
June 15, 2016 
 

Mr. Joe Molloy, P.E. 
Engineer – Chief Pipeline Safety 
 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Gas Pipeline Safety Section 
1560 Broadway, Ste 250 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Mr. Molloy, it was very enjoyable chatting with you at the recent Garfield County 
EAB meeting. I did watch the Webinar you left information on. However, in our 
chat, I mentioned the problems I perceived with new pipelines Ursa operating 
company is building in our Battlement Mesa P.U.D. to gather production from 
current and future drilling sites.  
 
I believe that looking at the federal and state pipeline safety rules, there are 
going to be some areas that are not being looked at that should be.  I am 
enclosing a packet of support materials to illustrate areas of my concerns. I have 
not included the entire packets of hundreds of pages, but just some key sections 
and pages for continuity and with added notes. 
 
• A partial copy of correspondence (first 11 pages) of Garfield County to Olsson & 
Associates, the consultants preparing Ursa’s presentation. Attached file URSA 
Pipeline – NTC Letter – ed.pdf  
 a. Transmittal letter 
 b. Mountain Cross Engineering, Inc. review of pipeline grading permit.  
 c. Ursa Pre-Application Conference Summary showing COPUC was not 
 included in review process even with the preliminary plans putting the 
 pipeline next to homes and close to apartments thereby creating an HCA 
 area under existing PHMSA rules.  (pg. 7 listing agencies notified). 
 
• Pipeline Grading Permit Application – total of 4 pages. Attached file 01 
Application Materials – ed.pdf: 
This application is where Kahuna Ventures LLC is listed as “Engineer”, but 
Engineer Certification of plan was done by Matrix Design Group on plans as 
noted by Mountain Cross Engineering. This leads to confusion of actual design 
source relationships and responsibility.  
 
• Site Plan – The site plan information appears on submittals for Pads B and D 
and Pipeline itself. However, the Land Use Permit Application Form of Garfield 
County is included on only some submittals and therefore was added as pgs. 10 
– 11in this file. For added information and scale, SGM map on pg.12was added. 
Pgs. 13-14 were a later handout at the Mar. 24, 2015 Board of County 
Commissioners meeting (BOCC).  Pg. 15 is a copy of the pg. 1 of the Geological 
Hazard Report submitted with Pad D portion of application by Olsson Associates. 
Pg. 16 is a Grand Junction Sentinel report on the WPX pipeline failure and pg. 17 
 shows preliminary pipeline routes. Attached file 03 Site Plan –ed.pdf 
 
 



 
Site Plan section packet was 1 -18 pages, but even pages were blank. For file 
reduction these pages were deleted leaving sheets with information only and 
becoming pg.1-9 
 
Pages have had notes, pointers and highlights added in select locations. 
 
- Sheet 1, pg. 2 addresses Engineer’s certification.  
- Sheet 2, pg. 3 shows proximity within 660 feet to Valley View of up to 25+    
 buildings in the box labeled  Sheet 4 and proximity to buildings in box 
 labeled Sheet 3 shows up to 7 multi-unit apartments. 
- Sheet 3, pg. 4 shows examples of water drainages crossing pipeline bore and 
 presence of gas and water lines in bore. 
- Sheet 4, pg. 5 showing overhead high voltage electrical transmission lines 
 crossing and transition from 12’ to 16” gas line. 
- Sheet 5, pg. 6 locates future land location of Lutheran Church. 
- Sheet 8, pg. 9 gives example of placing 12” gas pipe in steel casing for bore, 
 but does not show how this could involve 2  8” fles stel water pipes.  
Pg. 10 - 11 is copy of Land Use Change Permit Application Form that were with 
 other packet submittals of this Site Plan. 
Pg. 12 SGM’s M.I.R. Site Plan , Exhibit E  D2, showing pipeline proximity to 
 multi-unit apartment buildings. 
Pg. 13-14  Bore Piping Plan and Explanation with Engineering Detail. Handed 
 out and presented in Board of County Commissioners meeting December 
 17, 2015. 
Pg. 15  1.0 Executive Summary – pg. 1 of a Geologic Hazard Report prepared 
 for Olsson Associates for Ursa Operating Company  D Pad and surrounds 
 submittals.  
Pg. 16  Grand Junction Sentinel “WPX line ruptures when slope slumps” 
 describing failure of a 16” gathering line of like construction going down a 
 like slope  about 2 miles upstream from this location of pipeline. 
Pg. 17 Figure 2  (A map of Biological Survey) that shows the preliminary design 
 routes of the proposed pipeline(s). 
 
 
Discussion    
 
Going through the attachments in the above order of listing and starting with 
Pipeline NTC Letter –ed.pdf, the foremost consideration is the point that the 
design of the pipeline showed a lack of awareness of gathering lines being under 
COPUC (PHMSA) regulations. The County did not include COPUC in agencies 
notified (pg.7).The ultimate responsibility of compliance and Integrity 
Maintenance (IM) falls on the operator and High Consequence Areas (HCA) has 
more requirements. Wherein the Operator and land owner entered into 
negotiations over final pipeline locations and were either unaware or unmindful of 
these increasing hazards by reducing distance mitigations resulted in even more 
buildings being in Potential Impact Radius (PIR) or Zone (PIZ). It would seem 
qualified designers would advise those using the pipeline and land owners of 
such actions and the Operator would need to be cognizant of the added 
responsibility they are acquiring.  The County should also be made cognizant 



that operators not observing increased IM may have greater chances of disasters 
they will have to respond to and have disaster/evacuation plans. Mountain Cross 
Engineering brought up questions on the submittal pipeline grade design that 
were not answered by submitters that I could find. Reading the Engineer 
Certification that was on the Site Plan, it basically read it certified compliance to 
certain County land use regulations and added a disclaimer to any “construction 
means and methodologies” which could include engineering, design, materials or 
construction requirements. It is not a submittal to demonstrate the construction of 
a pipeline, it is only placement and landscape guide (grade plan) as needed for 
County regulations.  
 
Next attachment of 01 Application Material – e.pdf shows the Kahuna Ventures 
as the “Engineer”. This brought about the Mountain Cross question of the identity 
of the “who the design engineer is for the project.” While the Matrix Design Group 
signed the Grade Plan Certification for County land use compliance, there are no 
submittals to County that showed design further than layout, location and 
elevations (grade plan). Landscape detail was put in; and, pipe bore casing 
details were added. This addition of pipe bore details gave appearance to 
construction detail and design and may have added confusion that there was 
more than a grade plan to review. 
 
Going to the Site Plan attachment, 03 Site Plan – ed.pdf, I added to the original 
packet of 18 pages, 8 more pages from the total submittal papers, but I deleted 
blank pages. This reduced the file to 9 pages plus the 8 added or 17 pgs. total. 
There were pipeline grade plans in Pad submittals that had 2 additional pages (of 
Land Use Change Permit Application form copies, so I added these pages for 
information. I added a SGM map that would scale the proximity of the apartments 
better than the pipeline layout photo overlay. I put in “Bore Piping Plan and 
Explanation” and “Engineering Detail” sheet (front and back) that was handed out 
in a BOCC, as sworn testimony exhibit, hearing to give County approval. Pad D 
had an area analysis of geologic hazards prepared by Olsson Associates for 
Ursa Operating Company in their overall submittal to County and the copy is of 
pg. 1 of the Executive Summary. I added a copy of a newspaper article of a 16 “ 
WPX pipeline failure and a sheet that showed preliminary design layouts of Ursa 
pipeline(s).   
 
Page2 gives the Engineer’s Certification by Matrix Design Group to verify 
compliance to County land use codes for “Plan and Profile”. It disclaims 
“construction means and methodology, as well as additional permit application... 
prepared by others ...”.  This disclaimer means the Certification includes nothing 
on the pipeline itself. Operating specifications, corrosion protection, standards, 
inspections or testing to use for determination pipeline integrity or soundness 
were not found in my review of these submittals. Moreover, the drawings of the 
bore details on pg. 9 appear “added after the fact” as lettering is of different fonts 
and/or boldness. Such addition should have been be carried in the tabular 
revision record and marked as such. These 2 details add nothing to the “grade 
plan” and, without detail of the two 8” water lines, are either incorrect or notes on 
plan implying they are in casing are incorrect (pg. 4 Sta. 17+00).  
I noted on pg. 3 where HCA consideration should be reviewed on the apartments 
and west and south of Valley View Village 



On pg. 4, I noted some of the drainages that will pass over the most critical part 
of the bored pipeline placement on the upper end. These drainages could 
provide seepage water lubrication of approximately ¾ of the bored pipeline 
length. It should be noted the bore begins in the bottom of an intermittent stream 
bed. In Colorado River high water and 100 year flood conditions or flash floods, 
this point could be under water and may be below water table. The pipeline 
directional changes may be extreme stress points if “frictional” holding is lost. If 
this segment slumps the movement will have lateral direction to take the pipeline 
down the embankment it is crossing.  
Pg. 5 shows the crossing of a high voltage electrical transmission line and the 
beginning of the 16” pipeline on the side of Valley View. AC transmission lines 
subjects the pipelines to induced AC voltages. Even the grounding systems of 
towers can cause induced voltages. Ursa has stated at meetings there is to be 
cathodic protection, but when a long-term induced AC voltage exists on a 
pipeline, it can be dangerous and potentially life-threatening for operations 
personnel to touch the pipeline or appurtenances. In addition, pipe corrosion can 
result from AC discharge. With cathodic protection, a grounding system must 
pass AC, but block DC to maintain the cathodic protection. There are three 
pipelines involved and interchange between pipelines must also be considered.   
Pg. 6 shows Ursa has routed the pipeline through an area that will be occupied 
by a Lutheran Church in the future.  
Pg. 9 shows two Steel Bore Details. These details do not show the presence of 
the two 8” water lines and are incorrect if the water lines are in the casing as 
implied by note on pg. 4. Mountain Cross Engineering also asked this question. 
However, if two water lines are fitted in the 24” Steel Bore casing with the 12” gas 
pipe, the spacers/skids are totally different in configuration and can seriously 
reduce friction holding inner pipes in place. Pipe to pipe contact can create 
corrosion problems and future full inspection could be near impossible. 
Construction assembly would be critically pressed not to damage pipes.  
 
SGM Drawing, pg. 12 shows the proximities of the apartments that could require 
HCA integrity programs. The added note points out buildings and the drawing 
scale has better detail. 
 
 Bore Piping Plan and Explanation, pgs. 13-14. This sheet (front and back) was 
handed out at the Board of County Commissioners meeting of December 18, 
2015 by Ursa, as part of sworn proceedings.  It claims frictional forces will 
support all downhill loading of piping. It claims anything in pipe will only increase 
friction (vector), discounting increasing load (vector). But the flaw, besides being 
generalized to averages without critical point analysis, the basis lies in assumed 
dry friction, free of lubricant that would create a film of “no shear” between steel 
casing and soil around it. This pipeline segment, to minimize slope to the last 
point of drop-off, cuts under a myriad of drainage channels including “D pad” 
drainage and access road runoff. And like the same type of design, a couple of 
miles upstream, in the same type of soils and geologic profile, after some heavy 
rainfalls,  a 16” pipeline failed with a land slump and pipeline devoid of other 
support. Moreover, this construction on the Ursa pipeline adds disturbance and 
load within the hillside increasing likelihood of slope failure. The slope failure 
can create water supply problems for the nearby Battlement water 
treatment plant intake.  



 
1.0 Executive Summary, pg.15 This added page shows the soils for the pipeline 
to be corrosive for steel and concrete. The report shows that the pipeline, Pad D 
and the area in general is located on mud flow and fan gravel deposits, and while 
not mapped as being in an Alluvial Fan Hazard area, but is located on alluvial fan 
deposits. The hazard report also points out drainages of the area as prone to 
flash floods. Because of slumps and slides and the lack of mapping, Garfield 
County undertook their own mapping program. However, very little area south of 
the Colorado River was mapped with towns being mostly on the north side. This 
area was not mapped by County.    
 WPX line ruptures when slope slumps , pg. 16 – Daily Sentinel article of March 
7, 2014.  
Around the bend of the river upstream of the town of Parachute, close to the 
north end of the Battlement Mesa golf course, WPX experienced the failure of a 
down-the-hill gathering gas line. This line did not have two 8” gas water lies to 
further disrupt integrity, but all it took was water from a heavy rain. 
• Valley View Village - The pipeline, at 12” and 16” diameter and over 200 psi 
(there can be 50+ wells feeding this line combination of 12” and 16” line) which 
will run within 660 feet of 25+ buildings, exiting through a lot sold for a Lutheran 
Church site.  
• Figure 2, pg. 17. This picture shows preliminary possible routes. The route up 
the gully would have minimized impact on Valley View and the route to Pad B 
(the “hook” on the west side) would have avoided the bored steep slope.The 
developer plans future development in the land area on the west side of Valley 
View and claimed, in a meeting of home owners, he negotiated the final route 
from the two proposed original layouts. In my opinion, the convenience of 
maximizing future development out weighed using distance mitigation in design. 
Moreover, an alternative of using existing pads to cover the mineral extraction 
planned for these Pads B and D is possible using higher angle drilling reaches 
and would eliminate this entire pipeline. 
However, no complete pipeline design was submitted in any material 
available publicly to be reviewed by County issuing approvals. If the 
example of Engineering Details in pg. 14 is the type of engineering developing 
the pipeline, then it will be a haphazard finished product. I suggested automatic 
shutdown valves in pressure loss situations and Ursa people had no idea of what 
I was talking about and have never stated they would consider using them. In my 
opinion, Ursa has used contract hiring in all ancillary operations beyond actual 
drilling and has not shown they could meet the requirements of a pipeline 
operation for a HCA or that they are even aware of the need. That is why I asked 
the question at the EAB meeting, “what if a qualified pipeline constructor built a 
pipeline and turned it over to an operator that didn’t know “squat”?”   
 
While regulations provide the situations that demand extra inspection, record 
keeping and Integrity Maintenance, it seemingly fails to address having operators 
look to alternative planning; however, in this case, 1) the operator should be 
informed of the HCA requirements that must be met, 2) any approvals 
sanctioning the plan of the bored pipeline down the bluff (Sheet 3) should 
be reviewed by competent 3rd party, and 3) if any preapprovals from the 
COPUC are needed, they should be involved with this plan. 



The choice of Colorado regulation to allow drilling in urban areas, and not invoke 
mandatory alternate use where it is possible, means that an agency such as 
COPUC must make sure those elements of their regulation are not allowed to fall 
through the cracks of “we don’t regulate that” porosity of regulatory 
responsibilities.  
I have copied the COGCC, because the two 8” lines will carry water to and from 
pads and water handling operations in a “local” hook-up. The waste water line 
could also be used to feed water for injection to a pad with an injection well and 
are pad service lines which can be under their jurisdiction.  
 
 
 
Bob Arrington, P.E. 
60 Willow Creek Ct. 
Battlement Mesa, CO 81635 
970-285-9757 
 
Attachments as cited above 
 
Cc: 
Matt Lepore 
Director COGCC 


