulder and Weld Counties, and a densely populated thriving agricultural use community with 


numerous historical markers.  We likely have the same population as a Low Density Residential, but are 


a High Density Agricultural area.  Low Density Residential permitting process is ‘Use by Special Review’, 


and all agricultural land in Weld County is ‘Use by Right’.   


There is growing body of evidence that any oil and gas extraction and production facilities 


accommodating 4 or more wells represents a significant Land Use change. Accordingly these large sites 


of 4 or more wells are industrial scale and thus inappropriate within 2 miles of the intersection of East 


County Line Road 1 and Rd. 18.    It is evident to all of the property owners that I am representing that 


the scale of these proposals go outside of ‘Use by Right’ and should be considered for ‘Use by Special 


Review’.    There needs to be a public process in the pre-application part of the process so that our input 


and concerns are included and clearly addressed in the proposal by Encana before consideration of the 


12 wells, 36, 25 foot high Tanks, 12 separators, 12+ burn-off towers, 1 VRU unit 40 feet high and other 


parts to the facility site (a total of 5 acres).   


Additionally, the Encana site assessment has failed to take into account the viability for the ½ mile long 


one lane dirt road as the proposed access to the well sites (both Rasmussen and Regneir (another 12 


well site and facility being proposed in February 2015)).  This lane, maintained by residents is on private 


property and has been used with either necessary and/or prescriptive easements since the 1800’s.  This 


the lane is the only access and egress to 7 families who are landlocked to the east.  The road which now 


services about 20 vehicles a day and about 8-10 tanker trucks a week cannot support the anticipated 


increase in use.  The Encana proposal would send the equivalent of 300 tractor trailer and other truck 







traffic a day for 9 months to 1 year down this private road.  This excessive use would block the access 


and egress and present pronounced safety hazard.  Further the excessive traffic would continue after 


drilling has ceased to accommodate servicing.  This will add thousands more inappropriate and excessive 


truck trips to this residential lane causing extreme burden to the residents who live landlocked. 


We are asking for a Traffic study, coordinated with Boulder County to be completed with results 


available to our community.  Tom Parko has decided this is not a necessary assessment.  We disagree 


wholeheartedly.   We think the information that would be gained from this study is a necessary body of 


information to make an informed, intelligent and prudent decision for our landscape and our 


community’s safety.   


We live in a unique setting that was until 1955 Pleasant View Ridge with a Post Office, cemetery, a 


school house, a connection to the railroad and thus numerous houses grew around Pleasant View Ridge 


and District 45, a Township that preceded Longmont.   


Many of the Property Owners who live in this agricultural neighborhood are long time residents, have 


been living with Oil and Gas operations for most of their lives here and yet, are extremely concerned 


about the 2 proposed large scale high volume hydro-fracturing operations for Section 19.  We are 


concerned about the emissions, the infrastructure and the truck traffic, noise violations and light 


violations.  The increased nuisances are a credible threat that threaten our health welfare and safety 


and environment.  There have already been numerous documented large nuisances from the Oil and 


Gas industry in the broader area around our home and in our local vicinity, and our rights have already 


been violated numerous times, though Encana denies these or does not claim them.    


We understand that Encana is operating and making their applications within the rules and regulations 


set out by the state of Colorado.  We are proposing that they are not breaking rules, they are breaking 


the law.  Mineral Rights owners and Leasees have rights but all property owners in this situation have 


property and human rights, the mineral owners do not exist in a vacuum.   


Let it be known and on record that our group, Pleasant View Rural Community, is asking for the rules in 


this situation to be adapted to our requests. Remove the current applications and then in the pre-


application process, incorporate our views, concerns and recommendations and mitigations into any 


proposal that Encana brings to Weld County for review.  For instance, we are requesting that Tom Parko 


asks for a CDPHE Assessment, a Traffic Study, an Access Permit required for any access Encana proposes 


to use for developing their sites, numerous mitigation measures, a reduction in well numbers and we 


also want the site moved to the farthest point away from all residents which would be in the far north 


field away from Rd. 18.    Both Boulder and Weld citizens are severely impacted by these proposals and 


thus should work closely with both the Boulder and Weld County LGD’s and Encana to evaluate and 


determine best use practices for all Section 19 proposals.   


As well, the burden of proof for 100% safety should be put on Encana, but since they are both unable 


and unwilling to do this, we must take matters into our own hands, this includes base level evaluations 


of a variety of conditions.  If the Encana proposals continue as is, without our input, without looking into 


10 different mitigations that are possible but not being considered, without a neighborhood 


conversation or mediation; when violations happen, and they will happen, either nuisance level or 


violation level, our only recourse as property owners will be to file suit for retroactive culpability in order 


to compensate us for our damages.   







Currently most HVHF sites are in areas where there are still  sweeping open agricultural landscapes, ours 


area is a rural neighborhood, enclosed and surrounding the ¼ mile X ¼ mile field where all of these 


operations are being proposed.  This site is completely inappropriate for the Industrial scale proposals 


Encana has applied for. 


We are asking you to look into our lives, our health, our landscape choice, and ask; how will this impact 


their lives.  What is this community saying to us? We all chose to live a quiet, pristine, agricultural life we 


deliberately chose to live away from traffic, construction, noise, lighting, industrial waste and emissions, 


we are country people, not Industrial people.    


We ask you, how can it be okay with you all, as stewards of Weld County people and land to let Encana 


impose these egregious conditions into our lives?  Please stop these proposals, and create a well -


rounded think tank so that all parties who are affected by Encana and the mineral owners requests to 


drill have equal voice and all are required to negotiate and compromise.  


Thank you for the opportunity to voice these concerns to you.  Thank you in advance for your time spent 


on these important issues and I, and my neighbors, look forward to working collaboratively with you and 


the County on resolving these glaringly apparent problems with the Encana proposals.   


Please come to our area and see it for yourselves.   


**We have a petition to share with you with over 183 signatures from people who share our fears and 


concerns and do not think it is appropriate for these 24 additional wells to be drilled on Section 19.   


 


 







Good Morning Ms. Kirkmeyer and Mr. Moreno and the other Weld County Commissioners.  

My name is Amanda Harper.   I am here representing 14 families who are asking you to recommend to 

Tom Parko the LGD from Weld County, Bob Frick the County Attorney, Jay Mc Donald and Janet 

Lindquist from Public Works, Encana and Matt Lepore director of the COGCC to remove all 12 Form 2’s 

for the 12 well-bores and the associated 2 Form A’s for the Rasmussen 2N 68W SWSW and SWSE from 

the COGCC Website.   We are asking Tom Parko to disapprove the wells and location assessment on 

January 14, 2015 when the Public Comment period ends for these wells on the COGCC website.  It is the 

community’s best determination that further study, evaluations, modifications and reconsiderations 

need to be in the pre-approval process for the proposals to be proven as 100% safe for residents and the 

environment. 

We believe that the above referenced sites represent severe threats to public health safety and welfare 

and environment.   What is being proposed by Encana in our neighborhood, is not the same Oil and Gas 

extraction that has been happening in Weld County for 60 years.  The current rules regulating the 

application process do not include a public process and do not address the scale of the proposed 

operations.  There are 2, 12 well sites being proposed in Section 19.   The way they are proposed, 

represent severe violations of our rights to health safety welfare and to a clean, poison free 

environment. Excessive emissions, nuisances which include light and noise trespassing, the visual blight 

of both the operations and the infrastructure of the facility site all point to that Permitting High Volume 

Hydrofracturing Industrial Facilities in Section 19 or Section 30 is a poorly considered change from 

Agricultural Zoning to Industrial Zoning.   Agricultural zoning has served and protected the land and 

citizens in this historically significant community from development of all kinds for over 100 years.   

The area along East County Road 1, is an historical, rural neighborhood that sits on the border of 

Boulder and Weld Counties, and a densely populated thriving agricultural use community with 

numerous historical markers.  We likely have the same population as a Low Density Residential, but are 

a High Density Agricultural area.  Low Density Residential permitting process is ‘Use by Special Review’, 

and all agricultural land in Weld County is ‘Use by Right’.   

There is growing body of evidence that any oil and gas extraction and production facilities 

accommodating 4 or more wells represents a significant Land Use change. Accordingly these large sites 

of 4 or more wells are industrial scale and thus inappropriate within 2 miles of the intersection of East 

County Line Road 1 and Rd. 18.    It is evident to all of the property owners that I am representing that 

the scale of these proposals go outside of ‘Use by Right’ and should be considered for ‘Use by Special 

Review’.    There needs to be a public process in the pre-application part of the process so that our input 

and concerns are included and clearly addressed in the proposal by Encana before consideration of the 

12 wells, 36, 25 foot high Tanks, 12 separators, 12+ burn-off towers, 1 VRU unit 40 feet high and other 

parts to the facility site (a total of 5 acres).   

Additionally, the Encana site assessment has failed to take into account the viability for the ½ mile long 

one lane dirt road as the proposed access to the well sites (both Rasmussen and Regneir (another 12 

well site and facility being proposed in February 2015)).  This lane, maintained by residents is on private 

property and has been used with either necessary and/or prescriptive easements since the 1800’s.  This 

the lane is the only access and egress to 7 families who are landlocked to the east.  The road which now 

services about 20 vehicles a day and about 8-10 tanker trucks a week cannot support the anticipated 

increase in use.  The Encana proposal would send the equivalent of 300 tractor trailer and other truck 



traffic a day for 9 months to 1 year down this private road.  This excessive use would block the access 

and egress and present pronounced safety hazard.  Further the excessive traffic would continue after 

drilling has ceased to accommodate servicing.  This will add thousands more inappropriate and excessive 

truck trips to this residential lane causing extreme burden to the residents who live landlocked. 

We are asking for a Traffic study, coordinated with Boulder County to be completed with results 

available to our community.  Tom Parko has decided this is not a necessary assessment.  We disagree 

wholeheartedly.   We think the information that would be gained from this study is a necessary body of 

information to make an informed, intelligent and prudent decision for our landscape and our 

community’s safety.   

We live in a unique setting that was until 1955 Pleasant View Ridge with a Post Office, cemetery, a 

school house, a connection to the railroad and thus numerous houses grew around Pleasant View Ridge 

and District 45, a Township that preceded Longmont.   

Many of the Property Owners who live in this agricultural neighborhood are long time residents, have 

been living with Oil and Gas operations for most of their lives here and yet, are extremely concerned 

about the 2 proposed large scale high volume hydro-fracturing operations for Section 19.  We are 

concerned about the emissions, the infrastructure and the truck traffic, noise violations and light 

violations.  The increased nuisances are a credible threat that threaten our health welfare and safety 

and environment.  There have already been numerous documented large nuisances from the Oil and 

Gas industry in the broader area around our home and in our local vicinity, and our rights have already 

been violated numerous times, though Encana denies these or does not claim them.    

We understand that Encana is operating and making their applications within the rules and regulations 

set out by the state of Colorado.  We are proposing that they are not breaking rules, they are breaking 

the law.  Mineral Rights owners and Leasees have rights but all property owners in this situation have 

property and human rights, the mineral owners do not exist in a vacuum.   

Let it be known and on record that our group, Pleasant View Rural Community, is asking for the rules in 

this situation to be adapted to our requests. Remove the current applications and then in the pre-

application process, incorporate our views, concerns and recommendations and mitigations into any 

proposal that Encana brings to Weld County for review.  For instance, we are requesting that Tom Parko 

asks for a CDPHE Assessment, a Traffic Study, an Access Permit required for any access Encana proposes 

to use for developing their sites, numerous mitigation measures, a reduction in well numbers and we 

also want the site moved to the farthest point away from all residents which would be in the far north 

field away from Rd. 18.    Both Boulder and Weld citizens are severely impacted by these proposals and 

thus should work closely with both the Boulder and Weld County LGD’s and Encana to evaluate and 

determine best use practices for all Section 19 proposals.   

As well, the burden of proof for 100% safety should be put on Encana, but since they are both unable 

and unwilling to do this, we must take matters into our own hands, this includes base level evaluations 

of a variety of conditions.  If the Encana proposals continue as is, without our input, without looking into 

10 different mitigations that are possible but not being considered, without a neighborhood 

conversation or mediation; when violations happen, and they will happen, either nuisance level or 

violation level, our only recourse as property owners will be to file suit for retroactive culpability in order 

to compensate us for our damages.   



Currently most HVHF sites are in areas where there are still  sweeping open agricultural landscapes, ours 

area is a rural neighborhood, enclosed and surrounding the ¼ mile X ¼ mile field where all of these 

operations are being proposed.  This site is completely inappropriate for the Industrial scale proposals 

Encana has applied for. 

We are asking you to look into our lives, our health, our landscape choice, and ask; how will this impact 

their lives.  What is this community saying to us? We all chose to live a quiet, pristine, agricultural life we 

deliberately chose to live away from traffic, construction, noise, lighting, industrial waste and emissions, 

we are country people, not Industrial people.    

We ask you, how can it be okay with you all, as stewards of Weld County people and land to let Encana 

impose these egregious conditions into our lives?  Please stop these proposals, and create a well -

rounded think tank so that all parties who are affected by Encana and the mineral owners requests to 

drill have equal voice and all are required to negotiate and compromise.  

Thank you for the opportunity to voice these concerns to you.  Thank you in advance for your time spent 

on these important issues and I, and my neighbors, look forward to working collaboratively with you and 

the County on resolving these glaringly apparent problems with the Encana proposals.   

Please come to our area and see it for yourselves.   

**We have a petition to share with you with over 183 signatures from people who share our fears and 

concerns and do not think it is appropriate for these 24 additional wells to be drilled on Section 19.   

 

 



From: AAH
To: aarondenal@gmail.com; adingalls@mac.com; AMacLeod@newbelgium.com; amykristjanson@gmail.com;

hm.sa@earthlink.net; colvinannie@gmail.com; beadaly@yahoo.com; bharatiyogadhama@yahoo.com;
billgruening@hotmail.com; bluegreenmarble@yahoo.com; Boulder County Board of Commissioners;
carldeltufo@gmail.com; catherine.collentine@sierraclub.org; chaztac@gmail.com; christy@tillyweb.com;
cdholcomb@earthlink.net; Case, Dale; cheese@jamesranch.net; dan@minddrivelegal.com; dlsand@what-
wire.com; dingalls@mac.com; Donnie@colorado.edu; editorial@boulderweekly.com;
emiller@boulderweekly.com; eviepaur@juno.com; fasick@colorado.edu; goosefeatherfarm@gmail.com;
harperdeltufo@earthlink.net; Harv@treeclimbingco.com; John@peelvinyl.com; info@laughingcoyoteproject.org;
getting@colorado.edu; jaketakiff@gmail.com; jdyer@boulderweekly.com; jenhat17@hotmail.com;
jmarose@comcast.net; joan.peck@gmail.com; joanpeck@indra.com; jfryar@times-call.com;
juanita@orientalhealingclinic.com; julieankenbrandt@yahoo.com; katharinekaufman@gmail.com;
kathynicholson66@gmail.com; kimyogini@hotmail.com; kshdamour@yahoo.com; laakkristin@gmail.com;
lara@evokes.com; liorperry@hotmail.com; contact@longmontroar.org; maeve@kgnu.org;
mjaffe@denverpost.com; mbstoede@yahoo.com; mattsura.law@gmail.com; neda.leonard@comcast.net;
nottobrino@yahoo.com; ogtaskforce@state.co.us; pswiszcz@comcast.net; peggydriscoll@mac.com;
proprotectpleasantview@gmail.com; ragageneva@aol.com; razz@frackfreecolorado.com; koba1917@gmail.com;
rdkeeley@gmail.com; activist@cleanwater.org; sgoodridge@juno.com; fractivist@gmail.com;
sparrowgabriel@yahoo.com; sue@heartandhandsclay.com; thebuhners@vermontel.net;
weldairandwater@gmail.com; prasadana@ymail.com

Subject: Sign this petition: PROTECT Pleasant View from High Volume Fracking/From Anne and Carl
Date: Saturday, January 10, 2015 1:04:59 PM

Hi Friends, Family and Supporters,

Big oil and gas development is threatening our health and welfare, compromising our air and water,
dislocating wildlife (many who will not survive) and adversely impacting all quality of life and our
property values. Historic landmarks, including a cemetery,  are in the path of the destructive oil and gas
operators that request permits for numerous wells and mega industrial storage and transfer facilities
that will overshadow a small rural community with doom. 

That's why I created a petition to The Colorado State House, The Colorado State Senate, and Governor
John Hickenlooper, which says:

"Say NO to big oil and gas industrialized site in the midst of our small rural historic community."

Will you sign this petition?  We need as many signatures as possible before our COGCC Comment period
ends this Tuesday, January 13, 2015.  But if you get this after the 13th we will still appreciate it very
much if you sign it, we may be able to turn it in after the comment period, but want the first round of
Petition Signatures in the COGCC Comments, due this Tuesday.  The last day for public comment about
the survival of our homes and this beautiful area. 

Thank you so much!!

Click here:

http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/protect-pleasant-view?source=c.em.mt&r_by=9508291

Thanks!

Anne
protectpleasantview@gmail.com

+I can forward you information about making comments on the COGCC website, ideas and instructions,
if you would be willing to help us in that way.  We are small group of 14 families and larger numbers of
concerned citizens will put more pressure on the Oil and Gas Corporation and the COGCC to do the
right thing and notice that our neighborhood is not an appropriate site for High Volume Fracking!

+Please look at my facebook page for pictures and updates!!
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From: Ginger Riversong
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Study by University College, London"s Institute for Sustainable Resources
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:14:34 PM

Dear Commissioners:

Yet another study that indicates we are correct in upholding our moratorium on
fracking.
I hope you will take the time to read this synopsis and to look further at the full
report.
http://summitcountyvoice.com/2015/01/07/climate-not-much-wiggle-room-on-fossil-
fuels/#more-67751

Thank you for your continued attention to this very important matter.

Regards,

-- 
Ginger Ikeda
3320 15th St.
Boulder 80304

SHARE THE ROAD :)
Riders: Be Bright and Be Seen; Rules of the Road
Drivers: Put down the @%$ cell phone and Save a Life; 3 Feet Between; Pass <15
mph above bike's speed.  THANKS!

"Unless someone like you cares a whole awful lot, nothing is going to get better. It's
not!"
-Dr. Seuss

“It takes courage to grow up and become who you really are.” 
-ee cummings
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From: Relora E. Joyce
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Fracking
Date: Monday, January 05, 2015 4:51:28 PM

Please act to defend Boulder County citizens' health and the value of their homes
by not allowing fracking in the Pleasant View area. The runoff of the poisonous
fracking fluid would also be a danger to Boulder's water.  
Sincerely,
Dr. Relora E. Joyce
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From: Robin Laurel
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Stop plans for fracking at Pleasant View!
Date: Monday, January 05, 2015 2:26:34 PM

We have been contacted by the Pleasant View community, at least one of whose
residents is a member of the Sierra Club. After having researched the situation and
the threat the community faces from Encana's plans for industrial-scaled fracking in
this residential/agricultural neighborhood, we share their extreme concern, and
request that you deny/reject all Form 2 and 2a permit applications for this project
area.
Some of the specific reasons why this project should be rejected include:

    Roads leading in and out of the proposed fracking zone are not clearly publicly
owned, and private ownership is not clearly held solely by the mineral rights seller,
said problematic ownership leading Encana to file numerous documents of dubious
authority to get around rules which would prevent its access and egress from well
sites.

    There is an historic cemetery on which Encana or its appointees may have already
trespassed without approval, which would have to be compromised to make room
for fracking operations access and egress.

    Fracking operations would result in massive increases in traffic, road and
neighborhood impacts and pollution along East County Line Road, impacts which
have not been sufficiently related to or vetted by Boulder County.

    The community sits on quaternary alluvium, which could facilitate drainage of
inevitable fracking spills and leaks into the Boulder Creek watershed, a potentiality
which has not been related to or vetted by Boulder County.

    There is historical significance to the Pleasant View Ridge school house, a site
that will be compromised by fracking operations.

    The vast majority of the community, with the exception of the profiting mineral
owner, does not want this massively industrial-scaled activity adjacent to their
homes, and feels it will ruin their lives, health, home values, and futures, forcing
some to consider immediately selling or vacating their homes.

    There are water wells of varying ages in the vicinity that would not be adequately
protected by standard surface casing depths. These surface casing depths would
need to be extended by at least an additional 200' to provide nominal protection to
these water sources. In addition, continuous post-drilling water quality monitoring
would be necessary, instead of the standard single post-drilling water sampling, said
continuous monitoring results to be available real-time to a community
representative.

For all these reasons and more, we respectfully request that you act on behalf of the
citizens of the Pleasant View community, and take the necessary steps to have these
permits and fracking activities denied or rejected.

Robin Laurel

mailto:robin.laurel2@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter



From: Leslie Glustrom
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Please Submit Boulder County Comments on Pleasant View Encana Drilling Proposal
Date: Sunday, January 04, 2015 10:06:24 AM

Dear Commissioners--I am writing to encourage you to take a hard look at the
Encana proposal to frack in the Pleasant View neighborhood on the Weld/Boulder
County Line and then to submit comments to the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation
Commission (COGCC). 

There are numerous concerns including:

Impacts on the neighbors from traffic and drilling operations
Air emissions and the associated health impacts
Impacts on historical properties including the cemetary and the school house
Possible leakage into the Boulder Creek watershed

Obviously, pollution and noise do not observe invisible political boundaries. This
project is likely to have significant impacts on Boulder County residents and
environmental attributes. 

I urge you to take a hard look at this project and then register the County's concerns
with the COGCC and Encana.

Thank you as always for your service to our communities. 

Leslie Glustrom
 

Leslie Glustrom 

Boulder, Colorado 
303-245-8637
lglustrom@gmail.com
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From: harv.teitelbaum@gmail.com on behalf of Harv Teitelbaum
To: dave cogcc; Razz; Mike Kiing COGCC; john cogcc; greg Cogcc; esther weld ommissioners;

tparko@co.weld.co.us; emiller@boulderweekly.com; b kirkmeyer; Case, Dale; ogtaskforce@state.co.us;
maeve@kgnu.org; mark jaffe; Matt Lapore; Miracle.Pfister@encana.com; doug.suttles@encana.com; Boulder
County Board of Commissioners; Amanda Anne Harper

Subject: Encana-Rasmussen fracking project in Pleasant Valley Community
Date: Friday, December 26, 2014 4:27:49 PM

(These comments have been submitted on the COGC site/comments.)

To COGCC:

We have been contacted by the Pleasant View community, at least one of whose
residents is a member of the Sierra Club. After having researched the situation and
the threat the community faces from Encana’s plans for industrial-scaled fracking in
this residential/agricultural neighborhood, we share their extreme concern, and
request that you deny/reject all Form 2 and 2a permit applications for this project
area.

Some of the specific reasons why this project should be rejected include:

Roads leading in and out of the proposed fracking zone are not clearly publicly
owned, and private ownership is not clearly held solely by the mineral rights
seller, said problematic ownership leading Encana to file numerous documents
of dubious authority to get around rules which would prevent its access and
egress from well sites.

There is an historic cemetery on which Encana or its appointees may have
already trespassed without approval, which would have to be compromised to
make room for fracking operations access and egress.

Fracking operations would result in massive increases in traffic, road and
neighborhood impacts and pollution along East County Line Road, impacts
which have not been sufficiently related to or vetted by Boulder County.

The community sits on quaternary alluvium, which could facilitate drainage of
inevitable fracking spills and leaks into the Boulder Creek watershed, a
potentiality which has not been related to or vetted by Boulder County.

There is historical significance to the Pleasant View Ridge school house, a site
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that will be compromised by fracking operations.

The vast majority of the community, with the exception of the profiting mineral
owner, does not want this massively industrial-scaled activity adjacent to their
homes, and feels it will ruin their lives, health, home values, and futures,
forcing some to consider immediately selling or vacating their homes.

There are water wells of varying ages in the vicinity that would not be
adequately protected by standard surface casing depths. These surface casing
depths would need to be extended by at least an additional 200’ to provide
nominal protection to these water sources. In addition, continuous post-drilling
water quality monitoring would be necessary, instead of the standard single
post-drilling water sampling, said continuous monitoring results to be available
real-time to a community representative.

For all these reasons and more, we respectfully request that you act on behalf of the
citizens of the Pleasant View community, and take the necessary steps to have these
permits and fracking activities denied or rejected.

Thank you for your time.

Regards,

Harv Teitelbaum

Chair, Beyond Oil & Gas Committee

Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter

Harv.Teitelbaum@rmc.sierraclub.org

mailto:Harv.Teitelbaum@rmc.sierraclub.org


From: Jane Imber
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: The Atlantic: The Alarming Research Behind New York"s Fracking Ban
Date: Sunday, December 21, 2014 9:51:48 AM

Read this:
http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2014/12/the-alarming-research-behind-
new-yorks-fracking-ban/383868/
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From: Gabriel Perry
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: New York State Bans Fracking...
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 11:10:34 AM

Commissioners,

Here's a ProPublica article worth reading.

http://www.propublica.org/article/new-york-state-bans-fracking?
utm_source=et&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=dailynewsletter&utm_content=&utm_name=

Please help us ban fracking in Colorado.
 
~Gabriel Perry
www.flupe.com
720.565.1569

mailto:flupe@flupe.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
http://www.propublica.org/article/new-york-state-bans-fracking?utm_source=et&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=dailynewsletter&utm_content=&utm_name=
http://www.propublica.org/article/new-york-state-bans-fracking?utm_source=et&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=dailynewsletter&utm_content=&utm_name=


From: Gabriel Perry
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: New York State Will Ban Fracking...
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 10:19:44 AM

Dear Commissioners,

As you probably already know, New York state is set to ban fracking.  This
report/statement was released by a group called Physicians, Scientists, and
Engineers Healthy Energy.  I think you should read this.

http://psehealthyenergy.org/site/view/1233

Direct link to document:
http://psehealthyenergy.org/data/Database_Analysis_FINAL1.pdf

When can we ban fracking in Colorado?  If New York state can do it, why can't we?

Sincerely,
 
~Gabriel Perry
www.flupe.com
720.565.1569

mailto:flupe@flupe.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
http://psehealthyenergy.org/site/view/1233
http://psehealthyenergy.org/data/Database_Analysis_FINAL1.pdf


From: Sarah Pritchard
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: New York to ban fracking - citing health risks
Date: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 2:27:22 PM

Please see this link to a NY Times article regarding NY ban on fracking: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/18/nyregion/cuomo-to-ban-fracking-in-new-york-
state-citing-health-risks.html?_r=0

Sarah Pritchard (on behalf of myself not UCAR)

mailto:sarahp@ucar.edu
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
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From: AAH
To: harperdeltufo@earthlink.net; protectpleasantview@gmail.com; admin@farmtoconsumer.org;

contact@longmontroar.org; notice@encana.com; mattsura.law@gmail.com; matt.lepore@state.co.us;
jane.stanczyk@state.co.us; greg.deranleau@state.co.us; jfryar@times-call.com;
catherine.collentine@sierraclub.org; fryarj@dailycamera.com; Harv@treeclimbingco.com;
weldairandwater@gmail.com; robertrwinklerxx@gmail.com; razz@frackfreecolorado.com;
bkirkmeyer@weldgov.com; drademacher@weldgov.com; doug.suttles@encana.com; karendike@gmail.com;
mfreeman@weldgov.com; mjaffe@denverpost.com; sconway@weldgov.com; wgarcia@weldgov.com; Shannon,
Abigail; Boulder County Board of Commissioners; #LandUsePlanner

Subject: Permit Rush!! and KGNU 88.5 Interview 12 /11 8:10 am MST Colorado
Date: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 5:50:47 PM

Good Morning, Mr. Suttles and All,

**It seems that the application for the permits on Section 19 are being rushed
through Encana's departments and will be submitted tomorrow morning. 12/10,
when originally they were sited to be turned in December 16 -23.   This happens to
be one day before Tom Parko, Weld County Planner, was to come and see our
situation. It was indicated by the Encana representative that the last pieces of the
process to prepare the permits for Section 19  to the COGC were rushed through. 
This is absolutely disrespectful, cruel and inappropriate  relationship practice with
the community.**

Please tune into this interview, you can also listen to it on-line. It is with a member
of our Historic Pleasant View Community, Weld County, Colorado, Section 19
2N68W.  

This interview is about how the Oil and Gas Industry, specifically Encana, is about to
desecrate a small rural agricultural community, that has a Landmark Site and an
Historic and Registered Cemetary associated with it  - off of East County Line Road
1, bordering Boulder and Weld Counties, in Colorado;  with TWO Hydrofracturing
Industrial Plants. Each site consisting of 12 wells, and 36, 25 foot high condensation
tanks, 12 separators, 12 burners, on 3 acre plots, with about 10 acres of agricultural
land being smashed into oblivion by the Tens of Thousands of Trucks going by our
property, on small little lanes that are not public roads, during the entirety of the
operation and production. Even ONE of these sites would dramatically change the
health and safety and landscape of this community for ever.  There are already two
fracking operations on both of these sites, the minerals are already being accessed,
3 wells each.  Maybe it is time to re-frack the existing wells?  That is plenty for the
neighborhood, it blends in.

But, Boom, and bust.  You are a rogue industry, and we are left forever with the
environmental degradation and the bust after you have done your terrible deeds in
our community.  If you haven't had the privilege to experience one of these loud
Petrochemical Industrial plants please go to Mead or 1 mile  North of Hwy 66 on
East County Line Road 1 and check out the Industrial Plant there, that is in the
middle of huge fields.  We are not a huge field, we are a small Historic Agricultural
Community.

We are Protectpleasantview@gmail.com. We are not going to stand for this. 

Encana, you did not check in; with any of the landowners, as a responsible, ethical,
reasonable, respectful corporation might do - you did not bring all of your plans to
the table and negotiate, figure out what would work best for all parties concerned. 
A thoughtful, intelligent, open ended conversation perhaps?  That would have been
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appreciated.    I've heard many times from the COGCC and Encana:   Since the rules
are '1000 ft back from sites, you don't have to send a send a 'courtesy' note'  you
didn't except to one of many landowners.   And not surprisingly, as we are 1200 feet
away, as are a number of other neighbors, none of the news about these  Hydro-
fracturing Industrial Plants being planned into our neighborhood came to our
attention until about 3 weeks before the permit was going to be submitted, all
because of an orange cat.  There are things that run much deeper than rules Mr.
Suttles.  Like quality of life, love of rural and home life, rights of landowners in the
pursuit of safety and happiness.  

The system that is currently in place for determining the appropriateness of drilling
sites, the magnitude of the operation, the amount of set backs according the the size
of the proposed operations are thoroughly inadequate.  The system for
communicating with Encana and the COGCC is entirely broken.  The current
setbacks  are for the mom and dad operations of 1-3 wells, not 4 or 12 or 18, these
operations are exponentially bigger and need exponentially bigger setbacks.  

Mr. Suttles, I highly recommend that you do not submit these inappropriate permits
applications to the COGCC.  

Shame on you Encana.

So this is the first of many press releases that we are going to spearhead.

Respectfully,

A.  Harper
Weld County



From: STEWART GUTHRIE
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Fwd: Drilling Deeper: the fracking boom lie
Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 1:26:26 PM

Dear Commissioners Domenico, Gardner and Jones,

Thank you once again for your strong stand on behalf of Boulder County, in extending
our moratorium on fracking applications and in deciding to support Longmont's defense
of its fracking ban.  Special thanks to Commissioner Jones for your unequivocal statement
to Gov. Hickenlooper's task force, in Loveland, that fracking is--in multiple ways--
incompatible with Boulder County's interests and with the express wishes of its residents. 
My wife Phyllis and I were, as we told you then, impressed and delighted.

FYI, the message forwarded here concerns evidence that the fracking boom will be quite
short-lived.  If so, any benefit will be brief although the damage will be long-lasting.

Stewart Guthrie
7898 Devonshire Way
Boulder, CO 80301

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alan Septoff, Earthworks <action@earthworksaction.org>
Date: Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 1:27 PM
Subject: Drilling Deeper: the fracking boom lie
To: guthrie@fordham.edu

Drilling Deeper: A Reality Check on U.S. Government Forecasts for the
Fracking Boom

Join us online Dec 9th for a briefing & discussion

Dear Phyllis,

You're invited to a briefing exposing the
lie of a long-term fracking boom. 

The briefing will include a presentation
by David Hughes, the analyst who
accurately predicted the 90% downgrade
of California’s Monterey Shale.

Using the same data as Energy
Department forecasters, he will debunk
their overly optimistic forecasts for shale

mailto:guthrie@fordham.edu
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
mailto:action@earthworksaction.org
mailto:guthrie@fordham.edu
http://org.salsalabs.com/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=%2F9WHnFQwy6qOw8vkBRQ2ZljWL01sLBqu


development -- the same forecasts local,
state & national government use to guide
economic/energy policy and planning.

Hughes also calls into question industry
claims about U.S. energy independence
and the viability of oil and natural gas
exports.

Drilling Deeper finds that the so-called
"shale revolution" is actually a short-term bubble -- and not worth its risks to the
environment and to our communities.

FREE WEBINAR
Tuesday, December 9th at
8pm eastern, 5pm pacific

To attend, register HERE.

Read the report.

Hope you can make it,

Alan Septoff, Strategic Communications Director

You received this message because you are a member of the EARTHWORKS e-action list. 
Donate to EARTHWORKS | Visit your member page | Remove yourself
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From: Michael Bellmont
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Date: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 7:28:25 AM

Greetings Commissioners:

 

I would like to personally thank you for your recent decision to extend the oil and
gas moratorium.

 

It is the responsible thing to do given the crucial studies currently pending
surrounding environmental soundness and human safety.

 

I commend you for the courage and wisdom and for acting in the best interest of
your constituents.

 

Be Well,

 

Michael

 

Michael Bellmont CFP® - LTCP - CLTC

Long-Term Care Insurance Professionals

Making Families “Burden-Free”

michael@LTC-pro.com

PH: (303) 678-9470

FAX: (303) 678-8388

 

mailto:michael@LTC-pro.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
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From: Nancy Hall
To: Boulder County Oil and Gas Comment
Subject: Supporting documentation for prior comments
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 7:33:36 PM
Attachments: AOR-guidance-epa816r14001.pdf

I recently sent comments proposing that the area of concern for
water-well testing in the EDPR might not be sufficient; I now attach
supporting documentation from the EPA in which computation of the  "area
of review" is described (for analyzing the potential for groundwater
contamination from hydraulic fracturing with diesel fuel, in this
case).  Appendix B gives several ways to delineate the area of concern,
and it seems that the 1/4 mile distance from the bore, while being one
of the options given, is the least protective option given.

The highlights in the text are my additions.

I offer this document also as support for the reasonableness of the
regs, should this aspect of them be challenged, and also offer a
suggestion that perhaps this analysis could be required in the SDPR as well.

Sincerely,

Nancy Hall

mailto:nhall@safe-mail.net
mailto:oilgascomment@bouldercounty.org
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UIC Program Guidance #84 1 February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 


I. Introduction 
 
This guidance provides technical recommendations for protecting underground sources of 
drinking water (USDWs) from potential endangerment posed by hydraulic fracturing (HF) 
activities where diesel fuels are used.  
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed this guidance for EPA permit 
writers to ensure protection of USDWs in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA) and Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulatory authority. This authority is limited 
to when diesel fuels are used in fluids or propping agents pursuant to oil, gas and geothermal 
activities. This document does not establish any new permitting requirements for HF activities 
using diesel fuels, but describes the EPA’s interpretation of existing legal requirements as well as 
non-binding recommendations for EPA permit writers to consider in applying UIC Class II1 
regulations to HF when diesel fuels are used in fracturing fluids or propping agents. This 
document does not address geothermal activities. 
 
The EPA expects that EPA UIC Program Directors, and the permit writers acting on their behalf, 
will follow the interpretation of the statutory term “diesel fuels” presented in this guidance 
document. They should also consider, although are not required to follow, the recommendations 
reflected in this guidance on how to apply the Class II regulations to HF activities using diesel 
fuels when issuing permits for such activities under the federal UIC Program. Recommendations 
are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and 
reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, 
and other model guidelines for HF. However, permit writers, acting on behalf of the UIC 
Director have the discretion to consider alternative approaches that are consistent with statutory 
and regulatory requirements. Decisions about permitting HF operations that use diesel fuels will 
be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the facts and circumstances of the specific injection 
activity and applicable statutes, regulations and case law.  
 
Under the 2005 amendments to the SDWA, a UIC Class II permit must be obtained prior to 
conducting the underground injection of diesel fuels for hydraulic fracturing. The EPA, where it 
directly implements the program, as well as states and tribes with primary enforcement authority, 
must issue a Class II permit prior to the injection of diesel fuels in the HF fluid or propping 
agents. The primary audience for these technical recommendations is the EPA Regional offices 
directly implementing the existing UIC Class II Program requirements (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) parts 124 and 144 through 147).  
 
Stakeholders and the public have recognized the importance of safely and responsibly managing 
unconventional oil and gas development, including hydraulic fracturing. Many states have 
updated their oil and gas regulations and a variety of organizations have developed model 
guidelines and best practices. The EPA engaged with states, tribes, industry, and other 
stakeholders during the development of this document and reviewed best practices available at 


                                                 
1 Class II is the primary well classification used for injection wells that are associated with oil and gas storage and 
production (40 CFR 144.6). 
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the time. The EPA used information from these efforts to inform this guidance for the UIC 
program.  
 
An EPA analysis of data on HF fluids posted in 2012 on the chemical disclosure registry website 
FracFocus2 found that diesel fuels appeared in fewer than two percent of the wells.3 While 
FracFocus data are voluntarily submitted and not statistically representative of the presence of 
diesel fuels or other chemical substances in HF fluids, they are useful in providing an indication 
of the extent to which industry relies on diesel fuels for HF activities. While diesel fuels as 
defined in this guidance are currently used in a small percentage of HF wells, the EPA will work 
with states and industry to promote best practices in HF operations, including partnering with 
stakeholders to support voluntary use of greener alternatives in HF fluids generally.  
 
Although developed specifically for hydraulic fracturing where diesel fuels are used, many of the 
recommended practices found in this document are consistent with best practices for hydraulic 
fracturing in general, including those found in state regulations, voluntary standards from the 
American Petroleum Institute (API), and model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing developed by 
industry and stakeholders. In particular, the EPA’s recommendations for applying UIC 
requirements on area of review, well construction, operations, and monitoring – including testing 
for mechanical integrity of the well and baseline and follow-up water quality monitoring – will 
also promote adoption of some best practices identified by industry, states, and other groups.  
 
The practices described in this guidance are critical for ensuring that underground sources of 
drinking water are protected during hydraulic fracturing using diesel fuels. For example, 
delineating a site-specific area of review, including for the horizontal section of a well, ensures 
there are no conduits that could allow the escape of contaminants into USDWs. During the area 
of review delineation an owner/operator looks for artificial or natural conduits to ensure adequate 
confinement and takes corrective action if necessary to prevent fluid or gas migration. Similarly, 
mechanical integrity tests (MITs) ensure that the protective physical components of the well, 
including the casing and cement, are competent prior to injection and throughout the life of the 
well. High injection pressures, such as those occurring during HF, have the potential to damage 
the mechanical integrity of the well causing leaks, which may allow for the migration of fluids 
into USDWs. Conducting MITs ensures that injection well integrity is maintained at all times. 
Baseline and post-fracture water quality monitoring are used to help ensure that a permitted well 
has not endangered USDWs. 
 
In addition to reflecting UIC program requirements, state regulations and industry best practices, 
a number of the practices contained in this guidance were outlined by the Secretary of Energy’s 
Advisory Board (SEAB) Shale Gas Production Subcommittee in its August and November 2011 
reports (US DOE, 2011). Thus, states and tribes responsible for issuing permits and/or updating 
regulations for hydraulic fracturing may find the recommendations in this document useful in 
improving the protection of underground sources of drinking water and public health wherever 
hydraulic fracturing is practiced. 
                                                 
2 FracFocus (http://fracfocus.org/) is the national HF chemical registry managed by the Ground Water Protection 
Council and Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission. 
3 An August 2012 search of FracFocus identified only one well that used diesel fuels as a carrier fluid. 



http://fracfocus.org/
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II. Background Information 
 
How are diesel fuels used in the HF operations? 
 
HF is a technique used to produce economically viable quantities of oil and natural gas, 
especially from unconventional reservoirs, such as shale, tight sands, coalbeds and other 
formations. HF involves the injection of fluids (commonly a mixture of water, chemical 
additives and proppants) under pressures great enough to open and enlarge fractures within the 
oil-and gas-producing formations. The resulting fractures are held open using propping agents, 
such as fine grains of sand or ceramic beads, to allow oil and gas to flow to the production well. 
The types and concentrations of chemical additives and proppants used in the HF fluids vary 
depending on site-specific conditions and are usually tailored to the properties of the formation 
and the needs of the project.  
 
Diesel fuels are among a number of oil-based fracturing fluids that can be used to avoid damage 
such as reduced permeabilities to water sensitive formations and allow for better production 
(DeVine et al., 2003). Diesel fuels may be used as an additive to adjust fluid properties (e.g., 
viscosity and lubricity) or act as a solvent to aid in the delivery of gelling agents. Diesel fuels’ 
properties of high viscosity and immiscibility in water may also prevent fluid leak-off or loss 
into a formation without impeding the production of hydrocarbons (McCabe et al., 1990; Rae 
and DiLullo, 1996). Also, the lower freezing point of diesel fuels relative to water may be useful 
in cold climate operations as an effective winterizing agent by preventing liquids from freezing 
in low temperatures (Shibley and Leonard, 1987).  
 
Diesel fuels may contain a number of chemicals of concern including benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and xylene compounds (BTEX). BTEX compounds are highly mobile in ground 
water and are regulated under the SDWA national primary drinking water regulations 
(NPDWRs) because of the risks they pose to human health. The EPA has set a maximum 
contaminant level goal (MCLG)4 and a maximum contaminant level (MCL)5 for each 
compound. For example, the MCLG for benzene is zero and the MCL is 0.005 mg/L.6 People 
consuming drinking water containing any of these chemicals in excess of the standards set by the 
EPA over many years could experience: 
 


• An increase in anemia or a decrease in blood platelets from benzene exposure7; 
• An increased risk of cancer from benzene exposure8;  
• Problems with the nervous system, kidneys or liver from toluene exposure9; 
• Problems with the liver or kidneys from ethylbenzene exposure10; and 


                                                 
4 The EPA sets the level of protection for MCLGs based on the best available science to prevent potential health 
problems. 
5 The EPA sets MCLs as close to the MCLGs as possible, considering cost, benefits and the ability of public water 
systems to detect and remove contaminants using suitable treatment technologies. 
6 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/benzene.cfm 
7 US EPA, Ibid 
8 US EPA, Ibid 
9 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/toluene.cfm 



http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/toluene.cfm
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• Damage to the nervous system from exposure to xylene11.  
 
BTEX compounds are classified as aromatic hydrocarbons, a class of substances found in 
petroleum products including diesel fuels. The total content of aromatic hydrocarbons in 
petroleum products varies based on the refining process. The diesel fuels identified in this 
guidance memorandum can contain up to 25 percent aromatic hydrocarbons, by weight (API, 
2012). These diesel fuels can also contain 20 to 60 percent polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) by volume (API, Ibid). PAHs can be a toxic component of petroleum products and some 
PAHs are listed as Priority Pollutants under the Clean Water Act12. 
 
Because other substances used in HF fluids may contain similar levels of BTEX, even if the 
Chemical Abstract Service Registry Number (CASRN) does not identify the substance as diesel 
fuel, the EPA will work with states and industry to explore approaches to promote voluntary use 
of safer alternatives in HF fluids. 
 
The EPA conducted an analysis of data on HF fluids posted in 2012 on the chemical disclosure 
registry website FracFocus to determine how diesel fuels are currently used in HF operations. 
Based on this analysis, diesel fuels were most commonly used as an additive to reduce friction. 
Diesel fuels appeared in fewer than two percent of the wells,13 and no regional patterns of diesel 
fuels usage were identified from data registered in FracFocus.  
 
When does a HF activity require a UIC Class II permit? 
 
A HF activity is subject to UIC Class II permitting requirements under the SDWA if any portion 
of the injectate contains “diesel fuels.” The EPA interprets this statutory term to mean any of the 
following five CASRNs:  
 


• 68334-30-5 Primary Name: Fuels, diesel  
Common Synonyms: Automotive diesel oil; Diesel fuel; Diesel oil (petroleum); Diesel 
oils; Diesel test fuel; Diesel fuels; Diesel fuel No. 1; Diesel fuel [United Nations-North 
America (UN/NA) number 1993]; Diesel fuel oil; European Inventory of Existing 
Commercial Chemical Substances (EINECS) 269-822-7. 
 


• 68476-34-6 Primary Name: Fuels, diesel, No. 2  
Common Synonyms: Diesel fuel No. 2; Diesel fuels No. 2; EINECS 270-676-1; No. 2 
Diesel fuel. 
 


• 68476-30-2 Primary Name: Fuel oil No. 2  
Common Synonyms: Diesel fuel; Gas oil or diesel fuel or heating oil, light [UN1202] No. 
2 Home heating oils; API No. 2 fuel oil; EINECS 270-671-4; Fuel oil No. 2; Home 
heating oil No. 2; No. 2 burner fuel; Distillate fuel oils, light; Fuel No. 2; Fuel oil (No. 


                                                                                                                                                             
10 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/ethylbenzene.cfm 
11 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/xylenes.cfm 
12 40 CFR Part 423 (Appendix A)—126 Priority Pollutants  
13 See footnote 3. 



http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/ethylbenzene.cfm

http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/xylenes.cfm





  


 
  
UIC Program Guidance #84 5 February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 


1,2,4,5 or 6) [NA1993].  
 


• 68476-31-3 Primary Name: Fuel oil, No. 4  
Common Synonyms: Caswell No.14 333AB; Cat cracker feed stock; EINECS 270-673-5; 
EPA Pesticide Chemical Code 063514; Fuel oil No. 4; Diesel fuel No. 4. 
 


• 8008-20-6 Primary Name: Kerosene  
Common Synonyms: JP-5 navy fuel/marine diesel fuel; Deodorized kerosene; JP5 Jet 
fuel; AF 100 (pesticide); Caswell No. 517; EINECS 232-366-4; EPA Pesticide Chemical 
Code 063501; Fuel oil No. 1; Fuels, kerosine; Shell 140; Shellsol 2046; Distillate fuel 
oils, light; Kerosene, straight run; Kerosine, (petroleum); Several Others. 


 
The use of diesel fuels in oil and gas production applications is not subject to UIC Class II 
permitting requirements in certain cases. Specifically, those cases are non HF activities such as 
when diesel fuels are a component of drilling muds or pipe joint compounds used in the well 
construction process, or when diesel fuels are used in motorized equipment at the surface. 
 
  


                                                 
14 A Caswell No. is an alphanumeric chemical identifier implemented by Robert L. Caswell in the 1960s and 1970s 
in conjunction with acceptable common names of pesticides for labeling purposes. 
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III. Technical UIC Program Requirements and Recommendations 
for Application to Hydraulic Fracturing Activities Using Diesel 
Fuels  


 
This section of the guidance addresses the questions listed below. For each question, the 
document provides a brief summary of the existing federal UIC Class II Program regulations 
followed by the EPA’s recommended approaches for EPA Regional offices to consider when 
permitting the use of diesel fuels during HF. This section is not intended to present UIC Class II 
permit requirements in their entirety. Readers seeking more information about Class II permit 
requirements should refer to 40 CFR part 124 and parts 144 through 147. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors, and the permit writers acting on their behalf, should consider the 
recommendations reflected in this section when issuing permits applying the Class II regulations 
for HF activities using diesel fuels under the federal UIC Program. Recommendations are 
consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect 
existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and 
other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. However, permit writers, acting on behalf of the 
UIC Director have the discretion to consider alternative approaches that are consistent with 
statutory and regulatory requirements. Decisions about permitting HF operations that use diesel 
fuels will be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the facts and circumstances of the 
specific injection activity and applicable statutes, regulations and case law.  
 
The questions addressed by this guidance are as follows: 
 


• What Are Considerations in the Submission and Review Process for Diesel Fuels HF 
Permit Applications? 
  


• What Information Should Be Submitted with the Permit Application? 
  


• Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be Authorized by One 
Permit? 
 


• How Should EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC Class II 
Requirements After HF at a Well Ceases? 
 


• How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 


• How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel 
Fuels? 
 


• How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already Constructed 
Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
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• How Do the Class II Well Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel Fuels? 
  


• How Do the Class II Financial Responsibility Requirements Apply to Wells Using Diesel 
Fuels for HF? 
 


• What Public Notification Requirements or Special Environmental Justice (EJ) 
Considerations are Recommended for Authorization of Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF?  
 


What Are Considerations in the Submission and Review Process for Diesel Fuels 
HF Permit Applications? 
 
Existing Class II Requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
For the purposes of UIC Class II permitting, any well injecting diesel fuels for HF is considered 
a “new injection well” (40 CFR 144.31), even if it was originally constructed as an oil and gas 
production well and requires a UIC Class II permit (40 CFR part 124 and parts 144 through 147). 
Permits for diesel fuels HF are required to be approved prior to commencing all injection-related 
activities, including injection, well construction, retrofitting components of an existing well and 
commencing the HF process. An owner or operator seeking a UIC permit for injection must 
submit an application for a permit as expeditiously as practicable and in a reasonable amount of 
time prior to the expected start of construction or injection, as determined by the UIC permit 
writer (40 CFR 144.31).  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above to the permit application submission and review process 
for wells where diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the 
discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC 
requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model 
guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should establish a process for the timely submission and review 
of permit applications consistent with 40 CFR 144.31 that allows sufficient time to review and 
authorize the permit prior to initiating HF activities using diesel fuels. The application 
timeframe should allow time to evaluate the proposed use of diesel fuels for HF to ensure that 
injection will not endanger USDWs. The permit review timeframe should be of a sufficient 
duration to allow the EPA UIC permit writer to comprehensively consider all relevant permit 
information, such as proposed construction, operation and monitoring plans, to establish 
appropriate permit conditions and to include an opportunity for public notice and comment prior 
to issuing approval of the UIC Class II permit for wells using diesel fuels for HF. The EPA will 
provide tools, such as checklists, to help owners or operators develop complete permit 
applications in order to increase the likelihood of timely review.  
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EPA UIC Program Directors should continue to coordinate with state oil and gas programs 
and the appropriate Bureau of Land Management (BLM) office to establish a mechanism to 
inform owners or operators of applicable UIC Program requirements and application 
deadlines. Multiple mechanisms for outreach should be used to notify owners or operators of 
expected permit application review and approval timeframes thereby preventing delays for 
drilling and construction.  
 
Collaboration among regulatory entities is important so that appropriate parties are aware of 
situations where owners or operators plan to use diesel fuels for HF. For example, all parties can 
work together to streamline permitting (e.g., between the EPA and BLM on BLM-managed lands 
or with state agencies) such as sharing data where compliance requirements and reporting 
timeframes are sufficiently compatible for coordination among the various permitting authorities. 
Regional EPA UIC Class II Programs should reach out to their state oil and gas programs to 
determine collaborative ways to notify potential owners or operators early regarding the various 
permitting requirements that may apply. For example, a check box, notation or UIC Program 
contact information can be added to the oil and gas drilling permit application checklist to alert 
owners or operators using diesel fuels for HF of the need to apply for a Class II UIC permit. 
 
What Information Should Be Submitted with the Permit Application? 
 
Because of the high injection pressures, the potential to induce fractures that may serve as 
conduits for fluid migration, and the particular risks associated with diesel fuels, EPA UIC 
permit writers must evaluate a variety of factors in reviewing the permit application to ensure 
that appropriate safeguards (e.g., permit conditions) are established during the permitting process 
to prevent potential contamination of USDWs.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Existing UIC Class II Program provisions at 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147 require 
owners or operators to submit information to the UIC Program Director to consider before 
issuing any Class II permits. Select submission requirements from the existing Class II 
regulations are listed below: 
 


• Maps showing the injection well or project area for which the permit is sought and the 
applicable area of review (AoR) showing the number or name and location of all 
producing wells, injection wells, abandoned wells and other features (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(2));  


• All known wells within the AoR15 or zone of endangering influence (ZEI) that penetrate 
formations affected by the increase in pressure (40 CFR 146.24(a)(3)); 


                                                 
15 See the section entitled “How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels for HF?” for additional information. 
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• Data16 on the injection and confining zones including lithologic description, geological 
name, thickness and depth and estimated fracture pressures of the injection and confining 
zones (40 CFR 146.24(a)(5)); 


• The location, orientation and properties of known or suspected faults and fractures that 
may transect the confining zone(s) in the AoR and a determination that they would not 
interfere with containment (40 CFR 146.24(a)(2)); 


• Geologic name and depth to the bottom of all USDWs, which may be affected by the 
injection (40 CFR 146.24(a)(6)); 


• Well construction schematics including surface and subsurface details (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(7));  


• Proposed stimulation (fracturing) program (40 CFR 146.24(b)(2)) and the proposed 
injection procedure for each stage of the HF (40 CFR 146.24(b)(3)); 


• Operating data, such as average and maximum daily rate, volume, and injection pressure 
of fluids to be injected. The source and an appropriate analysis of the chemical and 
physical characteristics of the injection fluid (40 CFR 146.24(a)(4)); 


• A detailed chemical plan describing the proposed HF fluid composition,17 and an 
appropriate analysis of the chemical and physical characteristics of the HF fluid, 
including the volume and range of concentrations for each constituent (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(4)(iii)); 


• Names and addresses of all owners of record of land within one-quarter (¼) mile of the 
well boundary (40 CFR 144.31(e)(9)). In the case of diesel fuels HF this includes the 
names and addresses of all owners of record of land within a (¼) mile fixed radius around 
the wellhead, facility boundary or within the boundaries of the ZEI. 


• Appropriate logs and other tests conducted during the drilling and construction of wells 
and reports interpreting the results of the tests as described in 40 CFR 146.24(c)(1); and 


• A plugging and abandonment plan that meets the requirements of 40 CFR 146.10, which 
describes the need to cement a well to prevent fluid movement (40 CFR 144.31(e)(10)). 
 


Recommendations for applying existing UIC requirements to HF activities using diesel 
fuels: 
 
The section below presents recommendations for applying the existing requirements described 
above regarding information that should be submitted with a permit application for wells where 


                                                 
16 Data may include geo-mechanical characteristics such as: fracture stress, ductility, rock strength, in situ fluid 
pressures and others. 
17 Owners or operators may make claims of confidentiality regarding this information (40 CFR 144.5). 
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diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider requesting the following information from the 
owner or operator, per their authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9):  
 


• Information about the extent and orientation of the planned fracture network, any nearby 
USDWs and their connections to surface waters, if any,18 as well as any other 
information that can be used to understand, calculate and delineate the extent and 
orientation of the fracture system expected to be created by the proposed diesel fuels HF 
activity. This includes results from previous HF operations in the area and other empirical 
information, models and published studies and reports;  


• In situations where permits include a duration that is shorter than the full life of the well, 
a pre-permit-expiration monitoring plan that incorporates water quality monitoring in the 
AoR may be needed to demonstrate non-endangerment. Monitoring parameters could 
include ground water flow and depth; total dissolved solids (TDS); specific conductance; 
pH; chlorides; bromides; acidity; alkalinity; sulfate; iron; calcium; sodium; magnesium; 
potassium; bicarbonate; detergents; diesel range organics (DRO); benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX); isotopic methane and/or radionuclides (40 CFR 
144.51(j) and 40 CFR 146.24(a)(4)(iii)); 


• Information on seismic history, such as the presence and depth of known seismic events 
in areas where prior seismic activity would lead the UIC Program Director to be 
concerned about endangerment of USDWs (40 CFR 146.24(a)(2));  


• Baseline geochemical information on accessible USDWs and other subsurface formations 
of interest within the AoR of a Class II diesel fuels HF well (40 CFR 146.22(b)(2)(i) and 
(f)(2)).19 This geochemical information could include parameters such as TDS; specific 
conductance; pH; chlorides; bromides; acidity; alkalinity; sulfate; iron; calcium; sodium; 
magnesium; potassium; bicarbonate; detergents; DRO; BTEX; isotopic methane and 
radionuclides; and 


• Information related to the anticipated true vertical depth(s) of the formation(s) to be 
hydraulically fractured and the anticipated pressure range for the proposed HF 
treatment(s).  
 


                                                 
18 Such information may be best represented on the maps, cross sections or other graphical representations that must 
be submitted with the permit application (40 CFR 146.24).  
19 These regulations require the characterization of formation fluids through logging and testing that may be needed 
given site conditions. 
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Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be Authorized by 
One Permit? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
An area permit is an option for authorizing injection where there are multiple wells drilled by 
one owner or operator within a well-defined, localized geologic setting. As provided in 40 CFR 
144.33(a), an area permit may be authorized in lieu of an individual permit for each well if the 
following conditions are met: 
 


• The wells are operated by a single owner or operator; 


• The wells are within the same well field, facility site, reservoir, project or similar unit in 
the same state; and 


• The wells are not used to inject hazardous waste. 
 


The regulations at 40 CFR 144.33(b) also specify what must be included in an area permit. Area 
permits must specify the area within which underground injection is authorized and the 
requirements for construction, monitoring, reporting, operation and plugging and abandonment 
for all wells authorized by the permit. As provided in 40 CFR 144.33(c), the area permit may 
authorize the permittee to construct and operate, convert or plug and abandon additional wells 
within the permit area provided: 
 


1. The permittee notifies the UIC Program Director at such time as the permit requires; 


2. An additional well satisfies the criteria for inclusion in the area permit (40 CFR 
144.33(a)) and meets the requirements specified in the permit (40 CFR 144.33(b)); and 


3. The cumulative effects of drilling and operation of additional injection wells are taken 
into account by the UIC Program Director during evaluation of the area permit 
application and are acceptable to the UIC Program Director. 
 


Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommendations for applying existing requirements described above 
regarding issuing area permits for wells where diesel fuels will be used during HF. 
Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II 
regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry 
standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
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EPA UIC permit writers should consider issuing area permits for Class II wells using diesel 
fuels for HF provided that all applicable requirements, including any applicable public 
notification requirements, are satisfied. Issuing area permits may result in improved permitting 
efficiency, especially in areas with large numbers of Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF. 
EPA UIC permit writers should also take into account the total number of proposed wells that 
will be covered by the area permit when determining the appropriate financial responsibility 
demonstration to ensure that sufficient resources are available to protect USDWs. 
 
How Should EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC 
Class II Requirements After HF at a Well Ceases? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Under the UIC Program, a well may be: 
 


• Permitted as an active injection well for the life of the facility and subject to all 
applicable Class II requirements (40 CFR 144.36(a));  


• Converted out of the UIC Program after injection ceases (meaning the permit duration 
ends upon conclusion of HF and post-HF monitoring). UIC regulations at 40 CFR 
144.36(c) allow a permit to be issued for a duration less than the full allowable term (i.e., 
the operating life of the facility) indicated at 40 CFR 144.36(a); and 40 CFR 144.51(n) 
and 144.52(a)(7)(i)(B) allow for conversion of an injection well out of the UIC Program 
in situations where injection has ceased and production operations are occurring. If a well 
is converted out of the UIC Program, it is no longer subject to UIC requirements after the 
permit expires, but may not conduct future permitted underground injection activities 
(i.e., injection of diesel fuels for HF) unless a new permit is obtained; or  


• Managed as a temporarily abandoned (TA) injection well during times when injection 
ceases or is curtailed. UIC regulations at 40 CFR 144.52(a)(6)(ii) allow for the temporary 
or intermittent cessation of injection20 while the permit is active, provided that the owner 
or operator describes, and the EPA Regional Administrator (RA) approves, actions and 
procedures that the owner or operator will take to ensure that the well will not endanger 
USDWs during the period of temporary abandonment. 
 


As described in the section, “Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be 
Authorized by One Permit,” area permits can also be issued per 144.33. For area permits, EPA 
regulations at 40 CFR 144.51(n) state that the UIC Program Director should be notified before 
closure of a project, indicating that the duration of the permit should be set so that the area 


                                                 
20 The EPA permit writer has the option of ending the permit after the conclusion of injection or managing the well 
as TA. Further, regulations state that “temporary or intermittent cessation of injection operations is not 
abandonment,” for the purposes of well closure plans (40 CFR 144.51(o)). Therefore, TA wells remain subject to 
well closure requirements. For additional guidance, see “Management and Monitoring Requirements for Class II 
Wells in Temporary Abandoned Status” (US EPA, 1992). 
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permit does not expire until after the closure of all wells covered by the permit or after the 
conversion of all wells to oil and gas production (i.e., out of the UIC Program). 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above regarding setting the permit duration for wells where 
diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the following ways of setting the permit duration 
for an individual well using diesel fuels for HF: 
 
(1) Set a short duration for the permit, as permissible under 40 CFR 144.36(c), that concludes 
after injection ceases and a non-endangerment demonstration is made. Compliance with UIC 
permit conditions should be confirmed before the injection permit duration ends and prior to 
releasing it from UIC requirements. Note that, as stated above, under this recommendation, an 
owner or operator of a production well wishing to refracture the formation using diesel fuels 
after the conclusion of the UIC permit would need to receive a new, approved UIC permit before 
refracturing can occur. The EPA recommends that the duration of a permit that is less than the 
full allowable term still allow adequate time to collect monitoring data that demonstrates that 
injection during the HF operation has not endangered USDWs in the project area. This 
timeframe is likely to vary, depending on site-specific factors. 
 
(2) Manage the well as temporarily abandoned during periods of oil or gas production (e.g., 
when no injection is occurring). This option may be preferable in situations where the well 
owner or operator plans to refracture the formation using diesel fuels at some point in the future. 
During a period of temporary cessation of injection, the UIC Program Director may authorize 
alternative or reduced requirements for mechanical integrity, operation, monitoring and reporting 
other than those required in 40 CFR 146 and 144.52, making them more appropriate to the short-
term nature of HF, to the extent that changes in requirements will not result in an increased risk 
of movement of fluid into a USDW (40 CFR 144.16). A well may be considered as meeting the 
conditions of 40 CFR 144.16 if: 
 


• It is not injecting into, or through or above a USDW, or  


• It is injecting into, or through or above a USDW, but has a ZEI21 that is smaller than the 
radius of the well when computed using the formula at 40 CFR 146.6(a).  
 


Either situation could occur when the well is producing (e.g., when no injection is occurring) and 
the injection rate is zero. When managing a well as TA, the EPA UIC permit writer should use 
                                                 
21 The ZEI is the lateral area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or formation fluid to 
migrate into a USDW (further described in Appendix B).  
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his or her authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) to tailor permit conditions on a case-
by-case basis. Permit writers may consider making changes in a number of areas including: 
frequency of mechanical integrity testing, monitoring for ground water quality, injection 
pressure, flow rate and cumulative volumes monitoring and certain reporting requirements. 
However, permit conditions should still ensure that a mechanical integrity test (MIT) is 
conducted just prior to returning the well to active injection. In conjunction with the MIT test, 
pressure tests and cement bond logs should be submitted to the Director prior to refracturing the 
well using diesel fuels. 
 
For area permits, EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that wells are in compliance 
with all aspects of the UIC area permit prior to releasing any from UIC Program 
requirements. The EPA UIC Program Director should review the area permit conditions after the 
first few wells are drilled and hydraulically fractured to make adjustments, as needed, based 
upon any new data collected. Thereafter, permit conditions should be reviewed at least once 
every five years for the duration of the area permit.  
 
Properly closing an injection well is critical to assuring the long-term prevention of 
contamination of USDWs by eliminating a potential pathway, or pathways, for contamination. 
Both the UIC Program and state oil and gas programs require well closure. Coordination should 
be feasible because state oil and gas programs typically require closure, plugging and 
abandonment activities for production wells that are similar to what the UIC Program requires 
for underground injection wells. The owner or operator of a production well who wishes to 
refracture a well using diesel fuels that had been released from the UIC Program by being fully 
converted to production would need to submit a new UIC permit application.  
 
How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
The AoR is the area surrounding an injection well and is defined at 40 CFR 146.3. The AoR 
must be determined by one of two methods according to the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 146.6: 
(1) determining the ZEI, or (2) using a minimum one-quarter (¼) mile fixed radius around the 
well. In the case of an area permit, the AoR is the project area plus a circumscribing area the 
width of which is either ¼ of a mile or a number that is calculated (i.e., ZEI). The EPA UIC 
permit writer may solicit input as to which method is most appropriate for each geographic area 
or field. If the AoR is determined by modeling, the applicable radius is the result of the 
modeling, even if it is less than one-quarter (¼) mile. 
 
Delineating and evaluating an AoR helps to ensure that there are no conduits in the vicinity of 
the injection well that could enable fluids to migrate into USDWs and identifies conduits which 
must be appropriately addressed by corrective action. Before proceeding with the project, the 
owner or operator must define the appropriate AoR, assess that area for conduits of potential 
fluid movement and if necessary, perform corrective action, such as the plugging of improperly 
abandoned and orphaned wells, or re-siting of the planned well to account for any conduits that 
could potentially cause migration of contaminants into USDWs.  
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Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above, for defining the AoR for wells where diesel fuels will be 
used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing 
UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should modify the one-quarter (¼) mile fixed radius approach to 
delineating the AoR so that it prevents endangerment of USDWs. Site-specific AoR 
determinations are needed to address the full extent, shape and size of the AoR for HF projects 
using diesel fuels based on consideration of geology, operations and directional drilling, which 
typically extends beyond one-quarter mile from the wellhead.  
 
Modifying the fixed radius approach may require the EPA UIC permit writer to review past HF 
activities in each geographic area or field and consult with the owner or operator about the 
design and anticipated results for the fracturing operation. Information needed in determining the 
appropriate AoR delineation method includes three-dimensional well orientation and anticipated 
fracture length. In addition, multiple wells co-located on the same well pad introduce 
complexities into the AoR delineation and assessment process. Thus, owners or operators using 
multi-well pads should include length and angle of each directional completion, fracture length 
and an estimation of how closely the fractured zone approximates a porous medium. Appendix B 
presents methods for calculating the AoR for individual directionally completed wells and 
multiple directionally completed wells and provides further discussion of the limitations of the 
Theis equation in settings where the well is directionally completed. 
 
The EPA recommends against using the modified Theis equation found at 40 CFR 146.6 to 
determine the ZEI for directional wells because directional wells do not meet the equation’s 
assumptions for the well, the aquifer conditions and the similarity of hydraulic properties 
between the injectate and the in situ groundwater. However, computational models may be a 
desirable option. A further brief discussion of ZEI modeling is found in Appendix B: Methods 
for Calculating the Area of Review. Appendix B provides clarifications of 40 CFR 146.6 for the 
purpose of delineating an AoR for a directionally completed well. 
 
How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Specific construction requirements for Class II injection wells, including Class II HF wells using 
diesel fuels, are found at 40 CFR 146.22. These requirements establish that Class II wells must 
be cased and cemented in a manner that prevents the movement of fluids into or between 
USDWs for the life expectancy of the well. EPA UIC permit writers must consider the following 
factors in determining casing and cementing requirements for new Class II HF wells using diesel 
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fuels:  
  


• Geology of the injection and confining zones including the estimated formation fracture 
pressure; 


• Depth from surface to the injection zone and to the bottom of each USDW down to and 
including the lowermost USDW; and 


• Proposed operating procedures including maximum and average injection pressures (40 
CFR 146.22(b)(1)(iii)). 
 


Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the following recommendations for applying the 
existing Class II requirements described above to ensure that the well is designed and 
constructed for the unique geologic environment and planned use of diesel fuels for HF 
operations. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC 
Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that a combination of casing and cement isolates 
the lowermost USDW encountered in the borehole from HF target formation(s) when 
specifying casing and cementing requirements for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (40 
CFR 144.52(a)(9)). Isolating the lowermost USDW encountered through the use of casing and 
cement along the entire borehole is consistent with federal requirements for several classes of 
injection wells, is recommended in API guidance22 and is a requirement for HF wells in several 
states. To ensure that the well cement has been emplaced properly and zonal isolation has been 
achieved, appropriate logs and other test results such as sonic, temperature, cement bond or other 
cement evaluation logs (CELs) and fracture finder logs should be considered during the drilling 
and construction of Class II HF wells using diesel fuels (40 CFR 146.22). 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the use and placement of centralizers when 
specifying the cementing requirements for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (40 CFR 
144.52(a)(9)). Centralizing the casing in the borehole helps to ensure that the casing is more 
uniformly encased by cement during the cementing operation which, in turn, helps ensure zonal 
isolation that protects USDWs from fluid migration along the wellbore.  
 
To ensure that appropriate precautions are taken to address the high injection pressures 
needed for HF, EPA UIC Program Directors should consider requesting the following 
information to assist in specifying casing and cementing requirements: 
 


• A description of the geologic formations overlying the production zone and whether they 
might contain gas, oil or other potentially mobile contaminants that should be isolated 


                                                 
22 API Guidance recommends that surface casing, at a minimum, be set at least 100 feet below the deepest USDW 
encountered (API, 2009). 
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from the well by cement. Isolating zones of potential contaminants would decrease the 
risk of endangerment to USDWs from movement of contaminants into nearby USDWs; 


• A review of well construction plans to consider and address potential pathways for fluid 
migration between any gas-bearing zones and USDWs including identification of layers 
that may release hydrocarbons into the drilling fluids and into USDWs. For example, if 
surface casing is not installed properly prior to drilling, shallow gas may migrate upwards 
through the borehole and may potentially impact USDWs;  


• The physical and chemical characteristics of the formation fluids in the injection zone 
and the proposed characteristics of the well such as the size of the borehole, which are 
needed to determine appropriate construction materials for the use and life of the well. 
Construction materials should maintain integrity over the life of the well in order to 
protect USDWs;  


• Location and operating procedures of other active injection wells or wells undergoing HF 
in the AoR or nearby injection zones. Pressures external to the well coupled with 
injection pressure may cumulatively affect the integrity of the construction materials and 
fracture pressure of the injection zone. Exceeding the capability of the construction 
materials would cause failure of mechanical integrity and possible leaks of fluids into 
USDWs. Exceeding the fracture pressure of the injection zone risks fracturing confining 
zones and creating conduits for fluids to move into USDWs; 


• Data on sizes and grades of the casing string and classes of cement to be used in 
construction (40 CFR 146.22(b)-146.22(g));23 


• The proposed cementing plan to ensure proper cement design and volume. Related 
information of particular importance includes the capability of the typically lower-density 
“lead” cement to adequately isolate overlying USDWs, which would assist in evaluating 
if the higher-density and compressive-strength “tail” cement coverage should be modified 
(placed higher) to effectively isolate and afford appropriate protection of overlying 
USDWs; and 


• Additional information to ensure that long, multi-well pad horizontal wells will be 
constructed in a protective manner. 


 
The EPA UIC permit writer may also consider additional testing requirements to demonstrate 
that the well maintains mechanical integrity before, during and after the use of diesel fuels for 
HF injection event (40 CFR 144.52), as described in the section titled “How Do the Class II Well 
Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring, and Reporting Requirements Apply to HF Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels?” 
 


                                                 
23API recommends that casing used in oil and gas wells that will be hydraulically fractured meet API standards, 
including API Specification 5CT (API, 2005). 
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Different considerations may apply for already constructed wells. (See “How Do the Class II 
Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already Constructed Wells Using Diesel Fuels for 
HF?” for applicable information on already constructed wells.)  
 
How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already 
Constructed Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Wells constructed prior to issuance of this guidance (i.e., already constructed wells) may have 
been constructed and operated under requirements other than the federal UIC Class II 
requirements. EPA UIC permit writers, under 40 CFR 146.22(c), may authorize an already 
constructed well for Class II injection activities if the owner or operator can demonstrate that 
injection will not result in movement of fluids into a USDW so as to create a significant risk to 
the health of persons. The demonstration might include requiring the owner or operator to obtain 
downhole logs and internal and external MITs prior to any HF injection activities using diesel 
fuels to ensure that well construction will prevent fluid migration into USDWs. 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The EPA UIC permit writer should consider the following recommendations for applying the 
existing requirements described above, when permitting already constructed wells as UIC wells 
for HF using diesel fuels. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under 
the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well 
classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic 
fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure the owner or operator applies relevant 
construction-related requirements to already constructed Class II HF wells using diesel fuels 
to protect USDWs during injection for HF using diesel fuels (40 CFR 144.52(a)(9)). EPA UIC 
permit writers should consider consulting with the oil and gas agency that may have permitted 
the well (e.g., during past production operations) to learn about the well’s compliance history or 
other relevant information in order to make permit determinations about the appropriateness of 
permitting the well for UIC Class II diesel fuels HF use.  
 
Some already constructed oil and gas wells may not provide an adequate level of protection for 
USDWs when undergoing the use of diesel fuels for HF-related injection due to either the age of 
the well or to less stringent well construction standards that were in place when the well was 
constructed. For example, an older well may not be cemented to the lowermost USDW 
encountered or construction may not be adequate to withstand proposed injection pressures 
anticipated during the use of diesel fuels for HF. If a well does not provide adequate protection 
for USDWs, then the EPA UIC permit writer should require the owner or operator to perform 
actions to ensure that USDWs are not endangered. Actions to repair a well include, but are not 
limited to, replacing the injection well tubing or cementing across specific sections of the well 
that intersect potentially vulnerable formations to decrease the risk of fluid movement. If 
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corrective measures are not sufficient to protect USDWs, the EPA UIC permit writer should not 
issue a permit, consistent with 40 CFR 144.12. 
 
How Do the Class II Well Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring and 
Reporting Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel Fuels? 
 
Well Operation 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Injection well operating requirements for Class II wells are found at 40 CFR 146.23(a). They 
require that, at a minimum, injection pressure should be limited so that injection does not cause 
the propagation of new fractures in confining zone(s) adjacent to USDWs. The purpose of these 
requirements is to ensure that the integrity of confining zones protecting USDWs is maintained 
and that injection pressures do not cause the movement of injection or formation fluids into 
USDWs. In addition, the EPA UIC permit writer should consider the following 
recommendations when permitting these wells as UIC wells for HF using diesel fuels.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
requirements described above, regarding the operation of wells where diesel fuels will be used 
during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC 
Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consult with the owner or operator about the design and 
anticipated results of a proposed fracturing operation. It is important to establish operating 
requirements that are appropriate for the proposed use of diesel fuels for HF operations and that 
account for past HF activities in each geographic area or field. Historical production and HF 
activities may have created fracture networks that will interact with future HF operations using 
diesel fuels. Awareness of the existing fracture network and anticipation of fracture interactions 
when designing new HF operations will decrease the risk of endangerment to USDWs. The 
consultation increases the ability for owners or operators to incorporate recommended 
approaches into the modeling often used to design and determine parameters of a proposed use 
of diesel fuels for HF operation. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider construction design and geologic conditions 
when determining the maximum injection pressure for a UIC permit ((40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) 
and 40 CFR 146.23(a)(1)). EPA UIC permit writers should examine the fracture gradient of the 
injection zone and other intervening geologic zones to determine fracture pressure and to avoid 
damage to the confining zone, which acts as a barrier to protect USDWs. Calculations of 
maximum injection pressure should also consider the properties of the construction materials to 
withstand HF. 
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EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that wells used for diesel fuels for HF incorporate 
appropriate controls (e.g., pressure limitations) so that integrity of the confining zone(s) 
protecting USDWs are maintained in order to comply with 40 CFR 146.23. Many oil and gas 
extraction practices tend to reduce pressures in the formation, and typical oil and gas production 
regulations are designed for these circumstances while typical injection activities, including the 
use of diesel fuels for HF, in general, increase formation pressures. UIC Program regulations and 
associated permit conditions generally address risks associated with pressure increases. 
 
Mechanical Integrity Testing 
 
MITs ensure that the protective physical components of the well are competent prior to injection 
and over the life of the injection well. High injection pressures, such as those occurring during 
HF, have the potential to damage the mechanical integrity of the well causing leaks, which may 
allow for the migration of fluids into USDWs. Injection well integrity must be maintained at all 
times during HF using diesel fuels and during any subsequent refracturing events.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
The mechanical integrity requirements, found at 40 CFR 146.8, describe methods for 
demonstrating mechanical integrity of well tubular components, or internal mechanical integrity, 
and the cement around the well casing, or external mechanical integrity, over the life of the 
injection well.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above with regard to ensuring mechanical integrity of wells 
where diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection—including high pressures 
involved, high volumes of fluids, and the use of diesel fuels—EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider incorporating into permit conditions the procedures listed below consistent with 
40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8(a)(1) to ensure that there is no significant leak in the 
casing and when applicable, tubing and packer through the following methods:  
 


• Perform casing integrity tests of casing strings (surface, intermediate and when 
necessary, the production casing) prior to drilling out beneath each casing shoe at a 
pressure that will determine if the casing integrity is adequate to meet well design and 
construction objectives. Report tests results to the EPA UIC Program Director along with 
the well completion report (40 CFR 144.51(m)); 
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• Perform formation pressure tests immediately after drilling out the surface, intermediate, 
and production casings and report tests results to the EPA UIC Program Director along 
with the well completion report (40 CFR 144.51(m));  


• Conduct a casing integrity test of the production casing, or a Standard Annular Pressure 
Test (SAPT) for wells with a tubing and packer arrangement, at pressures equal to or 
exceeding the maximum expected pressure during HF operations24 prior to perforating 
and fracturing the well to ensure that the pressure during stimulation does not 
compromise the integrity of the casing. The EPA UIC Program Director should consider 
the production casing integrity test/SAPT prior to approving HF operations using diesel 
fuels (40 CFR 146.24(c)); and 


• Equip the wellhead with pressure recording devices on all available annuli and injection 
strings with a gauge pressure rating adequate to monitor well construction performance 
during HF operations that use diesel fuels. 


 
To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection, EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider incorporating into permit conditions the procedures listed below consistent with 
40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8(a)(2) to ensure that there is no significant fluid 
movement in channels adjacent to the well bore through cement integrity evaluation using the 
following methods: 
 


• During well construction, monitor and record the volume, flow rate, density and treating 
pressure of cement operations; and 


• Submit a CEL with the notice of completion of construction (40 CFR 144.51 (m)) for 
review and approval by the EPA UIC Program Director; CELs can provide an assessment 
of the presence or absence of cement and how effectively cement is bonded to the pipe. 
Acceptable CELs include, but are not limited to: radial cement bond log, ultrasound 
imager, magnetic resonance imager and isolation scanner.  


 


                                                 
24 If testing at the maximum expected fracturing pressure is reasonably expected to harm the production formation 
below the casing shoe, the UIC Program Director may authorize testing at a lower pressure. 
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To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection, EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider the following consistent with 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8 to assess 
mechanical integrity and ensure USDW protection during diesel fuels HF:  
 


• Request the permittee to report to the EPA, verbally within 24 hours and with written 
confirmation that includes certification and documentation of remedial cementing25 
within 48 hours if a casing integrity test, a formation pressure test, cementing records or a 
CEL provides indication of inadequate cementing or a failure. Certification and 
documentation of remedial cementing that indicates adequate cement bonding must be 
submitted to the EPA for review and approval prior to resumption of operations; 


• Request additional mechanical integrity testing such as noise logs, oxygen activation 
logs, temperature logs and other logs approved by the EPA UIC Program Director if the 
results of a diesel fuels HF well’s pressure testing and/or CELs do not confirm that there 
is no significant leak in the casing, tubing or packer of the injection and that there is no 
significant fluid movement into a USDW through vertical channels adjacent to the 
injection well bore (40 CFR 146.8); 


• Once a diesel fuels HF well has been converted to production, waive the Class II 
requirement at 40 CFR 146.23(b)(3) to conduct MITs every five years during the life of 
the well, if doing so will not result in an increased risk of movement of fluids into 
USDWs per discretion at 144.16; and 


• As necessary, adjust requirements for mechanical integrity testing to confirm compliance 
with UIC permit conditions and non-endangerment of USDWs before expiration of the 
injection permit (40 CFR 144.51 (q)(1)). 


 
Monitoring and Reporting 
 
The collection and review of monitoring data enables EPA UIC permit writers to confirm that 
the well is operating safely as expected and within the established parameters of the permit.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Existing Class II regulations for monitoring and reporting before, during and after a Class II well 
commences operation, are found at 40 CFR 146.23(b) and 40 CFR 144.51 and are summarized in 
Table 1. The UIC permit writers can use their discretion at 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) to allow 
flexibility in setting permit conditions for monitoring and reporting in certain site-specific 
conditions where alternative approaches can be demonstrated to be as effective at preventing 
migration of fluids into USDWs. Also, the UIC Program Director under (40 CFR 144.16) may 


                                                 
25 Remedial cementing operations may be done in accordance with methods pre-approved by the EPA UIC Program 
Director as provided under UIC Class II permit conditions. Per the EPA UIC Director’s discretion, certification and 
documentation of pre-approved remedial cementing operations may be included in the well completion report (40 
CFR 144.51 (m)). Remedial cementing operations not included in the pre-approved methods shall be submitted for 
approval to the EPA UIC Program Director before proceeding. 
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authorize less frequent monitoring during certain phases of the permit such as during production 
periods for diesel fuels HF wells under temporary abandonment status. 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing Class II requirements 
described above, with regard to monitoring and reporting for wells where diesel fuels will be 
used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing 
UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should modify monitoring and reporting protocols, consistent 
with their authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9), so that the permit writer has 
adequate information to determine that each planned HF operation using diesel fuels will not 
endanger USDWs, including:  
 


• Monitoring pump rate, pressure, volume and viscosity of the fracturing fluid to evaluate 
the results of the diesel fuels HF operation, such as fracture vertical length and lateral 
extent to confirm the protection of USDWs during diesel fuels HF. Data that can be 
collected during the treatment operation to monitor and control operations in real-time 
include continuously monitored surface injection pressure, injection rate and volume, 
slurry rate and percentage proppant. An owner or operator may also choose to use 
microseismic and tiltmeter surveys as suggested in API guidance26 to achieve real-time 
mapping of a HF treatment in progress;  


• Allowing flexibility in monitoring and reporting protocols to address the intermittent, or 
infrequent, nature of HF using diesel fuels wells while remaining protective of USDWs; 
and 


• Utilizing alternative and supplemental monitoring data (e.g., micro-seismic or tiltmeter 
data), where appropriate. 


 
 


                                                 
26 API Guidance (API, 2009). 
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Table 1. Existing Class II Diesel Fuels Hydraulic Fracturing Well Monitoring and 
Reporting Requirements27 
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Recommended  Required Activity Required Timing Purpose Timing 
Conduct appropriate During drilling and Same Provides data and information 
logging and testing to construction on the subsurface, including 
assess USDWs, injection the location of injection zones, 
zones, confining zones confining zones and adjacent 
and adjacent formations; formations; informs permitting 
prepare a report decisions to prevent migration 
synthesizing logging and of injected fluids into USDWs 
testing results [40 CFR and ensure USDW protection 
146.22(f)] 
Monitor the nature of At a frequency Same Provides an understanding of 
injected fluids [40 CFR sufficient to yield data the potential risks of fluid 
146.23(b)(1)] representative of the migration 


fluid characteristics 
Monitor injection At least monthly Continuously during Ensures protective injection 
pressure, flow rate and diesel fuels HF well operational parameters are 
cumulative volume [40 injection; the EPA met 
CFR 146.23(b)(2) (ii)] UIC permit writer 


may use discretion 
to adjust the 
frequency of 
monitoring 
thereafter 


Conduct mechanical Prior to being Prior to being Determines well component 
integrity testing [40 CFR authorized to inject authorized to inject integrity and/or if corrective 
146.8(b)(1); 40 CFR and at least once and if pressure action is needed to prevent 
146.23(b)(3)] every five years testing and/or CELs vertical migration through the 


during the life of a cannot confirm well bore 
project absence of 


significant leak in 
casing, etc., and 
absence of fluid 
movement into 
USDWs 


Conduct pre-permit At location and Same Establishes groundwater 
expiration monitoring [40 frequency as quality conditions before and 
CFR 144.52(a)(9)] approved by the EPA after diesel fuels HF to 


UIC Director in the demonstrate non-migration of 
pre-permit expiration fracturing fluids and detect 
monitoring plan and potential changes in quality 
in permit conditions resultant from the fracturing 


activity 


 


                                                 
27 This table lists current requirements for monitoring and reporting and adjustments for diesel fuels HF Class II 
wells that the EPA recommends that permit writers consider. 
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 Required Activity Required Timing Recommended 
Timing Purpose 
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Report any emergency or 
noncompliance event 
which may endanger 
human health or the 
environment [40 CFR 
144.51(k)(6)] 


Verbally, within 24 
hours; in writing, 
within five days of an 
emergency or 
noncompliance event 


Same Provides for timely initiation 
of remedial action  


Notify the EPA UIC 
Program Director that 
construction is complete 
and await approval 
before commencing 
injection [40 CFR 
144.51(m)] 


After well 
construction 
completion 


Same Provides the EPA UIC 
Program Director information 
to ensure well construction is 
protective of USDWs prior to 
operation 


Report information 
collected under 
146.23(b)(1) before, 
during and after a Class 
II well (including Class II 
HF wells using diesel 
fuels) commences 
operation [40 CFR 
146.23(b)] 


Varies, depending on 
type and 
characteristics of the 
activity being 
monitored  


Same Ensures maintenance of well 
integrity so that injected fluids 
do not migrate into USDWs; 
informs remedial action, if 
needed 


Submit a summary report 
of all monitoring28 [40 
CFR 146.23(c)(1) & (2)] 


Annually  As determined by 
permit conditions and 
waived at the 
discretion of the EPA 
UIC Program 
Director thereafter 


Allows the EPA UIC Program 
Director to review activities 
and ensure the permit 
conditions are met 


R
ec
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Retain all calibration and 
maintenance records; 
original strip chart 
recordings for continuous 
monitoring; copies of all 
reports required by the 
permit and data used to 
complete the permit 
application; and 
monitoring records on the 
nature and composition 
of all injected fluids [40 
CFR 144.51(j)(2)(i)  
& 40 CFR 144.51(j)(2) 
(ii)] 


Retain for three years 
from the date of the 
sample, procedure, 
measurement, report29 
or application. 
Retain information on 
the nature and 
composition of all 
injected fluids until 
three years after the 
completion of any 
plugging and 
abandonment,  
 


Same Confirms safe and protective 
injection; informs future 
activities in the AoR and any 
necessary remedial action  


                                                 
28 Owners or operators of enhanced recovery wells may report on a field or project basis rather than an individual 
well basis. 
29 For EPA-administered programs, the owner or operator shall retain records beyond three years, unless records are 
delivered to the RA or the RA gives written approval to discard them. 
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 Required Activity Required Timing Recommended 
Timing Purpose 


Maintain results of all 
monitoring [40 CFR 
146.23(b)(4)] 


Until the next permit 
review  


Same Confirms USDW protection 
during injection; informs 
future activities in the AoR and 
any necessary remedial action 


 
How Do the Class II Financial Responsibility Requirements Apply to Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Like other classes of injection wells, the Class II regulations require a demonstration of financial 
responsibility (or available resources) before any operation can be performed (including the use 
of diesel fuels for HF operations). Regulations for Class II wells require a demonstration of 
financial responsibility to cover the costs of closing, plugging and abandoning an underground 
injection well (40 CFR 144.52(a)(7)). The demonstration and maintenance of financial 
responsibility is a permit condition that is required until: (a) the well is closed in accordance with 
an approved plugging and abandonment plan; (b) the well has been converted to production (i.e., 
no longer injecting for the purposes of the UIC Program); or (c) the transferor of a permit has 
received notice from the EPA UIC Program Director that the new permittee has demonstrated 
financial responsibility for the well (40 CFR 144.52(a)(7)). Submission of surety bonds, financial 
statements or acceptable materials to show evidence of financial responsibility is required. 
 
EPA UIC permit writers may periodically require revisions to the financial responsibility 
demonstration. This includes an update to the cost estimate of the resources needed to plug and 
abandon the well to reflect inflation of such costs.  
 
Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF operations will at some point cease injection and begin 
oil and gas production. Financial responsibility must be maintained under the UIC permit until 
the well has been properly closed and plugged or for the duration of the permit in cases where 
wells are converted out of the UIC Program and into oil and gas production. (See “How Should 
EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC Class II Requirements After 
HF at a Well Ceases?” for applicable information on permit duration and well conversion.) 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
requirements described above, to ensuring financial responsibility for wells where diesel fuels 
will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the 
existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, 
voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should thoroughly examine proposals that use a financial 
test or corporate guarantee for self-insurance. Compared to third-party instruments (e.g., trust 
fund, surety bond, letter of credit), self-insurance may pose a higher risk of instrument failure 
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(US EPA, 2005; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2005). If an owner or operator selects 
self-insurance, EPA UIC permit writers should evaluate whether the risk of instrument failure is 
acceptable for ensuring that USDWs will not be endangered. 
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should include coverage for the total number of wells in an 
area permit for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (i.e., the sum of costs for each well 
covered by an area permit) when determining the extent of financial responsibility required. 
An acceptable financial responsibility demonstration will indicate that the face value of the 
financial instrument (i.e., third party financial instruments or self-insurance demonstration) 
meets or exceeds the plugging costs specified in the Plugging and Abandonment Plan (EPA 
Form 7520-14) for all wells.  
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should ensure that owners or operators refer to previously 
published guidance on the EPA-administered UIC Programs for additional context on the 
recommendations related to financial responsibility with respect to the use of diesel fuels for HF 
described in this guidance (US EPA, 1990). 


What Public Notification Requirements or Special Environmental Justice (EJ) 
Considerations are Recommended for Authorization of Wells Using Diesel Fuels 
for HF? 


Requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Public notification requirements for all UIC well classes are addressed in 40 CFR Part 124. 
Under these requirements, the EPA UIC Program Director must give notice to the public of all 
permit actions (including those for HF activities using diesel fuels), including when a permit has 
been tentatively denied, a draft permit has been prepared, a hearing has been scheduled or an 
appeal has been granted. The public must be given 30 days to comment on a draft permit and 30 
days’ notice of a planned hearing (40 CFR 124.10). During the 30-day comment period for a 
draft permit, any interested person may request a hearing (40 CFR 124.11). Public notice of a 
public hearing may be given at the same time as public notice of the draft permit, and the two 
notices may be combined (40 CFR 124.10(b)). The public notification requirements were 
established to enable interested stakeholders to give input into the UIC permitting process.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommendations for applying the existing requirements described above, 
with regard to improving public information available about the use of diesel fuels for HF 
operations and incorporating environmental justice (EJ) concerns. Recommendations are 
consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect 
existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and 
other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
The owner or operator and EPA UIC Program Director should begin planning for public 
notification as soon as a new injection well is proposed to give the maximum amount of time 
for effective communication while not affecting the project schedule. Public participation will 
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help permitting authorities understand public concerns about these projects. Public participation 
activities will also give the public an opportunity to gain a clearer understanding of the benefits 
and risks of the planned use of diesel fuels for HF activity. By beginning outreach early, both the 
EPA UIC permit writer and the owner or operator will have more flexibility to consider and 
address stakeholder concerns. Earlier stakeholder outreach can help mitigate controversial issues 
and avoid litigation and project delays. One way to achieve earlier public notification is to build 
on requirements at 40 CFR 144.31(e)(9), which specify that permit applicants to the EPA-
administered programs should identify and submit with the permit application the names and 
addresses of all land owners within one-quarter mile of the facility boundary, unless waived by 
the EPA UIC Program Director. The EPA UIC permit writer could request owners or operators 
to obtain land owner contact information required in the permit application and also send out 
project details to local land owners and nearby public officials, including public water supply 
system operators, regarding the proposed use of diesel fuels for a HF project in advance of 
submitting the permit application.  
 
Other options EPA permit writers could consider, include, but are not limited to: 
 


• Scheduling a hearing concurrently with the public notice of draft permit in areas where 
hearing requests are expected; and 
 


• Coordinating application submission for multiple permits from multiple owners or 
operators to issue one public notice and hold one comment period and/or hearing for 
multiple permits in a given production area or similar geographic delineation. 
 


The EPA UIC Program Director should make available on the EPA website the draft permit 
as specified by 40 CFR 124.6 including the contact information for an EPA official to whom 
members of the public could direct their comments. If the UIC Program Director tentatively 
decides to issue a UIC permit, a draft permit must be prepared and publicly noticed. The EPA 
has historically made these draft permits available through a variety of methods. Draft permits 
contain information that the public is often most concerned about: permit conditions, monitoring 
and reporting requirements, compliance schedule, corrective actions and more. In addition, all 
draft permits are required to be accompanied by a statement of basis (40 CFR 124.7) or fact sheet 
(40 CFR 124.8).  
 
The EPA UIC Program Director and owners or operators should make a special effort to 
consider Environmental Justice in the permitting process for the use of diesel fuels for HF. 
The following sub-section, “Incorporating Environmental Justice Considerations,” provides a 
description of how this could be done.  
 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Considerations 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (59 FR 7269, Feb. 16, 1994), states that 
“federal agencies shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying 
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
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environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations in the United States and its territories.…”  
 
The EPA’s comprehensive Plan EJ 2014: Considering Environmental Justice in Permitting is 
the agency’s roadmap to integrating EJ into its programs and policies. Plan EJ 201430 is intended 
to enable environmental justice (EJ) communities to have full and meaningful access to the 
permitting process and to develop permits that address EJ issues to the greatest extent 
practicable. This is the implementation plan for developing a suite of cohesive tools and 
providing a public database of many other tools to serve as a resource for the EPA and all 
interested stakeholders to utilize during the permitting process. Potential tools in development 
include guidance, best practices and fact sheets on permit processes, public involvement and 
communication, permit conditions and interagency protocols. EPA UIC permit writers should 
consult Plan EJ 2014 and other resources and work with owners or operators to reduce or 
mitigate any potential EJ impacts of a proposed use of diesel fuels for HF activity. Up-to-date 
information on completed and pending EJ tools and details on the EPA’s progress on 
implementing EJ 2014 are available in the Plan EJ 2014: Progress Reports31. Appropriate efforts 
in this regard are particularly important in light of the widespread interest in, or concern about 
impacts of HF on communities.  
 
Implementation 
 
EPA Regional Offices directly implementing the UIC Class II Program should consider the 
recommendations in this guidance in permitting HF activities that use diesel fuels to ensure 
protection of USDWs. However, EPA permit writers have the discretion to consider alternative 
approaches that are consistent with the statutory and regulatory requirements. EPA Regional 
Offices should continue to coordinate with state oil and gas programs and the appropriate BLM 
office and to establish a mechanism to inform owners or operators of applicable UIC Program 
requirements and application deadlines. In addition, EPA Regional Offices should collaborate 
with appropriate regulatory entities to streamline permitting (e.g., between the EPA and BLM on 
BLM-managed lands or with state agencies) such as sharing data where requirements and 
reporting timeframes are compatible for coordination among the various permitting authorities.  
   


                                                 
30 US EPA, http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/plan-ej/permitting.html 
31 US EPA, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/policy/plan-ej-2014/plan-ej-progress-report-2013.pdf 



http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/plan-ej/permitting.html

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/policy/plan-ej-2014/plan-ej-progress-report-2013.pdf
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Pathways of Contamination and UIC Requirements Designed to 
Mitigate Risks to USDWs 
 
The fundamental purpose of the UIC Program is to prevent the contamination of current and 
potential underground sources of drinking water (USDWs) by keeping injected fluids within the 
injection well and the intended injection zone. There are six major pathways by which injected 
fluids can migrate into USDWs, as follows: 


 
1. Migration of fluids through a faulty injection well casing;  


2. Migration of fluids through the annulus located between the casing and well bore;  


3. Migration of fluids from an injection zone through the confining strata;  


4. Vertical migration of fluids through improperly abandoned and improperly completed 
wells;  


5. Lateral migration of fluids from within an injection zone into a protected portion of that 
stratum; and  


6. Direct injection of fluids into or above an Underground Source of Drinking Water.  
 


More detail about each pathway and the major technical UIC requirements developed to mitigate 
the associated risks to USDWs are provided below. 
 
Pathway 1 – Migration of Fluids Through a Faulty Injection Well Casing 
 
Injection well casing serves multiple functions. It supports the well bore to prevent collapse of 
the hole and resultant loss of the well; serves as the conduit for injected fluids from the land 
surface to the intended injection zone; and supports other components of the well. If a well 
casing is defective or compromised, injected fluids may leak through it, potentially resulting in 
USDW endangerment.1,2 To prevent migration of fluids through the casing, well casing should 
be sufficient to prevent the movement of fluids into any USDWs.  
 
UIC regulations require injection well owners or operators to comply with specific operational 
requirements designed to minimize migration of fluids through the casing. Foremost among 
these are the requirements to demonstrate and maintain mechanical integrity (40 CFR 146.8). A 


                                                 
1 US EPA. January 1977. The Report to Congress, Waste Disposal Practices and Their Effects on Ground Water, 
Sections XI, XIII (“Report to Congress”). 
2 US EPA. December 1977. An Introduction to the Technology of Subsurface Wastewater Injection. Chapter 7 
(“Subsurface Wastewater Injection”). 
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MIT is used to verify mechanical integrity of the well and confirm the absence of significant 
leaks.3,4 


 
Well integrity can be demonstrated by testing for the absence of significant leaks in the casing, 
tubing, or packer and the absence of significant fluid movement into USDWs. The regulations, at 
40 CFR 146.8, afford owners or operators and Directors options of tests that may be used to 
detect leaks and fluid movement.  
 
A second protective feature of the UIC Program regulations is that injection wells are 
constructed with tubing and packer, fluid seal or an approved alternative. Tubing and packer well 
construction is employed to isolate the casing of the well from injected fluids. Preventing contact 
between casing and injected fluids reduces the potential for movement of fluids through leaks in 
the casing and into USDWs.  
 
Pathway 2 – Migration of Fluids Through the Annulus Located Between the 
Casing and the Well Bore 
 
A second potential pathway by which contaminants can reach USDWs is the upward migration 
of fluids through the annulus.5 Under usual injection conditions, injected fluids leave the 
injection well and enter a stratum that allows the entry of the fluids to varying degrees.6 Because 
fluids tend to take the path of least resistance, unless properly contained, they may travel through 
the wellbore annulus. If sufficient injection pressure exists, the injected fluids could flow into an 
overlying or underlying USDW.  
 
Measures for the prevention of fluid migration through the annulus (Pathway 2) are the same as 
those discussed previously for Pathway 1 mitigation. Injection well owners or operators must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the UIC Program Director that there is no significant fluid 
movement into or between USDWs through the annulus. MITs must be conducted to confirm 
well integrity and the absence of fluid movement (40 CFR 146.8).  
 
Pathway 3 – Migration of Fluids from an Injection Zone Through the Confining 
Strata 
 
The third migration pathway the UIC requirements are designed to prevent is fluid migration 
from the injection zone, through the confining zone, into overlying or underlying USDWs. Upon 
entry into an injection zone, fluids injected under pressure typically travel away from the well 
laterally into the receiving formation. In limited situations, if the confining stratum which 
separates the injection zone from an overlying or underlying USDW is either fractured or 
permeable, the fluids may migrate out of the receiving formation and into USDWs.  
                                                 
3 See requirements at 40 CFR 146.8. 
4 Geraghty and Miller, Inc. April 30, 1980. Mechanical Integrity Testing of Injection Wells. 
5 The space between the drilled hole/borehole and the injection well casing.  
6 Resistance results from friction created by extremely small openings (pores) in the materials which comprise the 
injection zone. 
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The UIC regulations include site characterization, site selection, operation and permitting 
requirements to prevent fluid migration into USDWs through the confining zone. The regulations 
require owners or operators to collect and submit comprehensive, site- and project-specific data 
including information on the geologic characteristics of the injection zone and confining zone(s) 
to the UIC Program Director for review prior to permit issuance (40 CFR 146.14(a)(l), 
146.24(a)(l), 146.34(a)(l)). Historical data may assist EPA UIC permit writers in evaluating an 
injection well site. An injection well permit should only be issued upon the EPA UIC permit 
writer’s finding that the injection zone is appropriate to receive and retain the injectate and that 
the confining zone(s) are appropriately characterized and sufficient to contain fluids in the 
injection zone.  
 
The regulations require that well injection pressure be controlled to prevent opening fractures in 
the confining strata or otherwise cause the rise of fluids out of the injection zone and into 
USDWs (40 CFR 146.23(a)). These requirements afford the UIC Program Director discretion to 
establish injection pressures appropriate for the injection operation.  
 
Pathway 4 – Vertical Migration of Fluids Through Improperly Abandoned and 
Improperly Completed Wells 
 
UIC site characterization and permitting requirements are designed to mitigate risks associated 
with fluid migration through improperly abandoned and improperly completed wells into 
USDWs (Pathway 4). Such migration could occur if fluids move laterally within an injection 
zone, encounter improperly abandoned or completed wells and flow upward within the well into 
an overlying USDW or reach the surface. Due to the large number of wells drilled in the past and 
limitations on historical records, mitigation of fluid movement through this pathway is critical.  
 
To prevent fluid migration through improperly abandoned or improperly plugged wells into 
USDWs, the regulations require owners or operators to delineate an AoR for each injection well 
or operation and to identify and locate all wells within the AoR and correct any problems related 
to improperly abandoned or improperly completed wells before commencing injection. 
 
Pathway 5 – Lateral Migration of Fluids from Within an Injection Zone into a 
Protected Portion of that Stratum 
 
In most geologic settings and injection scenarios, the injection zone of a particular injection 
operation will be physically segregated from USDWs by an impermeable confining zone or a 
series of formations. However, there may be limited circumstances where injection well owners 
or operators may inject into a non-USDW (a formation not afforded SDWA protection) which is 
laterally connected to, or proximal to, a USDW. In such situations there may be no impermeable 
layer or other barrier present to prevent fluid migration into USDWs (Pathway 5).  
 
Injection into non-USDW formations that are laterally connected to USDWs may be permitted 
depending upon the geologic setting and operational conditions. In such situations, the owner or 
operator and the EPA UIC permit writer must carefully evaluate the site characterization, well 







 


 
 
 
UIC Program Guidance #84 A-4  February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 


construction and proposed well operation data when establishing permit conditions to ensure that 
the injectate remains in the injection zone and does not migrate laterally into USDWs. The UIC 
regulations afford the UIC Program Director discretion to establish appropriate permit conditions 
on a project-specific basis to ensure USDW protection.  
 
Pathway 6 – Direct Injection of Fluids into or above an Underground Source of 
Drinking Water 
 
The final pathway mitigated by specific UIC injection well requirements is that of direct 
injection of fluids into or above a USDW. Such injection presents an immediate risk to public 
health because it can directly degrade groundwater, especially if the injected fluids do not benefit 
from any natural attenuation from contact with soil, as they might during movement through an 
aquifer or separating stratum. To address these concerns, the UIC Class II regulations prohibit 
injection of contaminants directly into USDWs and permit conditions are established to 
safeguard USDWs when injection zones are located at shallower zones. 
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Methods for Calculating the Area of Review 
 
Method Selection 
 
The UIC regulations at 40 CFR 146.6 provide for two approaches to delineating the area of 
review (AoR): a mathematical approach for calculating a ZEI and a fixed-radius approach.1 
When choosing which approach to require for wells that will use diesel fuels for HF, EPA UIC 
permit writers should consider that the purpose of delineating the AoR is to identify the area 
throughout which the owner or operator must search for conduits, such as abandoned wells, that 
could enable fluids containing diesel fuels to migrate from the injection zone into a USDW.2 
 
Calculating the Zone of Endangering Influence (ZEI) 
 
The ZEI is the lateral area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or 
formation fluid to migrate into a USDW. In the case of area permits, the ZEI is the project area 
plus a circumscribing area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or 
formation fluid to migrate into a USDW.  
 
The UIC regulations at 40 CFR 146.6(a)(2) provide a formula, known as the modified Theis 
equation, as an example for calculating the ZEI for a vertical well, pumping over time, in an 
injection zone. A HF operation creates, within a very-low permeability geologic stratum, a 
localized, high-density network of interconnected fractures that is very capable of transporting 
the HF fluids generally consisting of water with a diesel-fuel component. This system may be 
considered as a porous and confined injection zone and can serve to illustrate why use of the 
modified Theis equation for calculating ZEIs for long lateral well completions used in HF is 
problematic. Any application of the modified Theis equation requires that the well-test scenario 
meets several radial-flow assumptions. Specific vertical-well scenarios may not fully meet all 
those assumptions, but horizontal, or directionally completed, HF well scenarios significantly 
violate the following three Theis assumptions:  
 


1. The injection well penetrates the entire thickness of the injection zone: While the vertical 
measurement of the directional completion in a diesel fuels HF application is measured in 
tens of feet, the vertical thickness of the hydraulically fractured zone is generally several 
hundreds of feet. Therefore, the directional completion does not approximate a well that 
fully penetrates the injection zone.  


                                                 
1 Fracture lengths shown in Figures 1 – 5 are for illustrative purposes only. 
2 The Director may ask the owner or operator to apply the fixed-radius approach and if that result is not sufficiently 
protective, the Director may ask the owner or operator to apply the ZEI approach (or vice versa) to determine if it 
provides more protection. The Director has the discretion to ask that the approach that is more protective be used. As 
an example: a ¼ mile fixed radius is applied and the AoR boundary intersects the edge of a drinking water 
protection area, or is sufficiently close to a public water supply source that the Director considers that HF activities 
might contaminate a USDW. The Director could ask for application of the ZEI approach. The director could then 
ask that the approach that provides the more protective AoR be selected. 
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2. The injection zone is of infinite areal extent: In the use of diesel fuels for HF application, 
the injection zone is of limited areal extent within a very low permeability geologic 
stratum. 


3. The trace of the well onto the land surface is infinitesimal: In a diesel fuels HF 
application, the trace of a horizontal or directionally drilled well onto the land surface is 
not small; rather, it is a line of significant length. 
 


Because the modified Theis equation leads to significant errors if used to calculate the ZEI for 
horizontal completions, the EPA does not recommend its use in those circumstances. The EPA 
UIC permit writer may instead consider mathematical models, supported by sufficient field data, 
to be appropriate to apply to the specific geologic setting for the purpose of calculation of the 
ZEI. The use of mathematical models often requires a significant body of data. 
 
Using the Fixed One-Quarter (¼) Mile Radius 
 
The second approach for conducting the AoR delineation provided in 40 CFR 146.6 is to use a 
fixed radius methodology. The owner or operator may use a fixed radius of at least one-quarter 
(¼) mile around the well bore as the AoR instead of calculating the ZEI, with the approval of the 
UIC Program Director. The fixed radius is most readily applied to vertical wells.  
 
However, for non-vertical wells, it is necessary to account for the directional portion of the well 
in order to adequately protect USDWs. For these settings, the EPA has developed the four 
options below to adapt the fixed one-quarter (¼) mile radius. The permit writer is reminded that, 
in the case of wells deeper than about 2,000 feet, the extent of induced fractures is greater in the 
horizontal direction than in the vertical direction, an important factor to consider when applying 
setback distances from the termination points of fractures or assuring that total fracture extent is 
included within the AoR. The UIC Program Director, as authorized in 40 CFR 146.6, may 
require that the AoR be bounded by any of the following:   
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1. The trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn around the 
directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion, fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius 
of no less than ¼ mile (Figure 1). (Note: fractures generally do not extend from the 
endpoints of a directional completion.) 
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Figure 1. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn 
around the directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point 
of the directional completion, fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a 
radius of no less than one-quarter mile. (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.) 
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2. The trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn around the 


directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion, has a radius such that all fractures are completely contained and 
the termination points of the fractures are no closer to the sphere’s circumference than 
one-quarter (¼) mile (Figure 2). 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn 
around the directional completion of the well and centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion. The sphere wholly contains all fractures, the termination points of 
which are no closer to the circumference than one-quarter mile. (Note: Features are not 
drawn to scale.)  
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3. The trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback from the 
directional completion, where the cigar shape around the directional completion fully 
contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius of no less than one-quarter 
(¼) mile measured from the directional completion (Figure 3). (Note: Increasing the 
vertical angle of the directional completion reduces the length of the AoR’s trace on the 
land surface.)3  


 


Figure 3. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback 
from the directional completion, where the cigar shape around the directional completion 
fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius of no less than one-
quarter (¼) mile measured from the directional completion. The total width of the cigar 
shape is 2,640 feet. (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.)  


                                                 
3 As the angle of the directional completion approaches vertical, the trace on the land surface approaches a fixed 
radius around a vertical well. 
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4. The trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback from the 
directional completion, where the setback is no less than one-quarter (¼) mile from the 
estimated end of the fractures. (Note: Increasing the vertical angle of the directional 
completion reduces the length of the AoR’s trace on the land surface.)4  
 
Figure 4 below provides an example in which the AoR is defined by the trace on the 
land surface of a cigar shape drawn one-quarter (¼) mile beyond the endpoints of 
hydraulically induced fractures that extend 200 feet beyond the directional completion, 
for a total setback distance of 1,520 feet from the completion (fractures do not extend 
from the ends of the directional completion.) The completion is horizontal and one mile 
long. Note that the lateral boundaries of the AoR are curves that are, at their closest 
point, ¼ mile from the horizontal completion. 
 
 


 
Figure 4. AoR for a cigar-shaped setback drawn ¼-mile beyond the endpoints of 200 feet 
long induced fractures along the length of a horizontally completed well. The total width of 
the cigar shape is 3,040 feet. (Fractures do not extend from the endpoints of the directional 
completion.) (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.) 
 
Multiple horizontal wells are installed at many HF sites. The arrangement of these wells depends 
on the nature of the hydraulic properties of the zone targeted to undergo HF. Figure 5 presents an 
AoR that is a composite of the AoRs for three parallel horizontal wells.  


                                                 
4 As the angle of the directional completion approaches vertical, the trace on the land surface approaches a fixed 
radius around a vertical well. 
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Figure 5. AoR that is a composite of the AoRs for three separate horizontal wells. (Note: 
Features are not drawn to scale.) 
 
Area Permits. For an area permit, the AoR would be defined by the furthest extent of all well 
completions (lateral and vertical) plus a circumscribing area, the width of that circumscribing 
area is either:  


1.  A fixed difference of (a) at least one-quarter (¼) mile beyond the furthest extent of all well 
completions and (b) no less than the estimated hydraulically induced fracture length such 
that all induced fractures are contained within the AoR, or 


2.   A distance that is calculated by a model according to the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 
146.6, but no less than needed to incorporate the farthest extent of fractures emanating 
from any well covered under the area permit.  
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I. Introduction 
 
This guidance provides technical recommendations for protecting underground sources of 
drinking water (USDWs) from potential endangerment posed by hydraulic fracturing (HF) 
activities where diesel fuels are used.  
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed this guidance for EPA permit 
writers to ensure protection of USDWs in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA) and Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulatory authority. This authority is limited 
to when diesel fuels are used in fluids or propping agents pursuant to oil, gas and geothermal 
activities. This document does not establish any new permitting requirements for HF activities 
using diesel fuels, but describes the EPA’s interpretation of existing legal requirements as well as 
non-binding recommendations for EPA permit writers to consider in applying UIC Class II1 
regulations to HF when diesel fuels are used in fracturing fluids or propping agents. This 
document does not address geothermal activities. 
 
The EPA expects that EPA UIC Program Directors, and the permit writers acting on their behalf, 
will follow the interpretation of the statutory term “diesel fuels” presented in this guidance 
document. They should also consider, although are not required to follow, the recommendations 
reflected in this guidance on how to apply the Class II regulations to HF activities using diesel 
fuels when issuing permits for such activities under the federal UIC Program. Recommendations 
are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and 
reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, 
and other model guidelines for HF. However, permit writers, acting on behalf of the UIC 
Director have the discretion to consider alternative approaches that are consistent with statutory 
and regulatory requirements. Decisions about permitting HF operations that use diesel fuels will 
be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the facts and circumstances of the specific injection 
activity and applicable statutes, regulations and case law.  
 
Under the 2005 amendments to the SDWA, a UIC Class II permit must be obtained prior to 
conducting the underground injection of diesel fuels for hydraulic fracturing. The EPA, where it 
directly implements the program, as well as states and tribes with primary enforcement authority, 
must issue a Class II permit prior to the injection of diesel fuels in the HF fluid or propping 
agents. The primary audience for these technical recommendations is the EPA Regional offices 
directly implementing the existing UIC Class II Program requirements (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) parts 124 and 144 through 147).  
 
Stakeholders and the public have recognized the importance of safely and responsibly managing 
unconventional oil and gas development, including hydraulic fracturing. Many states have 
updated their oil and gas regulations and a variety of organizations have developed model 
guidelines and best practices. The EPA engaged with states, tribes, industry, and other 
stakeholders during the development of this document and reviewed best practices available at 

                                                 
1 Class II is the primary well classification used for injection wells that are associated with oil and gas storage and 
production (40 CFR 144.6). 
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the time. The EPA used information from these efforts to inform this guidance for the UIC 
program.  
 
An EPA analysis of data on HF fluids posted in 2012 on the chemical disclosure registry website 
FracFocus2 found that diesel fuels appeared in fewer than two percent of the wells.3 While 
FracFocus data are voluntarily submitted and not statistically representative of the presence of 
diesel fuels or other chemical substances in HF fluids, they are useful in providing an indication 
of the extent to which industry relies on diesel fuels for HF activities. While diesel fuels as 
defined in this guidance are currently used in a small percentage of HF wells, the EPA will work 
with states and industry to promote best practices in HF operations, including partnering with 
stakeholders to support voluntary use of greener alternatives in HF fluids generally.  
 
Although developed specifically for hydraulic fracturing where diesel fuels are used, many of the 
recommended practices found in this document are consistent with best practices for hydraulic 
fracturing in general, including those found in state regulations, voluntary standards from the 
American Petroleum Institute (API), and model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing developed by 
industry and stakeholders. In particular, the EPA’s recommendations for applying UIC 
requirements on area of review, well construction, operations, and monitoring – including testing 
for mechanical integrity of the well and baseline and follow-up water quality monitoring – will 
also promote adoption of some best practices identified by industry, states, and other groups.  
 
The practices described in this guidance are critical for ensuring that underground sources of 
drinking water are protected during hydraulic fracturing using diesel fuels. For example, 
delineating a site-specific area of review, including for the horizontal section of a well, ensures 
there are no conduits that could allow the escape of contaminants into USDWs. During the area 
of review delineation an owner/operator looks for artificial or natural conduits to ensure adequate 
confinement and takes corrective action if necessary to prevent fluid or gas migration. Similarly, 
mechanical integrity tests (MITs) ensure that the protective physical components of the well, 
including the casing and cement, are competent prior to injection and throughout the life of the 
well. High injection pressures, such as those occurring during HF, have the potential to damage 
the mechanical integrity of the well causing leaks, which may allow for the migration of fluids 
into USDWs. Conducting MITs ensures that injection well integrity is maintained at all times. 
Baseline and post-fracture water quality monitoring are used to help ensure that a permitted well 
has not endangered USDWs. 
 
In addition to reflecting UIC program requirements, state regulations and industry best practices, 
a number of the practices contained in this guidance were outlined by the Secretary of Energy’s 
Advisory Board (SEAB) Shale Gas Production Subcommittee in its August and November 2011 
reports (US DOE, 2011). Thus, states and tribes responsible for issuing permits and/or updating 
regulations for hydraulic fracturing may find the recommendations in this document useful in 
improving the protection of underground sources of drinking water and public health wherever 
hydraulic fracturing is practiced. 
                                                 
2 FracFocus (http://fracfocus.org/) is the national HF chemical registry managed by the Ground Water Protection 
Council and Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission. 
3 An August 2012 search of FracFocus identified only one well that used diesel fuels as a carrier fluid. 

http://fracfocus.org/
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II. Background Information 
 
How are diesel fuels used in the HF operations? 
 
HF is a technique used to produce economically viable quantities of oil and natural gas, 
especially from unconventional reservoirs, such as shale, tight sands, coalbeds and other 
formations. HF involves the injection of fluids (commonly a mixture of water, chemical 
additives and proppants) under pressures great enough to open and enlarge fractures within the 
oil-and gas-producing formations. The resulting fractures are held open using propping agents, 
such as fine grains of sand or ceramic beads, to allow oil and gas to flow to the production well. 
The types and concentrations of chemical additives and proppants used in the HF fluids vary 
depending on site-specific conditions and are usually tailored to the properties of the formation 
and the needs of the project.  
 
Diesel fuels are among a number of oil-based fracturing fluids that can be used to avoid damage 
such as reduced permeabilities to water sensitive formations and allow for better production 
(DeVine et al., 2003). Diesel fuels may be used as an additive to adjust fluid properties (e.g., 
viscosity and lubricity) or act as a solvent to aid in the delivery of gelling agents. Diesel fuels’ 
properties of high viscosity and immiscibility in water may also prevent fluid leak-off or loss 
into a formation without impeding the production of hydrocarbons (McCabe et al., 1990; Rae 
and DiLullo, 1996). Also, the lower freezing point of diesel fuels relative to water may be useful 
in cold climate operations as an effective winterizing agent by preventing liquids from freezing 
in low temperatures (Shibley and Leonard, 1987).  
 
Diesel fuels may contain a number of chemicals of concern including benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and xylene compounds (BTEX). BTEX compounds are highly mobile in ground 
water and are regulated under the SDWA national primary drinking water regulations 
(NPDWRs) because of the risks they pose to human health. The EPA has set a maximum 
contaminant level goal (MCLG)4 and a maximum contaminant level (MCL)5 for each 
compound. For example, the MCLG for benzene is zero and the MCL is 0.005 mg/L.6 People 
consuming drinking water containing any of these chemicals in excess of the standards set by the 
EPA over many years could experience: 
 

• An increase in anemia or a decrease in blood platelets from benzene exposure7; 
• An increased risk of cancer from benzene exposure8;  
• Problems with the nervous system, kidneys or liver from toluene exposure9; 
• Problems with the liver or kidneys from ethylbenzene exposure10; and 

                                                 
4 The EPA sets the level of protection for MCLGs based on the best available science to prevent potential health 
problems. 
5 The EPA sets MCLs as close to the MCLGs as possible, considering cost, benefits and the ability of public water 
systems to detect and remove contaminants using suitable treatment technologies. 
6 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/benzene.cfm 
7 US EPA, Ibid 
8 US EPA, Ibid 
9 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/toluene.cfm 

http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/toluene.cfm
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• Damage to the nervous system from exposure to xylene11.  
 
BTEX compounds are classified as aromatic hydrocarbons, a class of substances found in 
petroleum products including diesel fuels. The total content of aromatic hydrocarbons in 
petroleum products varies based on the refining process. The diesel fuels identified in this 
guidance memorandum can contain up to 25 percent aromatic hydrocarbons, by weight (API, 
2012). These diesel fuels can also contain 20 to 60 percent polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) by volume (API, Ibid). PAHs can be a toxic component of petroleum products and some 
PAHs are listed as Priority Pollutants under the Clean Water Act12. 
 
Because other substances used in HF fluids may contain similar levels of BTEX, even if the 
Chemical Abstract Service Registry Number (CASRN) does not identify the substance as diesel 
fuel, the EPA will work with states and industry to explore approaches to promote voluntary use 
of safer alternatives in HF fluids. 
 
The EPA conducted an analysis of data on HF fluids posted in 2012 on the chemical disclosure 
registry website FracFocus to determine how diesel fuels are currently used in HF operations. 
Based on this analysis, diesel fuels were most commonly used as an additive to reduce friction. 
Diesel fuels appeared in fewer than two percent of the wells,13 and no regional patterns of diesel 
fuels usage were identified from data registered in FracFocus.  
 
When does a HF activity require a UIC Class II permit? 
 
A HF activity is subject to UIC Class II permitting requirements under the SDWA if any portion 
of the injectate contains “diesel fuels.” The EPA interprets this statutory term to mean any of the 
following five CASRNs:  
 

• 68334-30-5 Primary Name: Fuels, diesel  
Common Synonyms: Automotive diesel oil; Diesel fuel; Diesel oil (petroleum); Diesel 
oils; Diesel test fuel; Diesel fuels; Diesel fuel No. 1; Diesel fuel [United Nations-North 
America (UN/NA) number 1993]; Diesel fuel oil; European Inventory of Existing 
Commercial Chemical Substances (EINECS) 269-822-7. 
 

• 68476-34-6 Primary Name: Fuels, diesel, No. 2  
Common Synonyms: Diesel fuel No. 2; Diesel fuels No. 2; EINECS 270-676-1; No. 2 
Diesel fuel. 
 

• 68476-30-2 Primary Name: Fuel oil No. 2  
Common Synonyms: Diesel fuel; Gas oil or diesel fuel or heating oil, light [UN1202] No. 
2 Home heating oils; API No. 2 fuel oil; EINECS 270-671-4; Fuel oil No. 2; Home 
heating oil No. 2; No. 2 burner fuel; Distillate fuel oils, light; Fuel No. 2; Fuel oil (No. 

                                                                                                                                                             
10 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/ethylbenzene.cfm 
11 US EPA, http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/xylenes.cfm 
12 40 CFR Part 423 (Appendix A)—126 Priority Pollutants  
13 See footnote 3. 

http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/ethylbenzene.cfm
http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/xylenes.cfm


  

 
  
UIC Program Guidance #84 5 February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 

1,2,4,5 or 6) [NA1993].  
 

• 68476-31-3 Primary Name: Fuel oil, No. 4  
Common Synonyms: Caswell No.14 333AB; Cat cracker feed stock; EINECS 270-673-5; 
EPA Pesticide Chemical Code 063514; Fuel oil No. 4; Diesel fuel No. 4. 
 

• 8008-20-6 Primary Name: Kerosene  
Common Synonyms: JP-5 navy fuel/marine diesel fuel; Deodorized kerosene; JP5 Jet 
fuel; AF 100 (pesticide); Caswell No. 517; EINECS 232-366-4; EPA Pesticide Chemical 
Code 063501; Fuel oil No. 1; Fuels, kerosine; Shell 140; Shellsol 2046; Distillate fuel 
oils, light; Kerosene, straight run; Kerosine, (petroleum); Several Others. 

 
The use of diesel fuels in oil and gas production applications is not subject to UIC Class II 
permitting requirements in certain cases. Specifically, those cases are non HF activities such as 
when diesel fuels are a component of drilling muds or pipe joint compounds used in the well 
construction process, or when diesel fuels are used in motorized equipment at the surface. 
 
  

                                                 
14 A Caswell No. is an alphanumeric chemical identifier implemented by Robert L. Caswell in the 1960s and 1970s 
in conjunction with acceptable common names of pesticides for labeling purposes. 
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III. Technical UIC Program Requirements and Recommendations 
for Application to Hydraulic Fracturing Activities Using Diesel 
Fuels  

 
This section of the guidance addresses the questions listed below. For each question, the 
document provides a brief summary of the existing federal UIC Class II Program regulations 
followed by the EPA’s recommended approaches for EPA Regional offices to consider when 
permitting the use of diesel fuels during HF. This section is not intended to present UIC Class II 
permit requirements in their entirety. Readers seeking more information about Class II permit 
requirements should refer to 40 CFR part 124 and parts 144 through 147. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors, and the permit writers acting on their behalf, should consider the 
recommendations reflected in this section when issuing permits applying the Class II regulations 
for HF activities using diesel fuels under the federal UIC Program. Recommendations are 
consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect 
existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and 
other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. However, permit writers, acting on behalf of the 
UIC Director have the discretion to consider alternative approaches that are consistent with 
statutory and regulatory requirements. Decisions about permitting HF operations that use diesel 
fuels will be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the facts and circumstances of the 
specific injection activity and applicable statutes, regulations and case law.  
 
The questions addressed by this guidance are as follows: 
 

• What Are Considerations in the Submission and Review Process for Diesel Fuels HF 
Permit Applications? 
  

• What Information Should Be Submitted with the Permit Application? 
  

• Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be Authorized by One 
Permit? 
 

• How Should EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC Class II 
Requirements After HF at a Well Ceases? 
 

• How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 

• How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel 
Fuels? 
 

• How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already Constructed 
Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
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• How Do the Class II Well Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel Fuels? 
  

• How Do the Class II Financial Responsibility Requirements Apply to Wells Using Diesel 
Fuels for HF? 
 

• What Public Notification Requirements or Special Environmental Justice (EJ) 
Considerations are Recommended for Authorization of Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF?  
 

What Are Considerations in the Submission and Review Process for Diesel Fuels 
HF Permit Applications? 
 
Existing Class II Requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
For the purposes of UIC Class II permitting, any well injecting diesel fuels for HF is considered 
a “new injection well” (40 CFR 144.31), even if it was originally constructed as an oil and gas 
production well and requires a UIC Class II permit (40 CFR part 124 and parts 144 through 147). 
Permits for diesel fuels HF are required to be approved prior to commencing all injection-related 
activities, including injection, well construction, retrofitting components of an existing well and 
commencing the HF process. An owner or operator seeking a UIC permit for injection must 
submit an application for a permit as expeditiously as practicable and in a reasonable amount of 
time prior to the expected start of construction or injection, as determined by the UIC permit 
writer (40 CFR 144.31).  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above to the permit application submission and review process 
for wells where diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the 
discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC 
requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model 
guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should establish a process for the timely submission and review 
of permit applications consistent with 40 CFR 144.31 that allows sufficient time to review and 
authorize the permit prior to initiating HF activities using diesel fuels. The application 
timeframe should allow time to evaluate the proposed use of diesel fuels for HF to ensure that 
injection will not endanger USDWs. The permit review timeframe should be of a sufficient 
duration to allow the EPA UIC permit writer to comprehensively consider all relevant permit 
information, such as proposed construction, operation and monitoring plans, to establish 
appropriate permit conditions and to include an opportunity for public notice and comment prior 
to issuing approval of the UIC Class II permit for wells using diesel fuels for HF. The EPA will 
provide tools, such as checklists, to help owners or operators develop complete permit 
applications in order to increase the likelihood of timely review.  
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EPA UIC Program Directors should continue to coordinate with state oil and gas programs 
and the appropriate Bureau of Land Management (BLM) office to establish a mechanism to 
inform owners or operators of applicable UIC Program requirements and application 
deadlines. Multiple mechanisms for outreach should be used to notify owners or operators of 
expected permit application review and approval timeframes thereby preventing delays for 
drilling and construction.  
 
Collaboration among regulatory entities is important so that appropriate parties are aware of 
situations where owners or operators plan to use diesel fuels for HF. For example, all parties can 
work together to streamline permitting (e.g., between the EPA and BLM on BLM-managed lands 
or with state agencies) such as sharing data where compliance requirements and reporting 
timeframes are sufficiently compatible for coordination among the various permitting authorities. 
Regional EPA UIC Class II Programs should reach out to their state oil and gas programs to 
determine collaborative ways to notify potential owners or operators early regarding the various 
permitting requirements that may apply. For example, a check box, notation or UIC Program 
contact information can be added to the oil and gas drilling permit application checklist to alert 
owners or operators using diesel fuels for HF of the need to apply for a Class II UIC permit. 
 
What Information Should Be Submitted with the Permit Application? 
 
Because of the high injection pressures, the potential to induce fractures that may serve as 
conduits for fluid migration, and the particular risks associated with diesel fuels, EPA UIC 
permit writers must evaluate a variety of factors in reviewing the permit application to ensure 
that appropriate safeguards (e.g., permit conditions) are established during the permitting process 
to prevent potential contamination of USDWs.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Existing UIC Class II Program provisions at 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147 require 
owners or operators to submit information to the UIC Program Director to consider before 
issuing any Class II permits. Select submission requirements from the existing Class II 
regulations are listed below: 
 

• Maps showing the injection well or project area for which the permit is sought and the 
applicable area of review (AoR) showing the number or name and location of all 
producing wells, injection wells, abandoned wells and other features (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(2));  

• All known wells within the AoR15 or zone of endangering influence (ZEI) that penetrate 
formations affected by the increase in pressure (40 CFR 146.24(a)(3)); 

                                                 
15 See the section entitled “How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels for HF?” for additional information. 
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• Data16 on the injection and confining zones including lithologic description, geological 
name, thickness and depth and estimated fracture pressures of the injection and confining 
zones (40 CFR 146.24(a)(5)); 

• The location, orientation and properties of known or suspected faults and fractures that 
may transect the confining zone(s) in the AoR and a determination that they would not 
interfere with containment (40 CFR 146.24(a)(2)); 

• Geologic name and depth to the bottom of all USDWs, which may be affected by the 
injection (40 CFR 146.24(a)(6)); 

• Well construction schematics including surface and subsurface details (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(7));  

• Proposed stimulation (fracturing) program (40 CFR 146.24(b)(2)) and the proposed 
injection procedure for each stage of the HF (40 CFR 146.24(b)(3)); 

• Operating data, such as average and maximum daily rate, volume, and injection pressure 
of fluids to be injected. The source and an appropriate analysis of the chemical and 
physical characteristics of the injection fluid (40 CFR 146.24(a)(4)); 

• A detailed chemical plan describing the proposed HF fluid composition,17 and an 
appropriate analysis of the chemical and physical characteristics of the HF fluid, 
including the volume and range of concentrations for each constituent (40 CFR 
146.24(a)(4)(iii)); 

• Names and addresses of all owners of record of land within one-quarter (¼) mile of the 
well boundary (40 CFR 144.31(e)(9)). In the case of diesel fuels HF this includes the 
names and addresses of all owners of record of land within a (¼) mile fixed radius around 
the wellhead, facility boundary or within the boundaries of the ZEI. 

• Appropriate logs and other tests conducted during the drilling and construction of wells 
and reports interpreting the results of the tests as described in 40 CFR 146.24(c)(1); and 

• A plugging and abandonment plan that meets the requirements of 40 CFR 146.10, which 
describes the need to cement a well to prevent fluid movement (40 CFR 144.31(e)(10)). 
 

Recommendations for applying existing UIC requirements to HF activities using diesel 
fuels: 
 
The section below presents recommendations for applying the existing requirements described 
above regarding information that should be submitted with a permit application for wells where 

                                                 
16 Data may include geo-mechanical characteristics such as: fracture stress, ductility, rock strength, in situ fluid 
pressures and others. 
17 Owners or operators may make claims of confidentiality regarding this information (40 CFR 144.5). 
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diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider requesting the following information from the 
owner or operator, per their authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9):  
 

• Information about the extent and orientation of the planned fracture network, any nearby 
USDWs and their connections to surface waters, if any,18 as well as any other 
information that can be used to understand, calculate and delineate the extent and 
orientation of the fracture system expected to be created by the proposed diesel fuels HF 
activity. This includes results from previous HF operations in the area and other empirical 
information, models and published studies and reports;  

• In situations where permits include a duration that is shorter than the full life of the well, 
a pre-permit-expiration monitoring plan that incorporates water quality monitoring in the 
AoR may be needed to demonstrate non-endangerment. Monitoring parameters could 
include ground water flow and depth; total dissolved solids (TDS); specific conductance; 
pH; chlorides; bromides; acidity; alkalinity; sulfate; iron; calcium; sodium; magnesium; 
potassium; bicarbonate; detergents; diesel range organics (DRO); benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX); isotopic methane and/or radionuclides (40 CFR 
144.51(j) and 40 CFR 146.24(a)(4)(iii)); 

• Information on seismic history, such as the presence and depth of known seismic events 
in areas where prior seismic activity would lead the UIC Program Director to be 
concerned about endangerment of USDWs (40 CFR 146.24(a)(2));  

• Baseline geochemical information on accessible USDWs and other subsurface formations 
of interest within the AoR of a Class II diesel fuels HF well (40 CFR 146.22(b)(2)(i) and 
(f)(2)).19 This geochemical information could include parameters such as TDS; specific 
conductance; pH; chlorides; bromides; acidity; alkalinity; sulfate; iron; calcium; sodium; 
magnesium; potassium; bicarbonate; detergents; DRO; BTEX; isotopic methane and 
radionuclides; and 

• Information related to the anticipated true vertical depth(s) of the formation(s) to be 
hydraulically fractured and the anticipated pressure range for the proposed HF 
treatment(s).  
 

                                                 
18 Such information may be best represented on the maps, cross sections or other graphical representations that must 
be submitted with the permit application (40 CFR 146.24).  
19 These regulations require the characterization of formation fluids through logging and testing that may be needed 
given site conditions. 
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Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be Authorized by 
One Permit? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
An area permit is an option for authorizing injection where there are multiple wells drilled by 
one owner or operator within a well-defined, localized geologic setting. As provided in 40 CFR 
144.33(a), an area permit may be authorized in lieu of an individual permit for each well if the 
following conditions are met: 
 

• The wells are operated by a single owner or operator; 

• The wells are within the same well field, facility site, reservoir, project or similar unit in 
the same state; and 

• The wells are not used to inject hazardous waste. 
 

The regulations at 40 CFR 144.33(b) also specify what must be included in an area permit. Area 
permits must specify the area within which underground injection is authorized and the 
requirements for construction, monitoring, reporting, operation and plugging and abandonment 
for all wells authorized by the permit. As provided in 40 CFR 144.33(c), the area permit may 
authorize the permittee to construct and operate, convert or plug and abandon additional wells 
within the permit area provided: 
 

1. The permittee notifies the UIC Program Director at such time as the permit requires; 

2. An additional well satisfies the criteria for inclusion in the area permit (40 CFR 
144.33(a)) and meets the requirements specified in the permit (40 CFR 144.33(b)); and 

3. The cumulative effects of drilling and operation of additional injection wells are taken 
into account by the UIC Program Director during evaluation of the area permit 
application and are acceptable to the UIC Program Director. 
 

Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommendations for applying existing requirements described above 
regarding issuing area permits for wells where diesel fuels will be used during HF. 
Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II 
regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry 
standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
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EPA UIC permit writers should consider issuing area permits for Class II wells using diesel 
fuels for HF provided that all applicable requirements, including any applicable public 
notification requirements, are satisfied. Issuing area permits may result in improved permitting 
efficiency, especially in areas with large numbers of Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF. 
EPA UIC permit writers should also take into account the total number of proposed wells that 
will be covered by the area permit when determining the appropriate financial responsibility 
demonstration to ensure that sufficient resources are available to protect USDWs. 
 
How Should EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC 
Class II Requirements After HF at a Well Ceases? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Under the UIC Program, a well may be: 
 

• Permitted as an active injection well for the life of the facility and subject to all 
applicable Class II requirements (40 CFR 144.36(a));  

• Converted out of the UIC Program after injection ceases (meaning the permit duration 
ends upon conclusion of HF and post-HF monitoring). UIC regulations at 40 CFR 
144.36(c) allow a permit to be issued for a duration less than the full allowable term (i.e., 
the operating life of the facility) indicated at 40 CFR 144.36(a); and 40 CFR 144.51(n) 
and 144.52(a)(7)(i)(B) allow for conversion of an injection well out of the UIC Program 
in situations where injection has ceased and production operations are occurring. If a well 
is converted out of the UIC Program, it is no longer subject to UIC requirements after the 
permit expires, but may not conduct future permitted underground injection activities 
(i.e., injection of diesel fuels for HF) unless a new permit is obtained; or  

• Managed as a temporarily abandoned (TA) injection well during times when injection 
ceases or is curtailed. UIC regulations at 40 CFR 144.52(a)(6)(ii) allow for the temporary 
or intermittent cessation of injection20 while the permit is active, provided that the owner 
or operator describes, and the EPA Regional Administrator (RA) approves, actions and 
procedures that the owner or operator will take to ensure that the well will not endanger 
USDWs during the period of temporary abandonment. 
 

As described in the section, “Can Multiple UIC Class II Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF Be 
Authorized by One Permit,” area permits can also be issued per 144.33. For area permits, EPA 
regulations at 40 CFR 144.51(n) state that the UIC Program Director should be notified before 
closure of a project, indicating that the duration of the permit should be set so that the area 

                                                 
20 The EPA permit writer has the option of ending the permit after the conclusion of injection or managing the well 
as TA. Further, regulations state that “temporary or intermittent cessation of injection operations is not 
abandonment,” for the purposes of well closure plans (40 CFR 144.51(o)). Therefore, TA wells remain subject to 
well closure requirements. For additional guidance, see “Management and Monitoring Requirements for Class II 
Wells in Temporary Abandoned Status” (US EPA, 1992). 
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permit does not expire until after the closure of all wells covered by the permit or after the 
conversion of all wells to oil and gas production (i.e., out of the UIC Program). 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above regarding setting the permit duration for wells where 
diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the following ways of setting the permit duration 
for an individual well using diesel fuels for HF: 
 
(1) Set a short duration for the permit, as permissible under 40 CFR 144.36(c), that concludes 
after injection ceases and a non-endangerment demonstration is made. Compliance with UIC 
permit conditions should be confirmed before the injection permit duration ends and prior to 
releasing it from UIC requirements. Note that, as stated above, under this recommendation, an 
owner or operator of a production well wishing to refracture the formation using diesel fuels 
after the conclusion of the UIC permit would need to receive a new, approved UIC permit before 
refracturing can occur. The EPA recommends that the duration of a permit that is less than the 
full allowable term still allow adequate time to collect monitoring data that demonstrates that 
injection during the HF operation has not endangered USDWs in the project area. This 
timeframe is likely to vary, depending on site-specific factors. 
 
(2) Manage the well as temporarily abandoned during periods of oil or gas production (e.g., 
when no injection is occurring). This option may be preferable in situations where the well 
owner or operator plans to refracture the formation using diesel fuels at some point in the future. 
During a period of temporary cessation of injection, the UIC Program Director may authorize 
alternative or reduced requirements for mechanical integrity, operation, monitoring and reporting 
other than those required in 40 CFR 146 and 144.52, making them more appropriate to the short-
term nature of HF, to the extent that changes in requirements will not result in an increased risk 
of movement of fluid into a USDW (40 CFR 144.16). A well may be considered as meeting the 
conditions of 40 CFR 144.16 if: 
 

• It is not injecting into, or through or above a USDW, or  

• It is injecting into, or through or above a USDW, but has a ZEI21 that is smaller than the 
radius of the well when computed using the formula at 40 CFR 146.6(a).  
 

Either situation could occur when the well is producing (e.g., when no injection is occurring) and 
the injection rate is zero. When managing a well as TA, the EPA UIC permit writer should use 
                                                 
21 The ZEI is the lateral area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or formation fluid to 
migrate into a USDW (further described in Appendix B).  
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his or her authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) to tailor permit conditions on a case-
by-case basis. Permit writers may consider making changes in a number of areas including: 
frequency of mechanical integrity testing, monitoring for ground water quality, injection 
pressure, flow rate and cumulative volumes monitoring and certain reporting requirements. 
However, permit conditions should still ensure that a mechanical integrity test (MIT) is 
conducted just prior to returning the well to active injection. In conjunction with the MIT test, 
pressure tests and cement bond logs should be submitted to the Director prior to refracturing the 
well using diesel fuels. 
 
For area permits, EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that wells are in compliance 
with all aspects of the UIC area permit prior to releasing any from UIC Program 
requirements. The EPA UIC Program Director should review the area permit conditions after the 
first few wells are drilled and hydraulically fractured to make adjustments, as needed, based 
upon any new data collected. Thereafter, permit conditions should be reviewed at least once 
every five years for the duration of the area permit.  
 
Properly closing an injection well is critical to assuring the long-term prevention of 
contamination of USDWs by eliminating a potential pathway, or pathways, for contamination. 
Both the UIC Program and state oil and gas programs require well closure. Coordination should 
be feasible because state oil and gas programs typically require closure, plugging and 
abandonment activities for production wells that are similar to what the UIC Program requires 
for underground injection wells. The owner or operator of a production well who wishes to 
refracture a well using diesel fuels that had been released from the UIC Program by being fully 
converted to production would need to submit a new UIC permit application.  
 
How Do the Area of Review (AoR) Requirements at 40 CFR 146.6 Apply to Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
The AoR is the area surrounding an injection well and is defined at 40 CFR 146.3. The AoR 
must be determined by one of two methods according to the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 146.6: 
(1) determining the ZEI, or (2) using a minimum one-quarter (¼) mile fixed radius around the 
well. In the case of an area permit, the AoR is the project area plus a circumscribing area the 
width of which is either ¼ of a mile or a number that is calculated (i.e., ZEI). The EPA UIC 
permit writer may solicit input as to which method is most appropriate for each geographic area 
or field. If the AoR is determined by modeling, the applicable radius is the result of the 
modeling, even if it is less than one-quarter (¼) mile. 
 
Delineating and evaluating an AoR helps to ensure that there are no conduits in the vicinity of 
the injection well that could enable fluids to migrate into USDWs and identifies conduits which 
must be appropriately addressed by corrective action. Before proceeding with the project, the 
owner or operator must define the appropriate AoR, assess that area for conduits of potential 
fluid movement and if necessary, perform corrective action, such as the plugging of improperly 
abandoned and orphaned wells, or re-siting of the planned well to account for any conduits that 
could potentially cause migration of contaminants into USDWs.  
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Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above, for defining the AoR for wells where diesel fuels will be 
used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing 
UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should modify the one-quarter (¼) mile fixed radius approach to 
delineating the AoR so that it prevents endangerment of USDWs. Site-specific AoR 
determinations are needed to address the full extent, shape and size of the AoR for HF projects 
using diesel fuels based on consideration of geology, operations and directional drilling, which 
typically extends beyond one-quarter mile from the wellhead.  
 
Modifying the fixed radius approach may require the EPA UIC permit writer to review past HF 
activities in each geographic area or field and consult with the owner or operator about the 
design and anticipated results for the fracturing operation. Information needed in determining the 
appropriate AoR delineation method includes three-dimensional well orientation and anticipated 
fracture length. In addition, multiple wells co-located on the same well pad introduce 
complexities into the AoR delineation and assessment process. Thus, owners or operators using 
multi-well pads should include length and angle of each directional completion, fracture length 
and an estimation of how closely the fractured zone approximates a porous medium. Appendix B 
presents methods for calculating the AoR for individual directionally completed wells and 
multiple directionally completed wells and provides further discussion of the limitations of the 
Theis equation in settings where the well is directionally completed. 
 
The EPA recommends against using the modified Theis equation found at 40 CFR 146.6 to 
determine the ZEI for directional wells because directional wells do not meet the equation’s 
assumptions for the well, the aquifer conditions and the similarity of hydraulic properties 
between the injectate and the in situ groundwater. However, computational models may be a 
desirable option. A further brief discussion of ZEI modeling is found in Appendix B: Methods 
for Calculating the Area of Review. Appendix B provides clarifications of 40 CFR 146.6 for the 
purpose of delineating an AoR for a directionally completed well. 
 
How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using 
Diesel Fuels? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Specific construction requirements for Class II injection wells, including Class II HF wells using 
diesel fuels, are found at 40 CFR 146.22. These requirements establish that Class II wells must 
be cased and cemented in a manner that prevents the movement of fluids into or between 
USDWs for the life expectancy of the well. EPA UIC permit writers must consider the following 
factors in determining casing and cementing requirements for new Class II HF wells using diesel 
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fuels:  
  

• Geology of the injection and confining zones including the estimated formation fracture 
pressure; 

• Depth from surface to the injection zone and to the bottom of each USDW down to and 
including the lowermost USDW; and 

• Proposed operating procedures including maximum and average injection pressures (40 
CFR 146.22(b)(1)(iii)). 
 

Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the following recommendations for applying the 
existing Class II requirements described above to ensure that the well is designed and 
constructed for the unique geologic environment and planned use of diesel fuels for HF 
operations. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC 
Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that a combination of casing and cement isolates 
the lowermost USDW encountered in the borehole from HF target formation(s) when 
specifying casing and cementing requirements for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (40 
CFR 144.52(a)(9)). Isolating the lowermost USDW encountered through the use of casing and 
cement along the entire borehole is consistent with federal requirements for several classes of 
injection wells, is recommended in API guidance22 and is a requirement for HF wells in several 
states. To ensure that the well cement has been emplaced properly and zonal isolation has been 
achieved, appropriate logs and other test results such as sonic, temperature, cement bond or other 
cement evaluation logs (CELs) and fracture finder logs should be considered during the drilling 
and construction of Class II HF wells using diesel fuels (40 CFR 146.22). 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider the use and placement of centralizers when 
specifying the cementing requirements for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (40 CFR 
144.52(a)(9)). Centralizing the casing in the borehole helps to ensure that the casing is more 
uniformly encased by cement during the cementing operation which, in turn, helps ensure zonal 
isolation that protects USDWs from fluid migration along the wellbore.  
 
To ensure that appropriate precautions are taken to address the high injection pressures 
needed for HF, EPA UIC Program Directors should consider requesting the following 
information to assist in specifying casing and cementing requirements: 
 

• A description of the geologic formations overlying the production zone and whether they 
might contain gas, oil or other potentially mobile contaminants that should be isolated 

                                                 
22 API Guidance recommends that surface casing, at a minimum, be set at least 100 feet below the deepest USDW 
encountered (API, 2009). 
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from the well by cement. Isolating zones of potential contaminants would decrease the 
risk of endangerment to USDWs from movement of contaminants into nearby USDWs; 

• A review of well construction plans to consider and address potential pathways for fluid 
migration between any gas-bearing zones and USDWs including identification of layers 
that may release hydrocarbons into the drilling fluids and into USDWs. For example, if 
surface casing is not installed properly prior to drilling, shallow gas may migrate upwards 
through the borehole and may potentially impact USDWs;  

• The physical and chemical characteristics of the formation fluids in the injection zone 
and the proposed characteristics of the well such as the size of the borehole, which are 
needed to determine appropriate construction materials for the use and life of the well. 
Construction materials should maintain integrity over the life of the well in order to 
protect USDWs;  

• Location and operating procedures of other active injection wells or wells undergoing HF 
in the AoR or nearby injection zones. Pressures external to the well coupled with 
injection pressure may cumulatively affect the integrity of the construction materials and 
fracture pressure of the injection zone. Exceeding the capability of the construction 
materials would cause failure of mechanical integrity and possible leaks of fluids into 
USDWs. Exceeding the fracture pressure of the injection zone risks fracturing confining 
zones and creating conduits for fluids to move into USDWs; 

• Data on sizes and grades of the casing string and classes of cement to be used in 
construction (40 CFR 146.22(b)-146.22(g));23 

• The proposed cementing plan to ensure proper cement design and volume. Related 
information of particular importance includes the capability of the typically lower-density 
“lead” cement to adequately isolate overlying USDWs, which would assist in evaluating 
if the higher-density and compressive-strength “tail” cement coverage should be modified 
(placed higher) to effectively isolate and afford appropriate protection of overlying 
USDWs; and 

• Additional information to ensure that long, multi-well pad horizontal wells will be 
constructed in a protective manner. 

 
The EPA UIC permit writer may also consider additional testing requirements to demonstrate 
that the well maintains mechanical integrity before, during and after the use of diesel fuels for 
HF injection event (40 CFR 144.52), as described in the section titled “How Do the Class II Well 
Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring, and Reporting Requirements Apply to HF Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels?” 
 

                                                 
23API recommends that casing used in oil and gas wells that will be hydraulically fractured meet API standards, 
including API Specification 5CT (API, 2005). 
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Different considerations may apply for already constructed wells. (See “How Do the Class II 
Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already Constructed Wells Using Diesel Fuels for 
HF?” for applicable information on already constructed wells.)  
 
How Do the Class II Well Construction Requirements Apply to Already 
Constructed Wells Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Wells constructed prior to issuance of this guidance (i.e., already constructed wells) may have 
been constructed and operated under requirements other than the federal UIC Class II 
requirements. EPA UIC permit writers, under 40 CFR 146.22(c), may authorize an already 
constructed well for Class II injection activities if the owner or operator can demonstrate that 
injection will not result in movement of fluids into a USDW so as to create a significant risk to 
the health of persons. The demonstration might include requiring the owner or operator to obtain 
downhole logs and internal and external MITs prior to any HF injection activities using diesel 
fuels to ensure that well construction will prevent fluid migration into USDWs. 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The EPA UIC permit writer should consider the following recommendations for applying the 
existing requirements described above, when permitting already constructed wells as UIC wells 
for HF using diesel fuels. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under 
the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well 
classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic 
fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure the owner or operator applies relevant 
construction-related requirements to already constructed Class II HF wells using diesel fuels 
to protect USDWs during injection for HF using diesel fuels (40 CFR 144.52(a)(9)). EPA UIC 
permit writers should consider consulting with the oil and gas agency that may have permitted 
the well (e.g., during past production operations) to learn about the well’s compliance history or 
other relevant information in order to make permit determinations about the appropriateness of 
permitting the well for UIC Class II diesel fuels HF use.  
 
Some already constructed oil and gas wells may not provide an adequate level of protection for 
USDWs when undergoing the use of diesel fuels for HF-related injection due to either the age of 
the well or to less stringent well construction standards that were in place when the well was 
constructed. For example, an older well may not be cemented to the lowermost USDW 
encountered or construction may not be adequate to withstand proposed injection pressures 
anticipated during the use of diesel fuels for HF. If a well does not provide adequate protection 
for USDWs, then the EPA UIC permit writer should require the owner or operator to perform 
actions to ensure that USDWs are not endangered. Actions to repair a well include, but are not 
limited to, replacing the injection well tubing or cementing across specific sections of the well 
that intersect potentially vulnerable formations to decrease the risk of fluid movement. If 
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corrective measures are not sufficient to protect USDWs, the EPA UIC permit writer should not 
issue a permit, consistent with 40 CFR 144.12. 
 
How Do the Class II Well Operation, Mechanical Integrity, Monitoring and 
Reporting Requirements Apply to HF Wells Using Diesel Fuels? 
 
Well Operation 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Injection well operating requirements for Class II wells are found at 40 CFR 146.23(a). They 
require that, at a minimum, injection pressure should be limited so that injection does not cause 
the propagation of new fractures in confining zone(s) adjacent to USDWs. The purpose of these 
requirements is to ensure that the integrity of confining zones protecting USDWs is maintained 
and that injection pressures do not cause the movement of injection or formation fluids into 
USDWs. In addition, the EPA UIC permit writer should consider the following 
recommendations when permitting these wells as UIC wells for HF using diesel fuels.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
requirements described above, regarding the operation of wells where diesel fuels will be used 
during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC 
Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consult with the owner or operator about the design and 
anticipated results of a proposed fracturing operation. It is important to establish operating 
requirements that are appropriate for the proposed use of diesel fuels for HF operations and that 
account for past HF activities in each geographic area or field. Historical production and HF 
activities may have created fracture networks that will interact with future HF operations using 
diesel fuels. Awareness of the existing fracture network and anticipation of fracture interactions 
when designing new HF operations will decrease the risk of endangerment to USDWs. The 
consultation increases the ability for owners or operators to incorporate recommended 
approaches into the modeling often used to design and determine parameters of a proposed use 
of diesel fuels for HF operation. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should consider construction design and geologic conditions 
when determining the maximum injection pressure for a UIC permit ((40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) 
and 40 CFR 146.23(a)(1)). EPA UIC permit writers should examine the fracture gradient of the 
injection zone and other intervening geologic zones to determine fracture pressure and to avoid 
damage to the confining zone, which acts as a barrier to protect USDWs. Calculations of 
maximum injection pressure should also consider the properties of the construction materials to 
withstand HF. 
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EPA UIC Program Directors should ensure that wells used for diesel fuels for HF incorporate 
appropriate controls (e.g., pressure limitations) so that integrity of the confining zone(s) 
protecting USDWs are maintained in order to comply with 40 CFR 146.23. Many oil and gas 
extraction practices tend to reduce pressures in the formation, and typical oil and gas production 
regulations are designed for these circumstances while typical injection activities, including the 
use of diesel fuels for HF, in general, increase formation pressures. UIC Program regulations and 
associated permit conditions generally address risks associated with pressure increases. 
 
Mechanical Integrity Testing 
 
MITs ensure that the protective physical components of the well are competent prior to injection 
and over the life of the injection well. High injection pressures, such as those occurring during 
HF, have the potential to damage the mechanical integrity of the well causing leaks, which may 
allow for the migration of fluids into USDWs. Injection well integrity must be maintained at all 
times during HF using diesel fuels and during any subsequent refracturing events.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
The mechanical integrity requirements, found at 40 CFR 146.8, describe methods for 
demonstrating mechanical integrity of well tubular components, or internal mechanical integrity, 
and the cement around the well casing, or external mechanical integrity, over the life of the 
injection well.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
Class II requirements described above with regard to ensuring mechanical integrity of wells 
where diesel fuels will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion 
accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for 
other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 
To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection—including high pressures 
involved, high volumes of fluids, and the use of diesel fuels—EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider incorporating into permit conditions the procedures listed below consistent with 
40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8(a)(1) to ensure that there is no significant leak in the 
casing and when applicable, tubing and packer through the following methods:  
 

• Perform casing integrity tests of casing strings (surface, intermediate and when 
necessary, the production casing) prior to drilling out beneath each casing shoe at a 
pressure that will determine if the casing integrity is adequate to meet well design and 
construction objectives. Report tests results to the EPA UIC Program Director along with 
the well completion report (40 CFR 144.51(m)); 
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• Perform formation pressure tests immediately after drilling out the surface, intermediate, 
and production casings and report tests results to the EPA UIC Program Director along 
with the well completion report (40 CFR 144.51(m));  

• Conduct a casing integrity test of the production casing, or a Standard Annular Pressure 
Test (SAPT) for wells with a tubing and packer arrangement, at pressures equal to or 
exceeding the maximum expected pressure during HF operations24 prior to perforating 
and fracturing the well to ensure that the pressure during stimulation does not 
compromise the integrity of the casing. The EPA UIC Program Director should consider 
the production casing integrity test/SAPT prior to approving HF operations using diesel 
fuels (40 CFR 146.24(c)); and 

• Equip the wellhead with pressure recording devices on all available annuli and injection 
strings with a gauge pressure rating adequate to monitor well construction performance 
during HF operations that use diesel fuels. 

 
To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection, EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider incorporating into permit conditions the procedures listed below consistent with 
40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8(a)(2) to ensure that there is no significant fluid 
movement in channels adjacent to the well bore through cement integrity evaluation using the 
following methods: 
 

• During well construction, monitor and record the volume, flow rate, density and treating 
pressure of cement operations; and 

• Submit a CEL with the notice of completion of construction (40 CFR 144.51 (m)) for 
review and approval by the EPA UIC Program Director; CELs can provide an assessment 
of the presence or absence of cement and how effectively cement is bonded to the pipe. 
Acceptable CELs include, but are not limited to: radial cement bond log, ultrasound 
imager, magnetic resonance imager and isolation scanner.  

 

                                                 
24 If testing at the maximum expected fracturing pressure is reasonably expected to harm the production formation 
below the casing shoe, the UIC Program Director may authorize testing at a lower pressure. 
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To account for the unique nature of diesel fuels HF injection, EPA UIC permit writers should 
also consider the following consistent with 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) and 40 CFR 146.8 to assess 
mechanical integrity and ensure USDW protection during diesel fuels HF:  
 

• Request the permittee to report to the EPA, verbally within 24 hours and with written 
confirmation that includes certification and documentation of remedial cementing25 
within 48 hours if a casing integrity test, a formation pressure test, cementing records or a 
CEL provides indication of inadequate cementing or a failure. Certification and 
documentation of remedial cementing that indicates adequate cement bonding must be 
submitted to the EPA for review and approval prior to resumption of operations; 

• Request additional mechanical integrity testing such as noise logs, oxygen activation 
logs, temperature logs and other logs approved by the EPA UIC Program Director if the 
results of a diesel fuels HF well’s pressure testing and/or CELs do not confirm that there 
is no significant leak in the casing, tubing or packer of the injection and that there is no 
significant fluid movement into a USDW through vertical channels adjacent to the 
injection well bore (40 CFR 146.8); 

• Once a diesel fuels HF well has been converted to production, waive the Class II 
requirement at 40 CFR 146.23(b)(3) to conduct MITs every five years during the life of 
the well, if doing so will not result in an increased risk of movement of fluids into 
USDWs per discretion at 144.16; and 

• As necessary, adjust requirements for mechanical integrity testing to confirm compliance 
with UIC permit conditions and non-endangerment of USDWs before expiration of the 
injection permit (40 CFR 144.51 (q)(1)). 

 
Monitoring and Reporting 
 
The collection and review of monitoring data enables EPA UIC permit writers to confirm that 
the well is operating safely as expected and within the established parameters of the permit.  
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Existing Class II regulations for monitoring and reporting before, during and after a Class II well 
commences operation, are found at 40 CFR 146.23(b) and 40 CFR 144.51 and are summarized in 
Table 1. The UIC permit writers can use their discretion at 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9) to allow 
flexibility in setting permit conditions for monitoring and reporting in certain site-specific 
conditions where alternative approaches can be demonstrated to be as effective at preventing 
migration of fluids into USDWs. Also, the UIC Program Director under (40 CFR 144.16) may 

                                                 
25 Remedial cementing operations may be done in accordance with methods pre-approved by the EPA UIC Program 
Director as provided under UIC Class II permit conditions. Per the EPA UIC Director’s discretion, certification and 
documentation of pre-approved remedial cementing operations may be included in the well completion report (40 
CFR 144.51 (m)). Remedial cementing operations not included in the pre-approved methods shall be submitted for 
approval to the EPA UIC Program Director before proceeding. 
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authorize less frequent monitoring during certain phases of the permit such as during production 
periods for diesel fuels HF wells under temporary abandonment status. 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing Class II requirements 
described above, with regard to monitoring and reporting for wells where diesel fuels will be 
used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing 
UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary 
industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
EPA UIC Program Directors should modify monitoring and reporting protocols, consistent 
with their authorized discretion under 40 CFR 144.52(a)(9), so that the permit writer has 
adequate information to determine that each planned HF operation using diesel fuels will not 
endanger USDWs, including:  
 

• Monitoring pump rate, pressure, volume and viscosity of the fracturing fluid to evaluate 
the results of the diesel fuels HF operation, such as fracture vertical length and lateral 
extent to confirm the protection of USDWs during diesel fuels HF. Data that can be 
collected during the treatment operation to monitor and control operations in real-time 
include continuously monitored surface injection pressure, injection rate and volume, 
slurry rate and percentage proppant. An owner or operator may also choose to use 
microseismic and tiltmeter surveys as suggested in API guidance26 to achieve real-time 
mapping of a HF treatment in progress;  

• Allowing flexibility in monitoring and reporting protocols to address the intermittent, or 
infrequent, nature of HF using diesel fuels wells while remaining protective of USDWs; 
and 

• Utilizing alternative and supplemental monitoring data (e.g., micro-seismic or tiltmeter 
data), where appropriate. 

 
 

                                                 
26 API Guidance (API, 2009). 
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Table 1. Existing Class II Diesel Fuels Hydraulic Fracturing Well Monitoring and 
Reporting Requirements27 
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Recommended  Required Activity Required Timing Purpose Timing 
Conduct appropriate During drilling and Same Provides data and information 
logging and testing to construction on the subsurface, including 
assess USDWs, injection the location of injection zones, 
zones, confining zones confining zones and adjacent 
and adjacent formations; formations; informs permitting 
prepare a report decisions to prevent migration 
synthesizing logging and of injected fluids into USDWs 
testing results [40 CFR and ensure USDW protection 
146.22(f)] 
Monitor the nature of At a frequency Same Provides an understanding of 
injected fluids [40 CFR sufficient to yield data the potential risks of fluid 
146.23(b)(1)] representative of the migration 

fluid characteristics 
Monitor injection At least monthly Continuously during Ensures protective injection 
pressure, flow rate and diesel fuels HF well operational parameters are 
cumulative volume [40 injection; the EPA met 
CFR 146.23(b)(2) (ii)] UIC permit writer 

may use discretion 
to adjust the 
frequency of 
monitoring 
thereafter 

Conduct mechanical Prior to being Prior to being Determines well component 
integrity testing [40 CFR authorized to inject authorized to inject integrity and/or if corrective 
146.8(b)(1); 40 CFR and at least once and if pressure action is needed to prevent 
146.23(b)(3)] every five years testing and/or CELs vertical migration through the 

during the life of a cannot confirm well bore 
project absence of 

significant leak in 
casing, etc., and 
absence of fluid 
movement into 
USDWs 

Conduct pre-permit At location and Same Establishes groundwater 
expiration monitoring [40 frequency as quality conditions before and 
CFR 144.52(a)(9)] approved by the EPA after diesel fuels HF to 

UIC Director in the demonstrate non-migration of 
pre-permit expiration fracturing fluids and detect 
monitoring plan and potential changes in quality 
in permit conditions resultant from the fracturing 

activity 

 

                                                 
27 This table lists current requirements for monitoring and reporting and adjustments for diesel fuels HF Class II 
wells that the EPA recommends that permit writers consider. 
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 Required Activity Required Timing Recommended 
Timing Purpose 
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Report any emergency or 
noncompliance event 
which may endanger 
human health or the 
environment [40 CFR 
144.51(k)(6)] 

Verbally, within 24 
hours; in writing, 
within five days of an 
emergency or 
noncompliance event 

Same Provides for timely initiation 
of remedial action  

Notify the EPA UIC 
Program Director that 
construction is complete 
and await approval 
before commencing 
injection [40 CFR 
144.51(m)] 

After well 
construction 
completion 

Same Provides the EPA UIC 
Program Director information 
to ensure well construction is 
protective of USDWs prior to 
operation 

Report information 
collected under 
146.23(b)(1) before, 
during and after a Class 
II well (including Class II 
HF wells using diesel 
fuels) commences 
operation [40 CFR 
146.23(b)] 

Varies, depending on 
type and 
characteristics of the 
activity being 
monitored  

Same Ensures maintenance of well 
integrity so that injected fluids 
do not migrate into USDWs; 
informs remedial action, if 
needed 

Submit a summary report 
of all monitoring28 [40 
CFR 146.23(c)(1) & (2)] 

Annually  As determined by 
permit conditions and 
waived at the 
discretion of the EPA 
UIC Program 
Director thereafter 

Allows the EPA UIC Program 
Director to review activities 
and ensure the permit 
conditions are met 

R
ec

or
d 

R
et

en
tio

n 

Retain all calibration and 
maintenance records; 
original strip chart 
recordings for continuous 
monitoring; copies of all 
reports required by the 
permit and data used to 
complete the permit 
application; and 
monitoring records on the 
nature and composition 
of all injected fluids [40 
CFR 144.51(j)(2)(i)  
& 40 CFR 144.51(j)(2) 
(ii)] 

Retain for three years 
from the date of the 
sample, procedure, 
measurement, report29 
or application. 
Retain information on 
the nature and 
composition of all 
injected fluids until 
three years after the 
completion of any 
plugging and 
abandonment,  
 

Same Confirms safe and protective 
injection; informs future 
activities in the AoR and any 
necessary remedial action  

                                                 
28 Owners or operators of enhanced recovery wells may report on a field or project basis rather than an individual 
well basis. 
29 For EPA-administered programs, the owner or operator shall retain records beyond three years, unless records are 
delivered to the RA or the RA gives written approval to discard them. 
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 Required Activity Required Timing Recommended 
Timing Purpose 

Maintain results of all 
monitoring [40 CFR 
146.23(b)(4)] 

Until the next permit 
review  

Same Confirms USDW protection 
during injection; informs 
future activities in the AoR and 
any necessary remedial action 

 
How Do the Class II Financial Responsibility Requirements Apply to Wells 
Using Diesel Fuels for HF? 
 
Existing requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Like other classes of injection wells, the Class II regulations require a demonstration of financial 
responsibility (or available resources) before any operation can be performed (including the use 
of diesel fuels for HF operations). Regulations for Class II wells require a demonstration of 
financial responsibility to cover the costs of closing, plugging and abandoning an underground 
injection well (40 CFR 144.52(a)(7)). The demonstration and maintenance of financial 
responsibility is a permit condition that is required until: (a) the well is closed in accordance with 
an approved plugging and abandonment plan; (b) the well has been converted to production (i.e., 
no longer injecting for the purposes of the UIC Program); or (c) the transferor of a permit has 
received notice from the EPA UIC Program Director that the new permittee has demonstrated 
financial responsibility for the well (40 CFR 144.52(a)(7)). Submission of surety bonds, financial 
statements or acceptable materials to show evidence of financial responsibility is required. 
 
EPA UIC permit writers may periodically require revisions to the financial responsibility 
demonstration. This includes an update to the cost estimate of the resources needed to plug and 
abandon the well to reflect inflation of such costs.  
 
Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF operations will at some point cease injection and begin 
oil and gas production. Financial responsibility must be maintained under the UIC permit until 
the well has been properly closed and plugged or for the duration of the permit in cases where 
wells are converted out of the UIC Program and into oil and gas production. (See “How Should 
EPA UIC Permit Writers Establish Permit Duration and Apply UIC Class II Requirements After 
HF at a Well Ceases?” for applicable information on permit duration and well conversion.) 
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
The paragraphs below present the EPA’s recommended approaches for applying the existing 
requirements described above, to ensuring financial responsibility for wells where diesel fuels 
will be used during HF. Recommendations are consistent with the discretion accorded under the 
existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect existing UIC requirements for other well classes, 
voluntary industry standards, state rules, and other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should thoroughly examine proposals that use a financial 
test or corporate guarantee for self-insurance. Compared to third-party instruments (e.g., trust 
fund, surety bond, letter of credit), self-insurance may pose a higher risk of instrument failure 
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(US EPA, 2005; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2005). If an owner or operator selects 
self-insurance, EPA UIC permit writers should evaluate whether the risk of instrument failure is 
acceptable for ensuring that USDWs will not be endangered. 
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should include coverage for the total number of wells in an 
area permit for Class II wells using diesel fuels for HF (i.e., the sum of costs for each well 
covered by an area permit) when determining the extent of financial responsibility required. 
An acceptable financial responsibility demonstration will indicate that the face value of the 
financial instrument (i.e., third party financial instruments or self-insurance demonstration) 
meets or exceeds the plugging costs specified in the Plugging and Abandonment Plan (EPA 
Form 7520-14) for all wells.  
 
The EPA UIC Program Director should ensure that owners or operators refer to previously 
published guidance on the EPA-administered UIC Programs for additional context on the 
recommendations related to financial responsibility with respect to the use of diesel fuels for HF 
described in this guidance (US EPA, 1990). 

What Public Notification Requirements or Special Environmental Justice (EJ) 
Considerations are Recommended for Authorization of Wells Using Diesel Fuels 
for HF? 

Requirements in 40 CFR parts 124 and 144 through 147: 
 
Public notification requirements for all UIC well classes are addressed in 40 CFR Part 124. 
Under these requirements, the EPA UIC Program Director must give notice to the public of all 
permit actions (including those for HF activities using diesel fuels), including when a permit has 
been tentatively denied, a draft permit has been prepared, a hearing has been scheduled or an 
appeal has been granted. The public must be given 30 days to comment on a draft permit and 30 
days’ notice of a planned hearing (40 CFR 124.10). During the 30-day comment period for a 
draft permit, any interested person may request a hearing (40 CFR 124.11). Public notice of a 
public hearing may be given at the same time as public notice of the draft permit, and the two 
notices may be combined (40 CFR 124.10(b)). The public notification requirements were 
established to enable interested stakeholders to give input into the UIC permitting process.  
 
Recommendations for applying existing requirements to HF activities using diesel fuels: 
 
Below are the EPA’s recommendations for applying the existing requirements described above, 
with regard to improving public information available about the use of diesel fuels for HF 
operations and incorporating environmental justice (EJ) concerns. Recommendations are 
consistent with the discretion accorded under the existing UIC Class II regulations, and reflect 
existing UIC requirements for other well classes, voluntary industry standards, state rules, and 
other model guidelines for hydraulic fracturing. 
 
The owner or operator and EPA UIC Program Director should begin planning for public 
notification as soon as a new injection well is proposed to give the maximum amount of time 
for effective communication while not affecting the project schedule. Public participation will 
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help permitting authorities understand public concerns about these projects. Public participation 
activities will also give the public an opportunity to gain a clearer understanding of the benefits 
and risks of the planned use of diesel fuels for HF activity. By beginning outreach early, both the 
EPA UIC permit writer and the owner or operator will have more flexibility to consider and 
address stakeholder concerns. Earlier stakeholder outreach can help mitigate controversial issues 
and avoid litigation and project delays. One way to achieve earlier public notification is to build 
on requirements at 40 CFR 144.31(e)(9), which specify that permit applicants to the EPA-
administered programs should identify and submit with the permit application the names and 
addresses of all land owners within one-quarter mile of the facility boundary, unless waived by 
the EPA UIC Program Director. The EPA UIC permit writer could request owners or operators 
to obtain land owner contact information required in the permit application and also send out 
project details to local land owners and nearby public officials, including public water supply 
system operators, regarding the proposed use of diesel fuels for a HF project in advance of 
submitting the permit application.  
 
Other options EPA permit writers could consider, include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Scheduling a hearing concurrently with the public notice of draft permit in areas where 
hearing requests are expected; and 
 

• Coordinating application submission for multiple permits from multiple owners or 
operators to issue one public notice and hold one comment period and/or hearing for 
multiple permits in a given production area or similar geographic delineation. 
 

The EPA UIC Program Director should make available on the EPA website the draft permit 
as specified by 40 CFR 124.6 including the contact information for an EPA official to whom 
members of the public could direct their comments. If the UIC Program Director tentatively 
decides to issue a UIC permit, a draft permit must be prepared and publicly noticed. The EPA 
has historically made these draft permits available through a variety of methods. Draft permits 
contain information that the public is often most concerned about: permit conditions, monitoring 
and reporting requirements, compliance schedule, corrective actions and more. In addition, all 
draft permits are required to be accompanied by a statement of basis (40 CFR 124.7) or fact sheet 
(40 CFR 124.8).  
 
The EPA UIC Program Director and owners or operators should make a special effort to 
consider Environmental Justice in the permitting process for the use of diesel fuels for HF. 
The following sub-section, “Incorporating Environmental Justice Considerations,” provides a 
description of how this could be done.  
 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Considerations 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (59 FR 7269, Feb. 16, 1994), states that 
“federal agencies shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying 
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
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environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations in the United States and its territories.…”  
 
The EPA’s comprehensive Plan EJ 2014: Considering Environmental Justice in Permitting is 
the agency’s roadmap to integrating EJ into its programs and policies. Plan EJ 201430 is intended 
to enable environmental justice (EJ) communities to have full and meaningful access to the 
permitting process and to develop permits that address EJ issues to the greatest extent 
practicable. This is the implementation plan for developing a suite of cohesive tools and 
providing a public database of many other tools to serve as a resource for the EPA and all 
interested stakeholders to utilize during the permitting process. Potential tools in development 
include guidance, best practices and fact sheets on permit processes, public involvement and 
communication, permit conditions and interagency protocols. EPA UIC permit writers should 
consult Plan EJ 2014 and other resources and work with owners or operators to reduce or 
mitigate any potential EJ impacts of a proposed use of diesel fuels for HF activity. Up-to-date 
information on completed and pending EJ tools and details on the EPA’s progress on 
implementing EJ 2014 are available in the Plan EJ 2014: Progress Reports31. Appropriate efforts 
in this regard are particularly important in light of the widespread interest in, or concern about 
impacts of HF on communities.  
 
Implementation 
 
EPA Regional Offices directly implementing the UIC Class II Program should consider the 
recommendations in this guidance in permitting HF activities that use diesel fuels to ensure 
protection of USDWs. However, EPA permit writers have the discretion to consider alternative 
approaches that are consistent with the statutory and regulatory requirements. EPA Regional 
Offices should continue to coordinate with state oil and gas programs and the appropriate BLM 
office and to establish a mechanism to inform owners or operators of applicable UIC Program 
requirements and application deadlines. In addition, EPA Regional Offices should collaborate 
with appropriate regulatory entities to streamline permitting (e.g., between the EPA and BLM on 
BLM-managed lands or with state agencies) such as sharing data where requirements and 
reporting timeframes are compatible for coordination among the various permitting authorities.  
   

                                                 
30 US EPA, http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/plan-ej/permitting.html 
31 US EPA, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/policy/plan-ej-2014/plan-ej-progress-report-2013.pdf 

http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/plan-ej/permitting.html
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/policy/plan-ej-2014/plan-ej-progress-report-2013.pdf
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Pathways of Contamination and UIC Requirements Designed to 
Mitigate Risks to USDWs 
 
The fundamental purpose of the UIC Program is to prevent the contamination of current and 
potential underground sources of drinking water (USDWs) by keeping injected fluids within the 
injection well and the intended injection zone. There are six major pathways by which injected 
fluids can migrate into USDWs, as follows: 

 
1. Migration of fluids through a faulty injection well casing;  

2. Migration of fluids through the annulus located between the casing and well bore;  

3. Migration of fluids from an injection zone through the confining strata;  

4. Vertical migration of fluids through improperly abandoned and improperly completed 
wells;  

5. Lateral migration of fluids from within an injection zone into a protected portion of that 
stratum; and  

6. Direct injection of fluids into or above an Underground Source of Drinking Water.  
 

More detail about each pathway and the major technical UIC requirements developed to mitigate 
the associated risks to USDWs are provided below. 
 
Pathway 1 – Migration of Fluids Through a Faulty Injection Well Casing 
 
Injection well casing serves multiple functions. It supports the well bore to prevent collapse of 
the hole and resultant loss of the well; serves as the conduit for injected fluids from the land 
surface to the intended injection zone; and supports other components of the well. If a well 
casing is defective or compromised, injected fluids may leak through it, potentially resulting in 
USDW endangerment.1,2 To prevent migration of fluids through the casing, well casing should 
be sufficient to prevent the movement of fluids into any USDWs.  
 
UIC regulations require injection well owners or operators to comply with specific operational 
requirements designed to minimize migration of fluids through the casing. Foremost among 
these are the requirements to demonstrate and maintain mechanical integrity (40 CFR 146.8). A 

                                                 
1 US EPA. January 1977. The Report to Congress, Waste Disposal Practices and Their Effects on Ground Water, 
Sections XI, XIII (“Report to Congress”). 
2 US EPA. December 1977. An Introduction to the Technology of Subsurface Wastewater Injection. Chapter 7 
(“Subsurface Wastewater Injection”). 



 

 
 
 
UIC Program Guidance #84 A-2  February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 

MIT is used to verify mechanical integrity of the well and confirm the absence of significant 
leaks.3,4 

 
Well integrity can be demonstrated by testing for the absence of significant leaks in the casing, 
tubing, or packer and the absence of significant fluid movement into USDWs. The regulations, at 
40 CFR 146.8, afford owners or operators and Directors options of tests that may be used to 
detect leaks and fluid movement.  
 
A second protective feature of the UIC Program regulations is that injection wells are 
constructed with tubing and packer, fluid seal or an approved alternative. Tubing and packer well 
construction is employed to isolate the casing of the well from injected fluids. Preventing contact 
between casing and injected fluids reduces the potential for movement of fluids through leaks in 
the casing and into USDWs.  
 
Pathway 2 – Migration of Fluids Through the Annulus Located Between the 
Casing and the Well Bore 
 
A second potential pathway by which contaminants can reach USDWs is the upward migration 
of fluids through the annulus.5 Under usual injection conditions, injected fluids leave the 
injection well and enter a stratum that allows the entry of the fluids to varying degrees.6 Because 
fluids tend to take the path of least resistance, unless properly contained, they may travel through 
the wellbore annulus. If sufficient injection pressure exists, the injected fluids could flow into an 
overlying or underlying USDW.  
 
Measures for the prevention of fluid migration through the annulus (Pathway 2) are the same as 
those discussed previously for Pathway 1 mitigation. Injection well owners or operators must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the UIC Program Director that there is no significant fluid 
movement into or between USDWs through the annulus. MITs must be conducted to confirm 
well integrity and the absence of fluid movement (40 CFR 146.8).  
 
Pathway 3 – Migration of Fluids from an Injection Zone Through the Confining 
Strata 
 
The third migration pathway the UIC requirements are designed to prevent is fluid migration 
from the injection zone, through the confining zone, into overlying or underlying USDWs. Upon 
entry into an injection zone, fluids injected under pressure typically travel away from the well 
laterally into the receiving formation. In limited situations, if the confining stratum which 
separates the injection zone from an overlying or underlying USDW is either fractured or 
permeable, the fluids may migrate out of the receiving formation and into USDWs.  
                                                 
3 See requirements at 40 CFR 146.8. 
4 Geraghty and Miller, Inc. April 30, 1980. Mechanical Integrity Testing of Injection Wells. 
5 The space between the drilled hole/borehole and the injection well casing.  
6 Resistance results from friction created by extremely small openings (pores) in the materials which comprise the 
injection zone. 
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The UIC regulations include site characterization, site selection, operation and permitting 
requirements to prevent fluid migration into USDWs through the confining zone. The regulations 
require owners or operators to collect and submit comprehensive, site- and project-specific data 
including information on the geologic characteristics of the injection zone and confining zone(s) 
to the UIC Program Director for review prior to permit issuance (40 CFR 146.14(a)(l), 
146.24(a)(l), 146.34(a)(l)). Historical data may assist EPA UIC permit writers in evaluating an 
injection well site. An injection well permit should only be issued upon the EPA UIC permit 
writer’s finding that the injection zone is appropriate to receive and retain the injectate and that 
the confining zone(s) are appropriately characterized and sufficient to contain fluids in the 
injection zone.  
 
The regulations require that well injection pressure be controlled to prevent opening fractures in 
the confining strata or otherwise cause the rise of fluids out of the injection zone and into 
USDWs (40 CFR 146.23(a)). These requirements afford the UIC Program Director discretion to 
establish injection pressures appropriate for the injection operation.  
 
Pathway 4 – Vertical Migration of Fluids Through Improperly Abandoned and 
Improperly Completed Wells 
 
UIC site characterization and permitting requirements are designed to mitigate risks associated 
with fluid migration through improperly abandoned and improperly completed wells into 
USDWs (Pathway 4). Such migration could occur if fluids move laterally within an injection 
zone, encounter improperly abandoned or completed wells and flow upward within the well into 
an overlying USDW or reach the surface. Due to the large number of wells drilled in the past and 
limitations on historical records, mitigation of fluid movement through this pathway is critical.  
 
To prevent fluid migration through improperly abandoned or improperly plugged wells into 
USDWs, the regulations require owners or operators to delineate an AoR for each injection well 
or operation and to identify and locate all wells within the AoR and correct any problems related 
to improperly abandoned or improperly completed wells before commencing injection. 
 
Pathway 5 – Lateral Migration of Fluids from Within an Injection Zone into a 
Protected Portion of that Stratum 
 
In most geologic settings and injection scenarios, the injection zone of a particular injection 
operation will be physically segregated from USDWs by an impermeable confining zone or a 
series of formations. However, there may be limited circumstances where injection well owners 
or operators may inject into a non-USDW (a formation not afforded SDWA protection) which is 
laterally connected to, or proximal to, a USDW. In such situations there may be no impermeable 
layer or other barrier present to prevent fluid migration into USDWs (Pathway 5).  
 
Injection into non-USDW formations that are laterally connected to USDWs may be permitted 
depending upon the geologic setting and operational conditions. In such situations, the owner or 
operator and the EPA UIC permit writer must carefully evaluate the site characterization, well 



 

 
 
 
UIC Program Guidance #84 A-4  February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 

construction and proposed well operation data when establishing permit conditions to ensure that 
the injectate remains in the injection zone and does not migrate laterally into USDWs. The UIC 
regulations afford the UIC Program Director discretion to establish appropriate permit conditions 
on a project-specific basis to ensure USDW protection.  
 
Pathway 6 – Direct Injection of Fluids into or above an Underground Source of 
Drinking Water 
 
The final pathway mitigated by specific UIC injection well requirements is that of direct 
injection of fluids into or above a USDW. Such injection presents an immediate risk to public 
health because it can directly degrade groundwater, especially if the injected fluids do not benefit 
from any natural attenuation from contact with soil, as they might during movement through an 
aquifer or separating stratum. To address these concerns, the UIC Class II regulations prohibit 
injection of contaminants directly into USDWs and permit conditions are established to 
safeguard USDWs when injection zones are located at shallower zones. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

  



 

 

Appendix B 
Methods for Calculating the Area of Review



 

 
 
UIC Program Guidance #84 B-1 February 2014 
Oil and Gas Hydraulic Fracturing  
Activities Using Diesel Fuels 

Methods for Calculating the Area of Review 
 
Method Selection 
 
The UIC regulations at 40 CFR 146.6 provide for two approaches to delineating the area of 
review (AoR): a mathematical approach for calculating a ZEI and a fixed-radius approach.1 
When choosing which approach to require for wells that will use diesel fuels for HF, EPA UIC 
permit writers should consider that the purpose of delineating the AoR is to identify the area 
throughout which the owner or operator must search for conduits, such as abandoned wells, that 
could enable fluids containing diesel fuels to migrate from the injection zone into a USDW.2 
 
Calculating the Zone of Endangering Influence (ZEI) 
 
The ZEI is the lateral area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or 
formation fluid to migrate into a USDW. In the case of area permits, the ZEI is the project area 
plus a circumscribing area in which the pressures in the injection zone may cause injection or 
formation fluid to migrate into a USDW.  
 
The UIC regulations at 40 CFR 146.6(a)(2) provide a formula, known as the modified Theis 
equation, as an example for calculating the ZEI for a vertical well, pumping over time, in an 
injection zone. A HF operation creates, within a very-low permeability geologic stratum, a 
localized, high-density network of interconnected fractures that is very capable of transporting 
the HF fluids generally consisting of water with a diesel-fuel component. This system may be 
considered as a porous and confined injection zone and can serve to illustrate why use of the 
modified Theis equation for calculating ZEIs for long lateral well completions used in HF is 
problematic. Any application of the modified Theis equation requires that the well-test scenario 
meets several radial-flow assumptions. Specific vertical-well scenarios may not fully meet all 
those assumptions, but horizontal, or directionally completed, HF well scenarios significantly 
violate the following three Theis assumptions:  
 

1. The injection well penetrates the entire thickness of the injection zone: While the vertical 
measurement of the directional completion in a diesel fuels HF application is measured in 
tens of feet, the vertical thickness of the hydraulically fractured zone is generally several 
hundreds of feet. Therefore, the directional completion does not approximate a well that 
fully penetrates the injection zone.  

                                                 
1 Fracture lengths shown in Figures 1 – 5 are for illustrative purposes only. 
2 The Director may ask the owner or operator to apply the fixed-radius approach and if that result is not sufficiently 
protective, the Director may ask the owner or operator to apply the ZEI approach (or vice versa) to determine if it 
provides more protection. The Director has the discretion to ask that the approach that is more protective be used. As 
an example: a ¼ mile fixed radius is applied and the AoR boundary intersects the edge of a drinking water 
protection area, or is sufficiently close to a public water supply source that the Director considers that HF activities 
might contaminate a USDW. The Director could ask for application of the ZEI approach. The director could then 
ask that the approach that provides the more protective AoR be selected. 
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2. The injection zone is of infinite areal extent: In the use of diesel fuels for HF application, 
the injection zone is of limited areal extent within a very low permeability geologic 
stratum. 

3. The trace of the well onto the land surface is infinitesimal: In a diesel fuels HF 
application, the trace of a horizontal or directionally drilled well onto the land surface is 
not small; rather, it is a line of significant length. 
 

Because the modified Theis equation leads to significant errors if used to calculate the ZEI for 
horizontal completions, the EPA does not recommend its use in those circumstances. The EPA 
UIC permit writer may instead consider mathematical models, supported by sufficient field data, 
to be appropriate to apply to the specific geologic setting for the purpose of calculation of the 
ZEI. The use of mathematical models often requires a significant body of data. 
 
Using the Fixed One-Quarter (¼) Mile Radius 
 
The second approach for conducting the AoR delineation provided in 40 CFR 146.6 is to use a 
fixed radius methodology. The owner or operator may use a fixed radius of at least one-quarter 
(¼) mile around the well bore as the AoR instead of calculating the ZEI, with the approval of the 
UIC Program Director. The fixed radius is most readily applied to vertical wells.  
 
However, for non-vertical wells, it is necessary to account for the directional portion of the well 
in order to adequately protect USDWs. For these settings, the EPA has developed the four 
options below to adapt the fixed one-quarter (¼) mile radius. The permit writer is reminded that, 
in the case of wells deeper than about 2,000 feet, the extent of induced fractures is greater in the 
horizontal direction than in the vertical direction, an important factor to consider when applying 
setback distances from the termination points of fractures or assuring that total fracture extent is 
included within the AoR. The UIC Program Director, as authorized in 40 CFR 146.6, may 
require that the AoR be bounded by any of the following:   

nhall
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1. The trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn around the 
directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion, fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius 
of no less than ¼ mile (Figure 1). (Note: fractures generally do not extend from the 
endpoints of a directional completion.) 
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Figure 1. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn 
around the directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point 
of the directional completion, fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a 
radius of no less than one-quarter mile. (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.) 
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2. The trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn around the 

directional completion of the well, where the sphere is centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion, has a radius such that all fractures are completely contained and 
the termination points of the fractures are no closer to the sphere’s circumference than 
one-quarter (¼) mile (Figure 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the circumference of a sphere drawn 
around the directional completion of the well and centered at the mid-point of the 
directional completion. The sphere wholly contains all fractures, the termination points of 
which are no closer to the circumference than one-quarter mile. (Note: Features are not 
drawn to scale.)  
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3. The trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback from the 
directional completion, where the cigar shape around the directional completion fully 
contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius of no less than one-quarter 
(¼) mile measured from the directional completion (Figure 3). (Note: Increasing the 
vertical angle of the directional completion reduces the length of the AoR’s trace on the 
land surface.)3  

 

Figure 3. AoR for the trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback 
from the directional completion, where the cigar shape around the directional completion 
fully contains all hydraulically induced fractures and has a radius of no less than one-
quarter (¼) mile measured from the directional completion. The total width of the cigar 
shape is 2,640 feet. (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.)  

                                                 
3 As the angle of the directional completion approaches vertical, the trace on the land surface approaches a fixed 
radius around a vertical well. 
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4. The trace on the land surface of the boundary of a cigar-shaped setback from the 
directional completion, where the setback is no less than one-quarter (¼) mile from the 
estimated end of the fractures. (Note: Increasing the vertical angle of the directional 
completion reduces the length of the AoR’s trace on the land surface.)4  
 
Figure 4 below provides an example in which the AoR is defined by the trace on the 
land surface of a cigar shape drawn one-quarter (¼) mile beyond the endpoints of 
hydraulically induced fractures that extend 200 feet beyond the directional completion, 
for a total setback distance of 1,520 feet from the completion (fractures do not extend 
from the ends of the directional completion.) The completion is horizontal and one mile 
long. Note that the lateral boundaries of the AoR are curves that are, at their closest 
point, ¼ mile from the horizontal completion. 
 
 

 
Figure 4. AoR for a cigar-shaped setback drawn ¼-mile beyond the endpoints of 200 feet 
long induced fractures along the length of a horizontally completed well. The total width of 
the cigar shape is 3,040 feet. (Fractures do not extend from the endpoints of the directional 
completion.) (Note: Features are not drawn to scale.) 
 
Multiple horizontal wells are installed at many HF sites. The arrangement of these wells depends 
on the nature of the hydraulic properties of the zone targeted to undergo HF. Figure 5 presents an 
AoR that is a composite of the AoRs for three parallel horizontal wells.  

                                                 
4 As the angle of the directional completion approaches vertical, the trace on the land surface approaches a fixed 
radius around a vertical well. 
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Figure 5. AoR that is a composite of the AoRs for three separate horizontal wells. (Note: 
Features are not drawn to scale.) 
 
Area Permits. For an area permit, the AoR would be defined by the furthest extent of all well 
completions (lateral and vertical) plus a circumscribing area, the width of that circumscribing 
area is either:  

1.  A fixed difference of (a) at least one-quarter (¼) mile beyond the furthest extent of all well 
completions and (b) no less than the estimated hydraulically induced fracture length such 
that all induced fractures are contained within the AoR, or 

2.   A distance that is calculated by a model according to the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 
146.6, but no less than needed to incorporate the farthest extent of fractures emanating 
from any well covered under the area permit.  

 



From: Kathy Garcia
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Elise Jones - Oil & Gas
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:02:21 PM

Hello Ms. Jones - in reading EnergyWire today, I saw your comments on local control
over drilling.  I so applaud your efforts and appreciate you truly representing the
concerns of the citizens you represent.

Best,
Kathy Garcia
Lafayette Resident

mailto:kathykeep718@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: Peter Korba
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: On Fracking
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 4:34:39 PM

Dear Bo Co Commissioners, 
  THANK YOU THANK YOU THANK YOU!!!....For extending the Fracking Moratorium  !!
Peter and Dale Korba, SO BO

mailto:p.korba44@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: Mike Turner
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: THANKS
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 4:12:05 PM

THANKS EVERYONE FOR EXTENDING THE MORATORIUM ON FRACKING.

NOW, IF ONLY WE COULD GET STARTED IN DENVER…………

               THANKS SOOOOOOOO MUCH, mike turner denver

mailto:letouch@centurylink.net
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: dnet#delight@viawest.net
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Thank you so much for
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 4:04:28 PM

Thank you for extending moratorium on fracking!
Hooray.
Bonnie Sundance
Nederland

--------------------------------------------------------------------
mail2web - Check your email from the web at
http://link.mail2web.com/mail2web

mailto:dnet#delight@viawest.net
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
http://link.mail2web.com/mail2web


From: Britta Voss
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Thank you for extending the fracking moratorium
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 6:15:53 PM

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you so much for boldly standing up to fossil fuel interests in our county by
extending the moratorium on extreme oil and gas development until July 2018.
While measures like this are temporary and piecemeal, I hope that our community is
eventually able to resist the demands of these corporations on our health and
wellbeing for their profit once and for all. Please continue to be a voice for reason
and caution in defense of the people of Boulder and a more sustainable future!

Britta Voss
1032 Ridglea Way
Boulder, CO

mailto:brittamv@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: Michael Sweeney
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: deb"s suggestion
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 6:53:28 PM

I listened (in slightly ebarrassed silence) to Deb's suggestion of asking the
companies to fund studies .

She seems slightly out-of-touch.

Thanks for your vote on extending the moratorium.

mailto:michael.sweeney303@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: Matt
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Kudos for your courage and commitment
Date: Saturday, November 15, 2014 10:58:33 PM

Dear commissioners, 

Public office is not for the weak hearted, or the thin-skinned! I was never in politics,
but was a church pastor for 25 years, so…hmmm. Then again, maybe I was in
politics! I attended the meeting in Longmont last week, but did not speak. I wish I
had, if only to show my appreciation to you for what is clearly deep dedication, not
only the environmental issues at stake, but to representing your constituency so
well. 

I simply wanted to tell you that what you have done recently, both with the
extension of the moratorium, along with your support of Longmont in their court
case, makes me proud not only to have voted for you, but to be represented by
you. 

You have my full support, and should you ever need my backing in any way, I am at
your service.

Sincerely,

Matt Condon

Sent from my iPad

mailto:tracku@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org


From: suellyn jackson
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: thanks so much
Date: Saturday, November 15, 2014 6:00:53 PM

I want to thank you for extending the moratorium on fracking. Sue Jackson

mailto:suejhiker@gmail.com
mailto:commissioners@bouldercounty.org
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