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Stakeholder Feedback – Issue Stakeholder AER Response 

1. Notification Requirements 

Section 2.1.3.2 Pg 2-7 – Inconsistent with Table 1, 
Notification Requirements on page 19. 
 

Fekete Associates Inc. 
 
Secure Energy Services 

The notification requirements for all scheme types and fluid class have 
been amended to include the notification of abandoned well licensees. 
Table 1 had not been amended to reflect this change. Table has now 
been amended to reflect this as part of the minimum notification 
requirements. 

2. Notification Regarding Licensee of Abandoned Wells  

What if the licensee of an abandoned well (Company A) 
no longer exists and/or the rights are now open Crown. 
 
Concern with the age of some of these wells and the 
challenges with locating a current licensee. 
 
The requirement to receive confirmation of non-objection 
from abandoned wells can be an issue when the well 
licensee is no longer in existence. 
 
What kind of assessment is required and what is the 
minimum effort expected to locate a missing licensee? 
 

Fekete Associates Inc. 
 
Husky Energy 
 
Secure Energy Services 
 
ConocoPhillips Canada 

Operators will be required to do their best to identify, locate, and notify 
this class of licensee. Resources to be used include the provincial and 
federal company listings and the AER orphan well records. The 
application can proceed with a statement on what was done to resolve 
the issue when the location of the licensee proves to be impossible. 
 
No changes to the document. 
 

3. Injectivity Test 

Section 2.1.1.2 (A) – Last paragraph is not clear as to 
when to apply for an injectivity test. 
 
Section 4.1.2 – In the first sentence, injection of less 
than 500 m3 for testing purposes is exempt from 
application. The second sentence then says that an 
application is required for “any injection activity”. 
Understanding is that 500 m3 is just a guideline and not 
the maximum allowed for a test as long as the test is 
short in duration (i.e., 2 weeks or less). 

Fekete Associates Inc. 
 
Husky Energy 

Very few requests are received for specialized injectivity tests. A 
maximum injection volume of 500 m3 has been preapproved to acquire 
the Directive 051 requirements and obtain the data required for the 
assessment of the MWHIP. This volume is not linked to the duration of 
the test.  
 
The text has been amended to remove any ambiguity. 
 
The frequently asked questions (FAQ) document, accessible from the 
Directive 065 webpage, clarifies the regulatory requirement for tests 
expected to use more than 500 m3 of water or tests for purposes other 
than specified.  
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4. Caprock Fracture Test 

Sections 4.1.3 Pg 4-6 (2a) and 4.2.3 Pg 4-15 (2a) 
How would a company test the caprock to support the 
requested injection pressure? Provide outline of test 
required. 
 
Data from fracture stimulation will not be accepted? This 
seems inconsistent. 

Fekete Associates Inc. 
 

An in situ test, like the diagnostic fracture injection test, can be used to 
test the caprock to support the requested injection pressure. 
 
Data from hydraulic fracture stimulation operations will not be accepted 
for determining the fracture propagation pressure. They are not 
designed to be sensitive enough to detect the point at which fracture 
propagation is initiated. This is not inconsistent with the acceptance of in 
situ stress tests. 
 
Note that the data from a step-rate injectivity test conducted after 
hydraulic fracture stimulation may be acceptable.  
 

5. Injection Pressure Audits 

Concern with statement on Page 2-18: “Licensees are 
responsible for providing historical WHIP data to the 
AER for audit.” 
 
The MWHIP were not listed in approvals and, until a 
couple years ago, industry was not as active as we 
should have been (in some cases) with monitoring the 
WHIPs. The new directive makes it very clear now but 
we do not feel that was the case in the past. 
 
Possible solution: Consider using 2012 as the threshold 
to go back to. 
 
The requirements are clear now for MWHIP however 
there is no reference to any requirement for monitoring 
MWHIP in the actual approvals. Suggest a standard 
clause is added to ER scheme approvals that tell 
industry that they need to be aware of what MWHIP is 
and that they need to be compliant with it. 

Husky Energy Directive 051 states that well injection pressures will be limited to 
MWHIP and that monitoring of injection and annular pressures must be 
conducted on a daily basis. 
 
Although not explicitly stated, scheme operators are indeed required to 
maintain a record of this information to enable the AER to confirm that 
the pertinent scheme conditions have been complied with. 
 
Scheme approval documents will henceforth list the UWI, the approved 
MWHIP, and a clause requiring the maintenance of the appropriate 
records for possible audit. 
 
No change to directive. 
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6. Amend Disposal Schemes 

There are provisions to amend enhanced recovery 
schemes in D 65 – Unit 2 however there is no mention in 
Unit 4 that industry can amend disposal schemes. Would 
like to see a small paragraph on amending disposal 
wells (i.e., depth of packer, max WHIP). 

Husky Energy Reason is that most disposal applications are “new.” It is only in very few 
circumstances that a disposal application (amend) is submitted for the 
modification of the existing conditions on a disposal well. 
 
Paragraph added in unit 4 to clarify the circumstances under which a 
disposal scheme amendment can be sought. 
 

7. Notification Letter 

Unit 3 – A-6 
 
The wording in this template letter says that we are 
enclosing full copies of the application which does not 
seem reasonable. Suggest the letter be amended to 
read: “company X will provide a copy of the application 
upon request.” 

Husky Energy  
 
The template letter is designed to enhance transparency on the part of 
the applying party and to protect industry from incomplete notifications. 
 
No change required. 

8. Highlight Change 

The move of the Step Rate Injection Test guidelines 7 
MWHIP from D-51 to D-65 was not sufficiently 
highlighted in the bulletin. It was not obvious. 

Husky Energy 
 

The move was adequately highlighted in the release bulletin. 
 
No change required. 

9. Typo 

Last sentence of the first paragraph of section 4.1.1. 
Insert the word “of” after licensee. 

Husky Energy 
 

Document changed. 
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10. Conservation Requirements (Disposal) 

Section 4.1.3 
 
4-3: Is the 1.6 km a lateral distance? Provide clarity. 
 
Definition of accumulation would be helpful. Could 
possibly use “economically recoverable accumulation” in 
lieu. 
 
2(g) – There is currently no way to search all approved 
disposal wells except internally at the AER. Will this info 
be provided to operators upon request to fulfill D-65 
application requirements? 
 
Hydrocarbon zones can be regionally extensive; a query 
of all disposal wells within a hydrocarbon zone could 
return an extensive list. Suggest restricting the search to 
an “area of influence” instead of “hydrocarbon zone.” 
The area of influence could be argued /presented by the 
operator based on proposed injection volumes, 
formation understanding and any other supporting 
information. 
 
2(h) A subject zone can extend beyond provincial 
boundaries and can capture a very large region. Suggest 
narrowing search from “subject zone” to “area of 
influence”. 

Husky Energy  
 
This is a radial distance around the well. 
 
In this context, an accumulation refers to an undefined pool. 
 
AccuMap has a provision to search for disposal and injection wells. The 
approval documents and Index of AER Orders are also useful resources. 
 
The AER requires the applicant to be aware of the number of wells 
already approved for fluid disposal in hydrocarbon zones in their area of 
interest. This serves the dual purpose of prompting the applicant to carry 
out a review of the existing disposal capacity to ensure that it does not 
affect the recovery of hydrocarbons (enhanced recovery) and to confirm 
that the proposed additional capacity is actually required. 
 
A maximum operating pressure will be assigned to all disposal schemes 
into hydrocarbon-bearing pools or their associated aquifers to ensure 
that the initial reservoir pressure is not exceeded by reason of 
overinjection. 
 
No change required. 
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11. Injector On Stream (deadline) 

2-15 (3) requires a discussion if wells will not begin 
injecting within 6 months of the approval date. Why has 
this been changed to 6 months, yet standard 
commencement of injection is 3 months throughout the 
remainder of the directive. 
 
Clarification of the 6 month criteria required.  
 
If wells will not be injecting until 4 or more months after 
the approval is granted, can we include a discussion and 
get that written into the approval? 
  
Will the AER consider 6 months on all approvals? 
 
Not all wells will meet the 3 month deadline. We can 
assume the AER will still provide some flexibility here, 
but the wording is confusing. 

Apache Corporation The default injection start date is three months after the approval is 
issued. The application for a new well interval should contain a 
statement to justify an on-stream timeline other than the default. 
 
Text amended to reflect a default three-month on-injection timeline. 
Clarity is also provided on the process to request for a timeline other 
than the default. 
 
 
 

12. Step Rate Injectivity Test 

Appendix O (3) - states “apply successively higher 
injection rates, each of the same duration as the first 
injection period”. There may be circumstances where the 
duration periods need to be different. What if the flow 
has not stabilized in the defined timeframe, or stabilizes 
sooner? Solution: Do not specify the duration of the 
subsequent injection periods. 

Apache Corporation This is the established industry-wide recommended practice. Deviations 
have to be technically justified. 
 
No change required. 
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13. Notification Process 

The directive outlines a process for notification which 
includes giving each person 15 working days to respond. 
If no response is received the processing of the 
application by the AER will continue without further 
contact. We have been told that this does not apply to 
unit 4 applications. This is contradictory to the way the 
directive is written making consultation requirement 
unclear. This causes delays in submitting applications. 
 
Provide definitions of what confirmation of non-objection 
means similar to D-56. 
 
Table 1, Page 19 – Definition of Occupant for the 
purpose of notifications. 

Secure Energy Services 
 
 

The need for confirmation of nonobjection under the notification 
requirements for Class I disposal applications has now been removed. 
This brings the notification requirements into line with other scheme 
applications in the directive. Text amended as required. 
 
 

14. Step-Rate Injectivity Test 

The introductory paragraph states that the formation 
fracture pressure may be determined by step rate 
injectivity tests, in-situ stress tests or reliable off-set 
data. In appendix O test procedures are only outlined for 
step rate injectivity tests or reliable off-set data. Include 
procedures for in-situ stress tests and a definition of 
what reliable off-set data means to the AER. 
 

Secure Energy Services There are industry accepted practices on how to conduct diagnostic 
fracture injection tests. A draft directive on conducting and analyzing 
such tests has been released and is available on the AER website.. 

15. Notification Requirement 

The requirement to receive confirmation of non-objection 
from all mineral holders/well licensees would be onerous 
on companies. Limit non-objection to well licensees 
where the wellbore crosses the intended injection zone 
and mineral holders of the intended injection zone. 

Secure Energy Services The need for confirmation of nonobjection under the notification 
requirements for Class I disposal applications has now been removed. 
This brings the notification requirements in line with other scheme 
applications in the directive. Applications, duly preceded by stakeholder 
notifications, can proceed once the allotted timeframe has expired and if 
no statement of concern has been received. 
 
The AER would like to know of all stakeholder concerns with any 
injection activity proposal. 
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16. Step-Rate Injectivity Test 

Step rate tests conducted after hydraulic fracture 
stimulation may be inconclusive, and may not be 
acceptable for determining fracture pressure. Secure 
would like to see the AER consider step rate tests after 
hydraulic fracture on a case by case basis. If the data is 
reasonable still accept these step rates and not outright 
reject them. 

Secure Energy Services A hydraulic fracture stimulation operation has, by definition, taken the 
rock body beyond its fracture propagation point to create fractures in the 
reservoir rock. Data from such operations are mostly inconclusive for the 
purpose of determining the fracture propagation pressure. A step-rate 
test conducted after fracture stimulation can also be inconclusive, but 
may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis. A technical justification for 
its applicability will be required. 
 
No change required. 
 
Clarification provided in the FAQ document. 
 

17. Notification Requirement 

Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.4 
 
It has been cited that the requirements in this section 
imply that operators must notify and obtain non-objection 
from all parties within a 1,6 km radius of its disposal well, 
including abandoned wells. Members have cited some 
concerns while supporting the requirement around 
assessing offsetting abandoned well integrity prior to 
commencing injection/disposal operations. 
 
No regulatory requirement for offsetting operators to 
work with the operator of the proposed disposal/injection 
well to comply with the requirements in the directive and 
assure integrity of offsetting abandoned wells. 

CAPP  
 
Statements of concern will be administered as per current protocol. 
Possible safety or noncontainment issues cannot be ignored. The onus 
is on the applicant to discuss the state of the abandoned wells with the 
licensees. It is also up to the applicant to ensure that the abandoned 
wells are safe and will maintain fluid containment. The notification 
process will follow unit 2 requirements. 
 
No change required. 

18. Right to Dispose 

Seek clarification regarding the sufficiency of the 
applicant being the mineral lease holder (from the 
Crown) as evidence to support its right to dispose into 
the proposed zone. 

CAPP This is indeed sufficient. The Crown, as the pore space owner, however, 
requires a notice of indemnification in the case where fluid disposal is 
planned for Freehold lands. 
 
Clarification is provided in the FAQ document. 

  Draft Directive 065 (released December 2012) – Stakeholder Feedback and AER Response    7 of 10 



Alberta Energy Regulator 

Stakeholder Feedback – Issue Stakeholder AER Response 

19. Step-Rate Injectivity Tests 

Members have generally indicated that they believe that 
the outline for the step-rate injectivity test from the AER 
is sound and reasonable. Require clarifications 
regarding requirements laid out in appendix O: 

• Wish to clarify if the AER will consider using the 
maximum wellhead injection pressures of offsetting 
wells instead of the default maximum wellhead 
injection pressure (MWHIP) in cases where there is 
no injectivity test available. 

• AER notes that step-rate test data conducted after 
hydraulic fracture stimulation may be inconclusive, 
and may not be acceptable for the determination of 
the fracture pressure. In addition, it has been noted 
that there is no guidance available in the directive on 
how to evaluate fracture pressures in this event. As 
such, we wish to clarify if the default MWHIP should 
be used in wells where hydraulic fracture stimulation 
has been completed. 

CAPP The use of technically justified offsetting well data is already mentioned 
in the directive and is applicable in all circumstances. The analog well 
data has to include acceptable (step-rate) injectivity test data. 
 
Where the step-rate test data analysis is inconclusive for the purpose of 
determining the fracture propagation pressure, available offsetting well 
data may be applicable or the MWHIP may be assigned from the default 
table.  
 
No changes to document. 
 
Clarification provided in FAQ document. 

20. Alignment with Directive 051 

It has been indicated that in some cases, the draft 
directive refers to information that was proposed to be 
removed from the draft Directive 051 (August 2012). For 
example, under Section 2.1.1.2: Application Process, the 
draft directive states that the AER will permit, without 
application, a maximum cumulative water injection of 
500 m3 to acquire the information required under 
Directive 051. In addition, it has been noted that there is 
no reference to the proposed new Class V well, as 
defined in draft Directive 051, in the draft Directive 065. 

CAPP Class V wells are not addressed in Directive 065. They are addressed in 
Directive 023. Class V is specific to steam injection. 
 
No change required. 

21. Disposal Wells Associated with Thermal Operations 

We wish for the AER to clarify whether disposal wells 
(Class II water disposal wells for example) associated 
with thermal operations should be included with the 
Directive 023 application, or whether a separate D065 
application is required. 

CAPP 
 

A separate Directive 065 application is required for such a well. 
 
Clarification provided in FAQ document. 
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22. Timing of Submission of Directive 065 and  
Directive 051 Applications 

CAPP requests that the AER clarify whether the 
Directive 065 and the Directive 051 applications must be 
submitted at the same time for Class Ia, Ib and IIIa 
disposal, or underground gas storage. It has been 
indicated to CAPP that in cases where schemes are 
large, with numerous wells spread over a large area, that 
simultaneous submission of the applications would be 
difficult to apply. CAPP suggests that the MWHIP 
discussed in the Directive 065 application will be based 
on the data available at that time, and that as 
progressive scheme approvals occur and more storage 
wells are drilled, new data may necessitate a change in 
the MWHIP assumptions. Thus we wish to clarify 
whether the AER expects the operator to file an updated 
Directive 065 application with each new Directive 051 
application after initial Directive 065 approval. 

CAPP Directive 051 applications for Class Ia (nonoilfield waste), Ib (oilfield 
waste), IIIa (acid gas), and IIIb (CO2) disposal or storage applications 
are required to be submitted at the same time as the Directive 065 
application. This is essentially to ensure confirmation of wellbore 
integrity and zonal fluid containment for the proposed operation prior to 
granting the Directive 065 application. This is on account of the nature of 
these fluids. 
 
Directive 051 applications for Class II, IIIc, and IV fluids can be 
submitted at any time before or after the submission of the associated 
Directive 065 application. In all cases, fluid injection/disposal cannot 
commence until the scheme approval has been given and the Directive 
051 requirements have been met. 
 
Once granted, the Directive 065 (scheme) approval can then be 
amended for, for example, the MWHIP. There is no requirement to 
submit a step-rate test if the default MWHIP is deemed adequate. 
 
No change required. 

23. Diagnostic Fracture Injection Tests 

It appears that minifracs have been excluded as an 
option to determine frac pressure. This has been 
acceptable in the past and is still of value. 

ConocoPhillips Canada 
 

Diagnostic fracture injection tests, or minifracs, have not been excluded 
as an option to determine the fracture propagation pressure. Diagnostic 
fracture injection tests are addressed under the umbrella of in situ stress 
tests. The procedure to conduct diagnostic fracture injection tests has 
just not been outlined in this directive. 
 
No change required. 
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24. Licensee of Abandoned Wells 

Is there a reason why we have to notify licensees of 
abandoned wells in the vicinity of injectors and disposal 
wells for new wells and amendments? Is this related to 
mineral rights issue? 
 
How can a company confirm the abandonment of 
another company’s well and ensure that it will not 
influence the disposal well? 
 
Who is responsible for remedial work if a well is found to 
have inadequate hydraulic isolation? 
 
What course of action is open to an applicant if the 
licensee refuses to carry out identified remedial work to 
ensure hydraulic isolation in an abandoned well? 
 
Will the AER use submitted data to enforce on the 
licensee of an abandoned well that is found to be in non-
compliance with Directive 020? 

Canadian Natural 
Resources Ltd 
 
 

The notification requirement is not related to a mineral rights issue. The 
licensees of abandoned wells retain the liability for all incidents in and 
around their wellbores. This notification gives these licensees the 
opportunity to consider the proposed injection operations with regard to 
the condition of the abandoned wellbore. The applicant is expected to 
enter into a discussion with the licensee of the abandoned well if the well 
is found to have inadequate hydraulic isolation, which may be related to 
the well not having been abandoned to Directive 020 requirements. 
 
Any noncompliance with Directive 020 requirements should be referred 
to the AER. There may, however, be additional issues to address to 
ensure safe operations. It is incumbent on the applicant to highlight 
these issues and work with the licensee to have them addressed. 
 
No change required. 
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